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PAPERWORK REVIEW AND LIMITATION ACT OF 1976

MONDAY, MAY 3, 1976

U.S. SENATE,

SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT PROCEDURES AND

SUBCOMMITTEE ON REPORTS, ACCOUNTING, AND MANAGEMENT

OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS,

-W asking ton, D.0 .
The committee met at 10 a.m., pursuant to call, in room 3302,

Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Sam Nunn presiding.
Present: Senators Nunn, Metcalf, and Percy.
Also present: Vic Reinemer, staff director; Gerald Sturges, pro-

fessional staff member; Jeanne A. McNaughton, chief clerk; James
George, professional staff member, of the subcommittee on Reports,
Accounting, and Management; W. P. Goodwin, Jr., chief counsel and
staff director; Merrielou Howser, chief clerk; Rochelle Jones, profes-
sional staff member; and Gary S. Klein, counsel to the minority, of
the Subcommittee on Oversight Procedures.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR NUNN

Senator NuNN. Today the Subcommmittee on Reports, Account-
ing and Management and the Subcommittee on Oversight Proce-
dures of the Government Operations Committee, are opening
hearings on S. 3076,1 the Paperwork Review and Limitation Act of
1976.
This legislation is the outgrowth of oversight hearings held last

October by Senator Metcalf and myself on efforts to reduce the Fed-
eral paperwork burden.
At that time we heard testimony from representatives of the Office

of Management and Budget, the agency charged with the responsi-
bility for reducing the amount and duplication of Federal paper-
work, from representatives of the Department of Labor on their
reporting requirements, and from representatives of the General
Accounting Office on the performance of OMB and the Labor
Department under the Federal Reports Act.
Those hearings revealed clearly that .0MB has not fulfilled the

mandate of the Federal Reports Act to insure that information
needed by Federal agencies is collected at a minimum burden to
business enterprises and at a minimum cost to Government.
Although the Federal Reports Act was originally enacted 30 years

ago, the number of forms required by Government agencies contin-
ues to proliferate and the cost of complying with the reporting
requirements continues to mount.

1 See P. 69.
(1)
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Congress contributes to the paperwork burden by passing statutes
that lead to regulations which, in turn, lead to paperwork. The fre-
quent vagueness of statutory language gives executive branch
officials little precise guidance in issuing regulations. Consequently,
the regulations these officials write sometimes are at odds with the
intent of Congress.
S. 3076, which I introduced in March with Senator Roth,

McIntyre Huddleston, Chiles, Fannin, Taft, Hruska, Brock, East-
land, and Domenici as cosponsors, is an attempt to have Congress
confront and assess the paperwork implications of the legislation
that it enacts.
The Paperwork Review and Limitation Act of 1976 incorporates

several provisions of a number of bills which are currently pending
in Congress.
One of the most important provisions was introduced originally

by Senator McIntyre, who will testify today in his capacity as
cochairman of the Commission on Federal Paperwork.
This provision requires that each bill or resolution reported to the

Senate or House of Representatives by congressional committees be
accompanied by a Paperwork Impact Statement.
That is, the committees would be required to assess the paperwork

implications of the bills they approve and send to the floor of the
Senate and the House. Since they already are required to estimate
the cost of proposed legislation, it is appropriate, I think, that they
consider the paperwork implications which add to the cost of busi-
ness in the private sector.
The Paperwork Impact Statements would contain estimates of the

amount and character of information to be gathered as a result of
proposed legislation. This would include whether such information
already is being gathered by an agency, the number and nature of
the forms that will be required and the cost of time which would be
required of private business enterprises to comply with the reporting
requirements.
S. 3076 is not a panacea. In fact, there are many, many statutes

that Congress must pass or can improve upon to lighten the paper-
work burden.
The Commission on Federal Paperwork, which was created by

Congress to investigate the paperwork burden, has already made
valuable recommendations and I am looking forward to its final
report.
In the meantime, Congress can and should consider ways in which

it can mitigate the Federal paperwork burden in the future by pre-
venting needless and redundant information gathering on the part
of the executive branch. S. 3076 is one such way.
I believe Senator Metcalf has an opening statement. Senator Met-

calf is cochairman. We will be delighted to hear from you.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR METCALF

Senator METCALF. Thank you very much, Senator Nunn.
I want to congratulate you and congratulate Senator Percy for

your continuous observation of efforts to alleviate the blizzard of

4
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paperwork that we have in both the executive and in the legislative
agencies.
I certainly concur with your view that the paperwork that we

have in the Congress has contributed to many of the business bur-
dens all over America. It was my predecessor, Senator James E.
Murray, who, during World War II, observed that paperwork almost
destroyed small business. And so he got the Federal Reports Act of
1942, to help control paperwork, on the books.
Out of that has grown some, at least some of the brakes that we

put on paperwork.
So I am certainly in wholehearted accord with you in this prob-

lem of eliminating a lot of unnecessary burden, especially on small
business.
I have a longer opening statement, Mr. Chairman. I am involved

in a markup of the Timber Resource bill, which has some urgency as
we view the Supreme Court decision on the Monongahela National
Forest, and I hope that we can finish that today.
There is another Joint Committee with the Agriculture Commit-

tee. So I would ask that my complete statement be put in the record
and that I be excused. However, I have one question to Mr. Hughes.
I hope you, counsel, or someone would ask him that question.

Senator NUNN. I will be glad to ask it for you, Senator Metcalf.
Your statement will be made a part of the record without objection.
[The prepared statement of Senator Metcalf follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. LEE METCALF, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF MONTANA

I concur with Senator Nunn's view that Congress contributes to the paper-
work burden because of the frequent vagueness of statutory language. We give
the agencies general direction and let them work out the details by the regula-
tion process.
I would add that Congressional committees have a spotty record of

surveillance over agencies, committees or programs for which they are reponsi-
ble. Experience under the Federal Advisory Committee Act, now three years
old, shows that many committees disregard explicit provisions of that act
regarding Congressional creation of new advisory committees.

So, realistically Congressional committees may not be able to fulfill on an
annual basis some of the requirements of S. 3076.
These hearings correlate with activities of other Government Operations sub-

committees. Later this month we will be marking up Senator Muskie's
"Sunset" bill in the Intergovernmental Relations Subcommittee. That legisla-
tion would establish procedures for evaluation and abolition or reauthorization
of agencies on a four-year cycle.
Perhaps we can get reporting requirements, which are dealt with in S. 3076,

included in the "Sunset" timetables of the various agencies. Agency regulations
could also be evaluated at the same time.

Reports and regulations are an integral part of an agency. Consideration of
them as we evaluate the agencies or programs of which they are a part will
be a giant step forward in program evaluation.
On this issue, as in the development of the Budget Control and Impound-

ment Act, Senator Nunn's vigor and leadership are shaping policy in an impor-
tant area that has been too long neglected by both the Congress and the execu-
tive branch.
As chairman of the Reports, Accounting and Management Subcommittee—

and as a member of the Senate Interior Committee—I am mindful of some of
the gaps in the federal reporting system.



4

There are important areas where no agency collects information that we
need to formulate public policy. Some agencies collect and publish inaccurate
or misleading data.
Some information finally gets to us so late, or in such a form, that it is vir-

tually useless to us.
I would have been more impressed with the President's call for a ten per cent

reduction in reports if he had accompanied it with a goal of a ten per cent
increase in the accuracy of the information collected, a ten per cent increase
in agency follow-through with companies that do not submit needed informa-
tion, or a ten per cent reduction in the time which agencies take to process
the information they do collect.
A continuing problem is the failure of many agencies to include users of

information, and small businessmen, among the advisory committees who
review proposed agency reporting requirements. Perhaps we should prohibit
OMB reliance on the Business Advisory Council on Federal Reports—BACFR
(Backfire). We went into some of the biases of that group at our October
hearing. OMB could establish in its stead a balanced Form Review Committee
under the Federal Advisory Committee Act, which OMB administers. We must
broaden the base of organizations which help the government decide which
questions should be asked, and what reports should be abolished.

Senator NUNN. Senator Percy has been very active in this area
and has a keen interest in trying to curb this problem that we are
addressing this morning. Senator Percy?
Senator PERCY. Mr. Chairman, I would like to welcome our distin-

guished colleages Senator McIntrye, and express appreciation on
behalf of the whole Congress for his taking on what I know to be a
very, very heavy load that he carries.
It is a tremendous problem. I imagine the more that Senator

McIntyre has gotten into it as cochairman of the Paperwork Com-
mission, the more difficult he realizes it is. The solution to this prob-
lem would do a lot to help us get away from this anti-Washington
feeling which is being reflected now in the Presidential campaign
due to the inundation of paperwork, reportings, big brother attitude
and everything we do. All we have to do is look at our own tax
returns now.
Every year they seem to get more complicated and there is less

ability of an individual to fill them out. Sometimes I even wonder
whether the accountants that help fill them out really understand
them and whether they all agree on them. That is just one of thou-
sands of things.
I attended the U.S. Chamber meetings last year. Here is an orga-

nization that represents hundreds of thousands of small businesses
and one of the biggest complaints is Government regulations and
Government paperwork.
We have to have a positive attitude toward government. People

have to respect government if they are going to be a part of it. The
fact is that so many are turned off from it, voting for politicians
that have nothing to do with Washington. It seems the less you have
to do with and the less you know about Washington, the better
chance you have got to come down here.
That attitude can be turned around if we can intelligently look at

this problem.
I have not become cosponsor of S. 3076 simply because I wanted

to hear the testimony on it. I wasn't positive that it was the best
approach. As Senator Nunn very frankly said, he is not sure it is
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the best approach, but I respect the fact he orbited something. He is
trying something.
It gives us a point of reference from which you and the distin-

guished gentlemen here from OMB, and from the Comptroller Gen-
eral's office can help us.
This committee certainly will go to work on this problem in every

way that we see fit and we look forward very much to hearing from
you this morning.
Senator NUNN. Thank you very much, Senator Percy. I look for-

ward to hearing from Senator McIntyre. I had the privilege of
being in Atlanta about 2 weeks ago when the Paperwork Commis-
sion was meeting there. I think having hearings around the country,
which your Commission is doing, is the best way to find out what the
real problems are.
I know of no individual in the Senate and, as far as that goes, in

Congress who has done as much in this area to try to get the ball
rolling as Senator Tom McIntyre. He is the leader as far as I am
concerned.
I helped him in every way possible, but I consider you, Senator

McIntyre, to be the number one proponent of trying to curb paper-
work. I am delighted you are here with your capable assistants this
morning. We look forward to hearing from you.

TESTIMONY OF HON. THOMAS S. McINTYRE, A U.S. SENATOR FROM

THE STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE, COCHAIRMAN, FEDERAL

PAPERWORK COMMISSION, ACCOMPANIED BY WARREN BUHLER,

DIRECTOR OF THE COMMISSION OF FEDERAL PAPERWORK, AND

ERNEST EVANS, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR FOR ADVOCACY

Senator MCINTYRE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Senator Percy, I
welcome the opportunity to be here this morning to discuss the
ever-increasing burden of Federal paperwork and what should be
done about it. You will have to excuse me, I have a 17 page state-
ment. I will redline it, whip through it as fast as I can.
Perhaps we will have some questions. I will try to keep you

informed as we move along as to what page I am on.
Senator NUNN. You don't have to rush too much as far as we are

concerned. I have read most of your statement already. I find it very
interesting. So you take as much time as you need. We have got the
time.

Senator MCINTYRE. Thank you.
Accompanying me are Mr. Warren Buhler, sitting to my right,

Director of the Commission on Federal Paperwork on my left, Mr.
Ernest Evans, Assistant Director for Advocacy.
In my role as Cochairman of the Commission on Federal Paper-

work as well as Chairman of the Subcommittee on Government Reg-
ulation of the Select Committee on Small Business, I know from
direct experience that our Nation's citizens—just as Senator Percy
said—are being inundated with requests and demands for filing this
form and that form.
They must comply with requirements to keep voluminous records

in the event that some day, sometime, someone will look at them. It
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seems they have to fill out paper after paper for almost any and all
dealings with their own Government.
We are all familiar with the many "horror" stories about the

paperwork burden. The magnitude of the paperwork problem sur-
faces when we realize that government agencies print about 10 bil-
lion sheets of paper a year to be completed by United States busi-
nesses—enough to fill more than 4 million cubic feet of space.
Federal, State, and local government paperwork and information

gathering procedures average 10 forms for every man, woman, and
child in the United States.
The cost of this paperwork avalanche is staggering. A $40 billion

chunk of the Nation's economy is spent annually on paperwork. It
costs the U.S. Government approximately $20 billion every year to
print, process, and store the paperwork. It costs an estimated $20
billion more for the public to fill out the forms and keep the records.
The Department of Agriculture alone spends $150 million every

year on forms, reports, and supporting systems. It has on hand
989,224 cubic feet of records. Last year their records alone filled
36,500 file drawers. The paperwork generated in 1 year by Washing-
ton alone would fill Yankee Stadium from the playing field to the
top of the stands 51 times.

Businesses with 50 or less employees complete approximately 75
types of forms annually. A major oil company each year files 409
reports to 45 different Federal agencies, excluding tax reports.
A typical small business with a gross income under $30,000 is

required to file 53 tax forms each year. The State of Maryland
refused a $60,000 HEW grant for a consumer education program
because costs of completing the required forms would have used up
about 75 percent of the total grant.
The annual volume of daily logs filed by America's truckers, if

placed end to end, would circle the earth twice or reach 46,085 miles
into space. The trucker's daily log is considered by some to be the
single most burdensome Federal reporting requirement on the public
sector in terms of volume and filings, since the log must be com-
pleted daily for 15-minute intervals by approximately 500,000 truck-
ers. The log is filled out every day, including Sundays, whether the
trucker is driving or going to the ballgame.
A hospital in Tennessee reports that their administrative costs to

satisfy Federal paperwork requirements adds $4 a day to the cost of
a hospital room. The list could go on and on. Daily, the staff at the
Commission on Federal Paperwork is uncovering these and similar
stories.
Now I would like to review for you what the Commission on

Federal Paperwork is and what we are doing.
The Commission was created by Public Law 93-556, approved

December 27, 1974. The legislation was the result of congressional
concern that the Federal Reports Act of 1942 was not effective in
limiting the Federal paperwork burden.
I was pleased to introduce S. 3911 which, along with a companion

bill introduced by Congressman Frank Horton, led to the establish-
ment of the Commission. Congressman Horton serves as chairman of
the Commission on Federal Paperwork.
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The Commission held its first official meeting in October 1975, and
is to make its final report and recommendations to the Congress and.
the President in October 1977. I am attaching a list of the 14 Com-
missioners for the record.
The Commission has both short-range and long-range objectives.

The Commission when it identifies an area lending itself to solution
will encourage either appropriate legislative or executive action. It
will also work to improve existing paperwork procedures with the
agencies and in Congress.
For example, at the Commission's recommendation, Congress has

already approved a revision of IRS employee wage reporting proce-
dures which, when implemented, will result in an estimated $250
million savings for employers, mostly small businesses, and another
$20 million reduction in Government recordkeeping costs.
As another example, a few weeks ago, Chairman Horton, Repre-

sentative from New York, chairing the Commission and doing an
outstanding job, Senator Bill Brock, Representative Tom Steed and
I, introduced the Customs Paperwork Reduction Act of 1976. This
bill will dramatically simplify procedures for small businessmen
who wish to import small quantities of commercial goods and will
make customs clearance much simpler and quicker for international
travelers entering the United States. I hope that you, Mr. Chairman,
and Senator Percy and hopefully Senator Metcalf will consider co-
sponsoring this important bill and assist us in securing its passage.
The long-range objective of the Commission is to work to estab-

lish procedures to prevent future, uncontrolled growth of complex
and redundant paperwork.
The Commission is operating in three basic ways. First; We are

trying to learn what the problems really are with paperwork and red-
tape through hearings, correspondence, and what we call paperwork
impact studies. Second: We have launched study efforts to determine
how we can reform programs to cut their paperwork requirements
and processes by which paperwork requirements are developed and
controlled.
Third; We are trying to enlist every Federal agency in these

efforts to reduce paperwork, as well as State and local governments.
Nationwide meetings and hearings give the public an opportunity

to voice complaints and to offer suggestions. Hearings have been
held so far in Boston, San Francisco, Chicago, Nashville/Knoxville,
Phoenix/Mesa, Atlanta, and here in Washington.
Hearings are planned for June 1 and 2 in Bloomington(/Lafayette,

a Ind. On June 15 and 16, we will have hearings in Des Moines, Iowa;
July 8 and 9, we will be in Oklahoma City; and on September 8 and
9, the hearings will take place in New York City.
Information provided to the Commissioners at the hearings is

analyzed by the staff for the use of the study groups. Immediate
problems are referred to our ombudsmen for action.
The Commission's ombudsmen deal with the problems and griev-

ances of individuals that can be solved immediately. We have had
several instances of that.
For instance, a letter came to the Commission—we get many—

questioning the need to complete a Bureau of Mines form sent
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annually to all mineral and stone quarriers, about 8,167 of them.
The data which is obtained is used to compile the Bureau of Mine
Mineral Yearbook.
The completion of the form is not mandatory and yet, there is no

statement on the form to indicate the voluntary nature of the
response. As a result of the ombudsman effort, the Bureau of Mines
has indicated that it will, for the 1976 form, show on the face of the
form that completion is entirely voluntary and we hope that we can
reduce the coverage of this form by limiting its sample base.
The ombudsmen are also working on the driver's daily log, which

was brought to the Commission's attention at the Chicago hearing.
Our staff is now consulting with all interested parties including
organized labor, Department of Transportation officials, public
interest groups, and others to determine if the log can: (1) Be elim-
inated entirely without affecting DOT motor carrier safety pro-
grams; (2) be reduced in scope, applicability, and volume of log
filings; or (3) be improved upon in the areas of format, filings, and
management techniques.
Our impact studies groups will identify the segments of the

society most seriously disadvantaged by paperwork and will evaluate
the impact of paperwork on such groups as small business; large
corporations; farmers; regulated industries; organized labor, State
and local governments; plus individuals, consumers and beneficiar-
ies.
The second area of the Commission's work lies in the area of more

detailed studies. We have arranged our study groups into three
broad area: process, program and special research.
Basic to the final recommendations of the Commission is improv-

ing control procedures and streamlining the paperwork burden
imposed by Government on the American public though still provid-
ing the Government with necessary and, where possible, better infor-
mation.
The process studies staff is primarily concerned with these tech-

niques and is undertaking a number of studies in these areas. One
study is called "Value/Burden." It involves developing a series of
questions about the nature and extent of information demands upon
various publics, the concept of information as a resource, and the
usefulness of information responses.
Another group is preparing a study called "Planning and Man-

agement of Information—Executive Branch." They have begun to
examine the statutes, organizations and regulations which currently
represent pieces of a potential information system. The approach
will be to examine and assess how the excutive branch can improve
its management of information resources.
A study on FederaliState/local cooperation has also begun.

This study group is assisting with paperwork reduction efforts
within the State and local governments. In addition, they are work-
ing directly with State and local governments to assess the demands
placed upon them by Federal regulations and paperwork require-
ments, and to standardize Federal procedures so they will be more
responsive to the needs of State and local managers.
The privacy/confidentiality/access study is currently reviewing

the Privacy Act and the Freedom of Information Act. This is an
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attempt to provide a framework within which information gather-
ing, storage and dissemination activities of the Privacy Protection
Study Commission, the Domestic Council Committee on Privacy,
and other governmental activities can be coordinated.
Probably the most interesting and intriguing study—from the leg-

islative standpoint—is on the role of Congress. Let me digress a
moment here to remind Senator Percy, the chairman and myself
that the biggest culprit in paperwork is us. "We have met the enemy
and the enemy is us."
This study will analyze legislative process and procedures through

which demands for information are either written into legislation or
required directly by departments and agencies. In addition, this
study intends to examine how Congress uses information which it
demands. Also to be studied, Mr. Chairman, will be the desirability
of having each committee of Congress file a paperwork impact state-
ment relating to legislation they report.
I would like, at this time, to review various Programs Studies

now underway.
INCOME SECURITY

The income security group will focus its efforts on high volume
data collection processes affecting the aged, the disabled, welfare
mothers, and the unemployed. During the next 3 months, the study
group will develop background material for public hearings and a
series of round-table discussions with program administrators at the
Federal, State and local level.
These materials will trace information flows from the Federal

level to the ultimate recipient, identify duplicative collection and
data storage, and suggest issues to be explored further.
In addition, the study group will establish a working relationship

with other paperwork reduction efforts such as the HEW national
planning reform study and the single purpose application with auto-
matic referral system—SPARRS—under development by six States
in the mountain plains regions.

HEALTH

Federal expenditures pay 40 percent of the total national health
bill, which is estimated at $118.5 billion a year. Federally imposed
paperwork associated with disbursing these funds is substantial and
increasing. In studying this growing problem, the health study
group will focus primarily on four broad programs selected because
of their size and the extent to which they impact on State and local
government, institutional and individual health care providers, and
patients. These primary targets are: medicare, medicaid, specialty
clinics and the National Center for Health Statistics.
Data on the extent and nature of Federal health information

demands will be collected from State and local health administra-
tors, providers and patients. Specific examples of unnecessary or
duplicative requests within programs will be identified and recom-
mendations made for their correction. In addition, the data will be
analyzed to identify circumstances which alone or in combination
tend to give rise to general paperwork burdens without reference to
a specific program.
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TAX

The plan of the tax study group is to research and report on the
following three areas:
One: Conversion of the employee wage and tax statement known

as the W-2 form to permit its use as a simple income tax return by
millions of people in lieu of filing income tax return form 1040 or
1040A.
Two: Make current income tax forms and instructions easier to

understand and work with.
Three: Explore the possibility of coordinating Federal, State and

local tax reporting processes.
Preliminary work has started on each of these activities. I don't

want to digress too much, Mr. Chairman, but one of the things that
IRS has said to us is, please protect us from the statisticians. Some
of the statisticians will be testifying before you before the day is
out. GAO and OMB. Take a good look at them.

EDUCATION

Case studies will be made in those areas most promising for reduc-
tion of paperwork. Two such case studies have just been initiated.
The first study will examine newly combined data collection forms

developed by the National Center for Education Statistics for the
Higher Education General Information Survey. The second study
will look at data collection requirements and ensuing paperwork
burdens created by The Education for all the Handicapped Children
Act of 1975—Public Law 94-142.

PROCUREMENT

The procurement study group will build on the work of the Office
of Federal Procurement Policy in regard to the approximately 4,000
statutory provisions and massive set of regulations that govern Fed-
eral procurement. These regulatory and statutory requirements
require substantial documentation, reporting and recordkeeping.
The procurement study group will utilize several approaches in

analyzing procurement paperwork. These include:
One: Review of agency requirements imposed on a firm as part of

the solicitation process;
Two: Review, on a case study basis, of certification and documen-

tation requirements for agency clearance and review procedures in at
least two major procuring agencies, in order to determine areas in
which paperwork related procurement leadtime may be reduced;
and,
Three: The examination of nonprocurement paperwork require-

ments imposed on a firm accepting a Government contract.

STATISTICS

The Federal paperwork burden is a heavy one, but no one knows
exactly how heavy. The Commission is trying to find out. We do
know that more than 5,600 repetitive Federal reports for public use
are now cleared by OMB and GAO and given an official number so
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that they can be sent out to the public. Another 660 single-time
reports are also approved. This list of more than 6,000 reports does
not include tax returns or the reports required by the supervisory
banking agencies.
The Commission's statistical staff is now studying these long lists

to see which reports are most burdensome, and where unnecessary
paperwork can be eliminated. There is information on the average
time estimates to be needed to fill out each report and the number of
respondents to whom it will go.
The total man-hours required to fill out all these forms are astro-

nomical. For the 5,050 reports from nonregulatory agencies alone, it
adds up to over 145 million man-hours per year.
Now this isn't as bad as it sounds. Millions of individual reports

are required for the operation of highly beneficial programs to help
individuals—the social security system with its millions of applica-
tions for social security numbers and for benefits; the food stamp
program; veterans' benefits; medical and hospital payments of vari-
ous kinds, and so forth. Other reports are widely used for public
policymaking and public information, such as the economic indica-
tors.
Of the 100 report forms going to the largest number of respond-

ents and requiring the largest total of man-hours, about half are
applications for various types of Federal programs. Another one-
third are for evaluation and management of ongoing Federal pro-
grams, and the balance are for statistics.

Statistical reports go to only 12 percent of the total number of
respondents and require about 17 percent of total man-hours used in
filling out Federal forms.
The Commission is digging into these reports, searching for pro-

grams in which paperwork can be cut without damage to essential
public services. We are finding duplications, of course, and they are
getting special attention. Our statistical staff is surveying statistical
programs in some depth, especially in new and expanded program
areas, such as OSHA, medical services, and so forth. It is also rec-
ommending the use of better statistical methods to cut the burden of
administrative and management reports.
The basic objective of the Commission, in the statistical field, is

to develop and recommend improved procedures and organization for
Federal Government—both in the executive agencies and in the Con-
gress—to keep paperwork at a reasonable minimum and at the same

• time, meet the growing need for accurate, high-quality, timely statis-
tics for policymaking and public use and for the management of
Federal programs.
Along with all of these studies—all of which will contain specific

recommendations—not just statements of findings—the Commission
staff is preparing a special study on the reporting burdens associated
with the Occupational Safety and Health Administration—OSHA.
Another special study will examine the Equal Employment

Opportunity—EEO programs and related affirmative action report-
ing. The EEO study group will be seeking ways to reduce the EEO
reporting and recordkeeping burden without diminishing program
effectiveness. It will be limited in its approach to eliminating dupli-
cative information requirements.
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Not yet decided by the Commissioners, but possible areas for other
special research studies are those in the fields of housing, the Rene-
gotiation Act, and Federal Trade Commission reporting require-
ments.
I would also like to describe another important areas of activity

of the Commission.
On March 1, of this year, the President sent a letter to heads of

agencies subject to OMB control under the Federal Reports Act. He
directed them to reduce by at least 10 percent the number of reports
collecting information from the public, and to work with the Paper-
work Commission on a comprehensive program to reduce the report-
ing burden.
At the same time, the Commission launched a governmentwide

program to reduce paperwork. We are focusing now on those agen-
cies which do not clear forms or surveys through OMB. These
include the independent regulatory agencies, the Internal Revenue
Service, certain other Treasury Department agencies and several
other independent agencies.
Mr Chairman, I would like to submit for the record a copy of our

letter to those agencies and the suggested guidelines we have pro-
posed to achieve our reduction goals.
In its final report, the Commission will make recommendations

which go to the heart of the paperwork problem, based on the find-
ings of the current work. Although I am a cosponsor of S. 3076 and
previously introduced legislation—S. 200—covering much of the sub-
stance of S. 3076, I now believe that action on the bill at this time,
would be premature. I am eager to see the results of the Commission
study on the role of Congress and to review the findings of the other
Commission studies so that we, in Congress, can fashion a compre-
hensive approach which gets to the root causes of the paperwork
problem.
Though I am tentatively encouraged by the actions being taken by

President Ford in attempting to cut the number of Federal forms
by 10 percent by June 30, the Commission wants to go beyond to
actually reduce the burden. We are hopeful that these combined
efforts will begin to make a dent in this severe problem for so many
Americans.
But we must be alert to the responsibility we in the Congress have

in putting all of the pieces together in order to recommend meaning-
ful legislation. I am sure that these hearings which you are now
holding will provide additional insight as to when and how we
should proceed.
I hope that you will forward any suggestions, ideas or problems

which you find during these hearings which would assist the Com-
mission in our efforts. We seek the support of this subcommittee
and, in turn, offer our assistance and fullest cooperation.
Thank you.
If you have any questions that I or the staff can answer, I shall be

happy to respond.
I regret that I was not present at the Paperwork Commission

hearing in Atlanta, Ga. I commend you, Mr. Chairman, for your
presence there and for your keen interest in this subject. Unfortu-
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nately, though I had every intention of going, it came on top of 4
days of absence from the Senate. Mr. Warren Buhler, on my right,
is the Commission staff director; he is very knowledgeable in this
whole area.
He is trying to bring these study groups together, and can tell you

of the problems we have encountered. On my left is Ernest Evans
who has been with me in the paperwork battle from almost the
beginning. I think it was Ernest that really got me going on it.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator NUNN. Thank you very much, Senator McIntyre. I see in

your statement that you are looking into the impact statement your-
self and are making some recommendation on that. One of the pro-
visions of this bill would require every committee that has jurisdiction
over any department or agency to require a report from the agency
at least once a year.

Really, it would require I am sure, for an additional staff person
on each committee of the House and Senate to really be responsible
for giving direct oversight to paperwork so that the committees
would know what it is that they have wrought.
I agree with you we have met the enemy and the enemy is us. I

believe whatever they do in the executive branch, IRS or any area,
the biggest problem comes from here on Capitol Hill. We are the
ones who pass the laws that give sanction to this, whether we intend
to or not.
My question is do we really need to wait for another year and a

half until the Paperwork Commission makes a report to at least
start a mechanism toward better oversight in our committees? It
seems to me that that is almost a predictable part of the Commission
report.

Senator MCINTYRE. Let me answer that quickly in two ways.
There is nothing wrong with oversight. Oversight needs to be spread
through the whole Congress. But on this particular bill which I am
familiar with, as you know, Mr. Chairman, our experience indicated
that any committee, when it sends a report to the floor, would have
great difficulty making an accurate estimate in view of the amend-
ments that may be offered and in view of conference action.
I think the Commission feels that, as far as S. 3076 is concerned,

we ought to hold it until we can come back and give you further
information on how to best develop paperwork impact statements.
I would like Warren to add a little bit to this. He has looked over

S. 3076.
Senator NuNiv. I understand your position on the paperwork

impact statement. The part of the bill I was directing in my ques-
tion is whether we need to have some kind of a mandate before we
get your full report for the committees to set up an oversight proce-
dure to review, at least, annually the various agencies under their
jurisdiction and to make a report to Congress. That would be the
oversight role as opposed to the impact statement.
Senator MCINTYRE. I misunderstood you. There would be no dif-

ficulty at all. As a matter of fact, several committees are waking up
to this fact that some of these laws they passed, they ought to take a
look and see what the bureaucracy has done with them. There is

72-098 0 - 76 - 2
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nothing wrong with oversight. It ought to be mandated through
every standing committee we have.

Senator NUNN. That is the feature of the bill I was really direct-
ing my question to.

Senator MCINTYRE. I would like Warren to testify to the original
thrust of the bill: that every time a report went to the floor on a
bill, it would contain a paragraph or statement that said if you pass
this, Mr. Congressman, Mr. Senator, you are going to create possibly
35 new forms, creating another 144 man-hours of work. So that as
we pass these glorious bills like OSHA, we realize we are putting an
awful load on the back of the public.
Senator NUNN. That is in this bill, too. There are three or four

parts of this bill. Eventually I think we need that. I understand you
would like to defer that.
Mr. BUIILER. Mr. Chairman, we have been looking at several

options in the area of review. One would be to have each standing
committee receive an annual report on agency paperwork and act
upon it. There was some concern on our part that it may be too
much to expect each committee to review all the paperwork of each
agency within its jurisdiction every year that maybe we ought to
break it down so that there would be a phased review of all paper-
work requirements within a committee's jurisdiction.
We also are giving some thought to the possibility of having the

Appropriations Committee look at the costs imposed by agencies in
requiring reports to the Government. There are several different
options. We at this point are not prepared to say which one we
believe on the basis of good, hard research is the best option for us
to pursue.
I would say this, however: The Commission has directed the staff

not to wait for a final report. Whenever we have sufficient evidence
to make a recommendation, they want to hear from the staff. They
want to act on it, and I can assure this committee that the Commis-
sion, if it follows past practices, will get back to you as soon as we
have any recommendations that the Commission feels have had suf-
ficient research to make and bring to your attention.

Senator NUNN. I know that there is no way you can complete all
of your work this calendar year. That is obvious. You have taken on
a big load. You have various breakdowns and so forth, but as far as
the most fundamental part of the report, that is the congressional
role and what Congress should do, I believe, we have got some
momentum going now. I think the presidential races are increasing
that momentum. I think there is an awful lot of conversation
throughout the country about what should be done.
I would hate to have the report come a year from now when we

may very well have momentum on something else. I think if we
don't do something about this problem while there is momentum
politically, that the chances of getting it done are very, very slim
because there is going to be certainly some changing of the status
quo. There will have to be. There will have to be some things that
are considered radical now, at least.
So my question really is is there any possibility that we could get

your recommendation, at least on the role of Congress and what
Congress itself should do, within the next few months?



15

Senator MCINTYRE. That would depend on how advanced the
study is on the role of Congress.
Mr. BUHLER. We are really just getting started on the role of

Congress study. It is a very difficult area. The environment changes
constantly. We are trying to bring about changes and not just do
studies. So I am not prepared to say at this point that we definitely
could have recommendations within another 3 or 4 months.
I would like to have the opportunity, Mr. Chairman, to work with

your staff on the development of a schedule for our activities so that
as much as possible, we can come forth with recommendations that
you might be interested in considering in this Congress, which
would fit in with your legislative schedule.
Senator NUNN. Congress is much more likely to impose some

burden on itself between now and November than it is after Novem-
ber. After November, Congress will continue to be willing to point
the finger at OMB and IRS and so forth, but between now and
November, Congress will be much more willing to point the finger
inwardly.
That is my analysis. I think that, therefore, it is very important if

we are going to really get something passed. Senator McIntyre
knows, it is one thing to propose legislation, it is another thing to
get a bill passed, particularly when the committee chairmen start
coming out of the woodwork against whatever bill you have. Some
will, some won't, but it does add a burden to the committees if we
are going to get the job done.
Senator MCINTYRE. I will take it up with the staff and see if we

can't expedite it. I agree with you, our feet are to the fire now, so
we can get some action. But experience on the Commission already
indicates that the problems are not simple and that every time you
want to eliminate a form, you have to remember it has a value, too.
So we have a value burden contest going on.

Senator NuNN. I would primarily like to get your recommenda-
tions just in that one area, this is the big area, I realize on what
should the congressional oversight role be? If we could I would like
to zero in on that one thing, get your recommendations on that be-
cause that is what this bill is aimed at.
It may be way off base in some respects but if we could zero in

and pass something on that this year, I think the rest of these goals
will, although they are complicated and complex and take a lot of
study, fall into place a lot easier as a result.
Senator MCINTYRE. I wish there were some way we could get

every Senator and every Congressman as sensitive about paperwork,
for instance, as I am. To that extent, I wrote a letter, I am sure it
only reached the desks of a small portion of our colleagues, urging
them as they sit here and consider these laws being passed, to start
asking the question, "What kind of reporting orgy are we now
embarking upon?"
I have a definite view. Senator Proxmire is going to be marking

up a bill called retail credit reporting. I think this is the question:
How much good is it going to do as against creating a burden?
Senator NUNN. Senator Proxmire is on record as favoring—as I

recall it, he came over with his whole list of forms—paperwork
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impact statements. You might ask the question what is going to be
the impact of this bill because he has certainly testified he would
favor such a statement.

Senator MCINTYRE. I believe he is also principal sponsor of a bill
that says every form will become obsolete 2 years after it is passed.
It isn't that simple.
Senator NUNN. Senator Percy?
Senator PERCY. Senator McIntyre, I was intrigued by the truck-

er's daily log.
Senator MCINTYRE. That is a peach, isn't it?
Senator PERCY. I see this is being worked on by the ombudsman,

but could you describe for us what the form originally was con-
ceived to accomplish? Why must they fill it out every 15 minutes?
Why not have it, if it is good for truckers—and what is good for
the goose is good for the gander—have it filled out by every taxi
driver, every bus driver, and every automobile driver if it is a safety
factor? Not many accidents, in proportion here, are caused by trucks
or just by ordinary traffic. What was the original purpose of this
form?

Senator MCINTYRE. I have no deep background on this. I suspect
those truckers you and I meet on the road, hightailing it at 2 or 3
o'clock in the morning have a great desire to get where they are
going and get back.
Senator PERCY. He has to write a report to prove he is awake

while driving? Is he to fill this out every 15 minutes:
Senator MCINTYRE. No. The log would simply show to the

National Highway Safety Board that no drvier was at that wheel
more than 10 hours consecutively. That is why he has a 15-minute
reporting interval, he has to indicate what he is doing.
Senator PERCY. You say he has to fill this out when he is going to

the ball game on Sunday. He fills it out 7 days a week, wherever he
is?

Senator MCINTYRE. If you want to go into an area where there
are horror stories of all kinds 
Senator PERCY. You wouldn't require someone on parole to do

that, much less a trucker. [Laughter.]
Senator PERCY. I am absolutely dumbfounded. This is the single

most burdensome Federal reporting requirement on the public sector
I can think of. You know, you would think with a stroke of a pen
someone could eliminate something as ridiculous as that on the sur-
face.

Senator MCINTYRE. Before you did that, you would have to listen
to why it is there. It isn't that somebody just dreamt this up. Some
regulator or some lawmaker had an idea that it would assure the
safety of the public. 'Whether it stands the test of time remains for
you and I and other Congressmen and Senators to determine,
through oversight, as the chairman says, to see how worthwhile
these are.

Senator PERCY. I am interested enough to ask one of our staff
members to check quickly on that to get a little more basis for
moving on that one just as expeditiously as we can in the Govern-
ment Operations Committee. That part of the operation of govern-
ment seems to be ludicrous.
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Senator MCINTYRE. Staff advises me that they will have a recom-
mendation on it very soon.
Senator PERCY. I would like to ask how the Commission on

Paperwork operates? I see you have an attachment. You have a list
of the Commission members. Do you meet regularly as a Commis-
sion? How frequently do you meet?
Senator MCINTYRE. Formal meetings of the Commission, at least

are once a month. Maybe Warren had better tell you that. We had
one last Thursday and Friday.
Mr. BMILER. Those were hearings. Actually, our hearing schedule

keeps the Commission meeting once every 2 weeks or so now and we
will continue to do so right on through the end of July, with hear-
ings and with meetings. I think that is quite a commendation for
the members of the Commission. As you know, they are all very
responsible and very involved individuals. We have a very good turn
out.
Senator PERCY. You say you have a good turn out. You have an

outstanding board. They are all very, very busy people. Sometimes
it is true, if you have got something to do, give it to a busy person;
sometimes, also, the staff is sitting there alone.
Who are some of the Commission members that in your judgment

really are active, are there at most of the meetings, give you atten-
tion and really, you feel, are carrying a large share of the load? I
won't ask you the counterpart, who is not doing it. I would like to
publicly commend those that are really giving you the kind of time
necessary for this kind of an activity?

.Senator MCINTYRE. All in the public sector?
Senator PERCY. All of them.
Senator MCINTYRE. I think, first of all, we have to commend

Frank Horton, the Congressman from Rochester. He has chaired our
group. It has been a headache staffing it. He is trying to do the very
best of jobs.
We have had good attendance from all of our members. I

wouldn't put any of them aside. Don Alexander of the IRS is over
there arguing with OMB. It has been great to listen to them. Esther
Peterson is here always; Elmer Staats, 100 percent; Tom Steed
takes care of all of our money problems. We don't have to worry
about that.
Bruce Fielding, with the National Federation of Independent

Businesses, is a constant attendant, as is Mark Littler, who is a
retired partner of Arthur Andersen and who is the vice-chairman.
These men are giving, I would say, when you consider the busi-

ness in which they are involved, 100 percent of the needed time. As
far as I am concerned, it becomes a fourth committee. It is a real
burden to get there. I would say my attendance on those in-town
meetings have been around 60, 75 percent; out of town, around 40
percent.
Senator PERCY. With respect to S. 3076, do you feel that the con-

gressional oversight function mandated by S. 3076 is necessary at
this time, given the work of the Paperwork Commission?

Senator MCINTYRE. I would say it sort of duplicates it is sort of
redundant perhaps, but we need so much attention. We need the
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attention of every Congressman, every Senator, every staff member
on this problem that I would not say you are premature if you want
to pass the thing. We may have some good amendments to it later
on. When I was talking about premature, I was talking about
simply the impact statement.

Senator NUNN. The main point Senator Percy is talking about is
that we have two provisions which really get down to the heart of
oversight. First, each agency under this bill would have to review its
paperwork and report to Congress by the end of each fiscal year,
with a compilation of what its paperwork requirements are.
Second, each committee that had any jurisdiction over any agency

of Government, would have to review its paperwork programs
annually. It is a review mechanism. There may be a lot of ways to
strengthen or refine it. I would like very much, Warren, if you could
direct your attention to those two aspects.
I would certainly defer to your judgment about waiting on these

other matters; although I think some of them may end up being
part of what you recommend. On the question of oversight by the
agency itself and by Congress, which is a rather general proposition,
I would like you to give us your views on that, at least get with our
staff and let us know when you could give us your views.

Senator MCINTYRE. We have no objection to the oversight provi-
sions. My objection of being premature is on that portion of it that
dealt with the impact statements; we feel that more learning on our
part may enable us to accomplish this in a different manner.
They have a pretty good answer to you now when they say how

can we tell at the time the bill leaves this committee how many
forms it is going to entail when we don't know what the amend-
ments or the conference will produce? We think there are ways of
tackling this.

Senator PERCY. My concern arises from the fact that it might be
difficult for Congress to accurately assess the paperwork burden of
the bill until the implemented regulations have actually been
drafted.

Therefore, unless legislation is drafted in such detail that regula-
tions aren't necessary or each set of regulations is sent to Congress
for review, it would be very difficult for a committee to make a
worthwhile assessment.
Do you share this concern?
Senator MCINTYRE. I share the concern, but I don't feel there is

any reason, that we have to wait if you want to start with over-
sight and get that mandated through the Congress. Warren?
Mr. BUTILER. I would say, Senator Percy, there are two stages here,

at least, where you ought to give attention to reporting requirements.
The first stage which the Chairman's bill addresses, is when Con-

gress is considering legislative authority to collect information and
impose requirements on the bureaucracy to come up with the infor-
mation. The Congress does not seem to discipline itself as well as it
might in these areas.
The second stage is when the regulations are actually proposed

and adopted. The regulations stage is often the first time anyone has

•
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an opportunity to sit down and think through what the legislation
will mean in terms of paperwork requirements.
At the last Commission meeting the Commission did vote to rec-

ommend amendments to the Administrative Procedure Act, legisla-
tion which this committee is now considering.
Those recommendations said that the Congress should require that

when regulations are proposed in the Federal Register they include
a paperwork impact statement so that people can comment on
whether or not the agency has figured out what the paperwork
requirements of the regulations will be and whether or not they
really are justified in terms of what is to be done, what is to be
achieved.
So I think there are two different stages and if you don't deal

with the impact at the statutory stage, you should give attention to
it at the regulatory stage.
Senator MCINTYRE. Let me add that we had some hearings on

OSHA and on ERISA, which is the statute on pension reform. You
remember it passed the Senate along with OSHA with an over-
whelming majority. This is now held up as a horrible example of

• passing the most complicated piece of legislation, doing it with little
contact with the Labor Department; then after passing it, turning it
over to labor, who admitted that they didn't really have the exper-
tise; they had to go out and find it.
I don't know the details, but labor had just 30 days or 60 days

and came out with the most horrible form that scared the living
daylights out of every little firm that had a pension plan, and is still
causing trouble.

Senator NUNN. Do you think the date was set much too close to
the passage of the bill and the bureaucracy didn't have time to come
up with the meeting on the regulation?
Senator MCINTYRE. One thing I am very high on now, subject to

being knocked down, is that no legislation that is enacted in the
Congress should go into effect any earlier than 6 months after sign-
ing, subject, however, to the right of the President, because of an
emergency or something like that, to override. That would give the
regulators a chance to sit down and really ask the questions intelli-
gently and do it succinctly.
So I have my staff working on an administrative procedure

amendment. It is over in the Commission, too.
Mr. EVANS. One point, Mr. Chairman, after the Commission held

its hearings examining the processes that led to difficulties with
• ERISA, the Pension Reform Act, Commission ombudsmen went to

the Department of Labor, Internal Revenue Service and, after Com-
mission action, susggested that, for smaller pension plans with less
than 100 participants model plans be approved in advance by IRS
and labor so that small businesses would be able to fill in the blanks
and this would reduce the application requirements significantly.
We are very pleased to say that within 30 days the first model

plan will come out from IRS. I think that is a significant achieve-
ment.
Senator MCINTYRE. Last Friday morning—no, it was Thursday,

we heard the story of Census wanting to know in what township
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and county you lived. That was the second or third line on the IRS
1040 form. The response to this thing was fairly ridiculous. They
had one block in there that the taxpayer would say I don't know.
He just checked "I don't know." What good did that do anybody?
So the Commission hearings are uncovering some of the worst

messes you ever saw in your life. I do want to reiterate, Mr. Chair-
man, it is all right to level your finger at the bureaucrats, but the
responsibility rests with us. They are only carrying out some of the
things we have asked them to do and have mandated them to do.
So we must always remember that we in the Congress are respon-

sible too, when we point our finger at people.
Senator PERCY. Section 5 of the bill before us, on page 5, directs

the OMB in consultation with the Comptroller General to undertake
a study of the feasibility of requiring a single standard form for the
collection of information by all Federal agencies.
I just wonder offhand how it would be possible to devise a single

form for, let's say, a farmer's planting intention, percentage of
income spent on rent by public housing tenants and an employee
pension plan.
Is that at all feasible, that a single form be devised? Is it really

practical from what we now know with Government reporting?
Senator MCINTYRE. Senator Percy, I am not going to try to

answer the question except off the top of my head. It is impossible.
But let Warren talk about that.
Mr. BIIIILER. There would definitely be problems trying to cover

the information requirements of too many different types of pro-
grams. However, we have been intrigued with the overlap and simi-
larity between collection forms of several different agencies. For
instance, in the business area, you have a number of agencies which
collect information on the financial status of business and the line of
business that they are in.
It seems possible that we would be able to develop a single form

to handle the similar purposes of the several different agencies.
There are questions as to whether or not it is useful to have one

form or a number of forms. For instance, in the tax area, the 1040 is
the standard long form which takes care, if you add schedules, of
every taxpayer in the United States. Some use the 1040—A which is
the shortened form.
We are looking into the possibility of developing a still simpler

form. At some point, the number of forms you develop to handle
individual situations becomes a complexity in and of itself.
So I think these issues have to be explored very thoroughly. A

clear answer doesn't seem to be feasible at this point.
Senator PERCY. Mr. Hughes, in his forthcoming testimony, raises

the point that annual review of forms might not allow needed flexi-
bility.
Are you concerned also that an annual review might be too fre-

quent? Would review possibly every 2 or 3 years provide a little
more flexibility?
Senator MCINTYRE. Interestingly, that is another little feature of

this paperwork burden that I have picked up. I believe that during
the ERISA hearings I said after a small businessman has reported
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annually for 3 years, could we then ask every 5 years? Anything to
relieve the reporting burden any little dent we can make.
So, yes, that is a question. For instance, with IRS Form 941—A

which is supposed to be one of the most horrendous forms for small
business

' 
we have managed to take that quarterly report and make it

annual. That allows a saving of $250 million to the small business
people generally and to the public at large.
I would say that when we got over to the House, they put on a 2-

year delay. They said this is fine, we agree with it, but it will not be
effective until January 1, 1978.
So, yes, that is a good paperwork reduction principle. I am not

sure I am being fair. But I do believe that testimony I heard before
the select committee one time I said, "Why do we have to report this
quarterly? Why can't we make it annually?"
One of the first things that occurred to the witness was it would

interfere with his workload.
"Just a minute," I said, "Interfere with your workload? You mean

you might not need so many employees every quarter? We have enough
work to keep everybody happy."
"If we did it annually we would have to let 20 or 30 people go."
That is probably stretching it a little bit. But that was generally

the idea I got.
Senator PERCY. Finally, I draw on your extended experience in

Congress as to whether or not it is best to have a committee make
impact statements or whether some independent review might be
desirable.
Is it feasible to have a committee make an analysis of its own

impact, of its own piece of legislation? Are there psychological
advantages to doing that, or would it be better to have an outside,
independent group make such a study?
Senator MCINTYRE. I would opt for the committee doing it itself.

I think on banking, for instance, a year or two ago, we decided on
an oversight subcommittee and we now have it.
I believe other committees of Congress have already moved into

oversight. Now I am talking about the law, "Truth in Lending"
what is it all about, how much good has it done? It may be that
there would be cases in which the oversight would not be done prop-
erly, but I would rather go the Committee way first than have a sep-
arate group or a separate agency.
Senator PERCY. You think it may have a salutary effect if they see

the impact that they are creating, and that they draw back and find
some way to not require such reporting?
Senator MCINTYRE. One thing that I thought of, but I am not up

to it, I guess with the hours in the day, is to try to check every
law, go down to the Senate at the last minute and say, "Mr. Presi-
dent, it is a fine law, but when you pass this in a few minutes—I
would wait until there are at least 25 Senators there—you are going
to create 100 man-hours of work for every businessman involved,
you are going to create 62 forms and possibly 80. Go ahead and pass
it, but at least you know what you are doing.
I felt that is asking a little bit too much from a lowly Senator from

New Hampshire.
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Senator PERCY. I would like to just in closing comment because
Senator Nunn, I don't believe, was in the Senate at the time. In the
emotion of the John Kennedy assassination— a great many things
were done, among which was the registration of ammunition, shot-
gun ammunition. Everyone who bought shotgun shells had to fill out
a form and the lines were rather long at the outset of hunting
season, outside these little sporting goods stores. People filling out
all of these forms.
A couple of years later, I chanced to see what happened to all of

those forms. Millions and millions of them, they are all piled up
over in the Treasury Department. No one ever looked at them
because there was no sense in looking at them.
You could never trace a shotgun shell anyway. But somehow we

had a feeling that by requiring passage of some law it would some-
how safeguard and protect public officials from assassination.
We quickly repealed that. But that is one of the few times we

have been able to catch something and see that the purpose for which
it was intended was not being served and yet we might have been
filling out these things for years, never remembering what it was all
done for in the first instance. At least we got rid of them. So good
luck to you.
There is hope. Certainly, I think the American public, the busi-

ness community particularly, the small businessman, the farmer, and
everyone else will be grateful to you when you finish your work and
say you have been able to reduce this by not 10 percent, but 50 per-
cent. I think we can probably achieve it.
Thank you.
Senator NUNN. Thank you. Just one closing thought.
I will ask our staff to get with you, Warren and Ernie, and with

other members of your staff, to work with you closely so that as you
come up with recommendations, we are able to go ahead and provide
some legislative thrust.
I don't want to lose the momentum on this. I think we have some-

thing going, Senator McIntyre, with your efforts and others. I want
to help in every way we can.
Senator MCINTYRE. Thank you.
[Additional information supplied by Senator McIntyre follows:]
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Frank Horton, Chairman
Thomas J. McIntyre, Co-Chairman
,,ark. Littler, Vice Chairman
Donald C. Ale%andel'

Barrett
Robert D. Benton
Otis R. Bowen

COMMISSION ON FEDERAL PAPERWORK
1111 TWENTIETH STREET, NW.
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20582

April 2, 1976

Chairman of Agency

Dear Mr. Chairman:

ATTACHMENT

Bill Brock
Bruce G. Fielding
Louis B. Knecht
James T. Lynn
Esther Peterson
Elmer B. Staats
Tom Steed

When Congress passed Public Law 93-556 creating the
Commission on Federal Paperwork, it expressed its deep
concern over the unprecedented paperwork burden which
Federal reporting requirements have placed on State and
local government and the public. The Congress affirmed its
desire to minimize this burden, consistent with the need for
timely information to set policy and to operate programs.

At the time President Ford signed the Act, he said, "We
all share the opportunity and responsibility of reexamining
our present policies and procedures, and recommending new
ways to obtain more effectively the information the Govern-
ment needs without unreasonably burdening the public."
Subsequently, on March 1, 1976, the President sent a letter
to heads of agencies subject to Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) control under the Federal Reports Act of 1942
as revised. He directed them to take action by June 30 to
reduce by at least 10 percent the number of reports collect-
ing information from the public, and to undertake a con-
tinuing effort to reduce the reporting burden. He also
requested cooperation with the Commission on Federal Paper-
work.

The Commission, together with OMB and GAO, is formu-
lating a government-wide attack on paperwork. We are aware
of some of the steps you are taking to keep your agency's
reporting requirements within reasonable bounds. However, we
think you will agree that additional improvements can be
made. To that end, as a part of our government-wide effort,
we urge that you:

--indicate your agency's willingness to participate by
naming a senior official, directly responsible to you,
to establish and coordinate your own paperwork reduction
program with us; and

--develop an Action Plan for an intensive effort of your
own design, relying on your own resources, to reduce
the paperwork burden.

•

•
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We would like your special effort to continue at least
through the life of our Commission--that is, until October
1977. However, we hope results can be attained sooner so
that your experiences and achievements can be studied for
government-wide application and, ultimately, form a basis
for some of our final recommendations.

An enclosure to this letter presents some suggestions
for objectives and guidelines which we hope will be helpful
to you in designing your Action Program. These include
possible quantifiable objectives; procedural objectives to
better define information needs, determine burdens imposed
on respondents, and balance the value of the information
relative to its costs; and various guidelines and initia-
tives that would help you achieve these objectives. As the
government-wide program moves forward, we will refine and
strengthen these initial suggestions and promote the
exchange of ideas among all of the participating agencies.

Please let us know, as soon as possible, whom you have
named to head your effort and to serve as liaison with us.
Mr. Warren Buhler, our Director, and his staff will then be
available to help with the development of your program, and
to coordinate your activities with those of other agencies.

Our full Commission will hold a public meeting in
Washington on April 30 to hear a staff report on government-
wide actions and to discuss with agency heads their perspec-
tives on paperwork reduction. Details on time and place of
the meeting will be provided shortly.

We look forward to joining you in a successful program
to reduce paperwork.

Sincerely,

Frank Horton
Chairman

Enclosure: Illustrative Paperwork Reduction Objectives
and Guidelines.



26

ILLUSTRATIVE PAPERWORK REDUCTION OBJECTIVES AND GUIDELINES

Note: This is ,an initial list of objectives and guidelines for
agency paperwork reduction programs. Agencies should tailor
these suggestions to their individual needs and will be ask.ed to
suggest improvements based upon their experiences over this next
year.

I. Quantifiable Objectives

A. Reports requested from State and local governments and
the private sector:

1. Decrease number of reports;

2. Shorten man-hours required to complete reports;

3. Reduce the number of copies of' reports requested;

4. Cut other respondent costs.

B. Records required to be kept by State and local governments
and the private sector:

1. Reduce records holdings;

2. Reduce record retention time;

3. Reduce recordkeeping costs.

C. Responsiveness objectives:

1. Shorten response time for applications, claims,

assistance, and inquiries;

2. Reduce number of paperwork processing steps within
the agency.

Procedural Objectives

A. Defining agency information requirements more sharply:

1. Improve mechanisms for reviewing reporting systems

to better determine utility of information to program

managers;

2. Develop a timetable to reassess each reporting system

of the agency;

3. Improve mechanisms for actively involving respondents

and users at an early stage in a continuing effort to

determine if the information being collected is accurate

and appropriate.
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B. Assessing the impact of respondent burden more carefully:

1. Establish or improve mechanisms to obtain from
respondents information on the burdens • (costs,
loss of confidentiality, etc.) impos:d by reporting
and recordkecping requests:'

2. Distinguish among respondent types by capability to
provide information, and then design requests for
information to meet these different capabilities;

3. Establish or improve methods to involve respondents
in periodic reassessments of the burdens imposed
and to identify opportunities for lessening them;

4. Establish or improve mechanisms within the agency
to increase the visibility of the reporting burden
and the sensitivity of senior management to reporting
burdens.

C. Improving judgments about the -balance between expected
information value and burden imposed;

1. Require clear description of the value of the infor-
mation and the burden, imposed for management review
at the highest level of the agency;

2. Require top-level consideration of alternative methods
for obtaining information (e.g, certification, audit,
use -of another existing information source) with- clear
value/burderranalyses-attached to each;

•
3. Establish regular reviews with appropriate officials

in the Congress and in the Executive Officp of the
President to reconsider legislation in view of estimates
of information value compared to burdens imposed, as
well as the value of the program compared to its costs.

[111. plplementation Guidelines and Initiatives

A. Improving paperwork management and cutting agency costs:

1. Insure that a senior official has been assigned
the overall responsibility for planning, coordinating,
executing and evaluating the agency's information
management program.
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2 Insure that functions, authorities and respons3bilities
involved in the planning, management and control of
paperwork management activities are clearly spelled out
and understood.

3. Review the existing information management prograto to
insure that it is comprehensive and not fragmented,
and is able to consider the several different per-
spectives necessary to judge the desirability of par-
ticular information requests t e.g., policy review of
value of information burden; management review of
need for information; review alternative ways to
collect, process, and store information; statistical
review of collection techniques; better form design; etc.

4. Insure that appropriate mechanisms exist for considering
available alternate sources of information already
collected by Federal, State and local governments, as
well as major private sector sources that might be utilized
on acost-effective basis.

Insure that appropriate mechanisms exist for considering
alternate methods to satisfy new information requirements.
before data collection efforts are mounted de nova, in-
cluding such alternatives as the use .of sta-f-T•Tasits,
sample surveys, certifications of compliance', etc.

6. Develop, wherever feasible, and within cost-effective
constraints, information systems capable of serving '
a broad spectrum, of users in both the public and
private sectors (taking into account the Privacy Act)
instead of emphasizing single-purpose systems which
serve d relatively narrow range of agency users and may
therefore tend to overlap in content and purpose.

7. Insure maximum utilization of applicable criteria
and standards prescribed by GSA in their various
paperwork management programs, regulations and
guidelines, such as the FPR's dealing with Records
Management and supplementary handbooks.

8. Establish or strengthen existing agency efforts to
standardize common-use data element definitions and
codes used. in reporting systems, computer data bases,
and library/information center bibliographic systems.
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B. Strengthening statutes and rules:

1. Insure that agency implementation follows the intent,
as well as the letter, of parent statutory and reg-
ulatory provisions -- particularly where it is clear.
that the Congress does not intend that enormous data
collection efforts be mounted to satisfy relatively
modest information needs or program goals.

2. Initiate discussions with the Congress to clarify the
intent of legislation which appears to require ex-
cessive paperwork to operate programs. .

3. Identify existing statutes and regulations which
authorize the collection of information no longer
required and take action to purge such obsolete
or invalid requirements.

4. Generate legislative proposals to modify existing
statutes which authorize the collection of informa-
tion from the public to satisfy policy-making and
decision-making needs which might be satisfied in a
less burdensome manner (e.g., staff visits, audits,
certifications, etc.).

C. Reducing the reporting burden:

1. Reduce reporting frequencies (e.g., more annual,
fewer quarterly and monthly reports).

2. Reduce the number.of respondents (e.g- thru sampling).'

3. Reduce the number of copies of reports requested.

4 Simplify and streamline instructions and regulations
so they are more easily understood by respondents •
and do not require the extensive use of supplementary
financial or technical resources, particularly in cases
where the respondents may be physically, financially or
functionally handicapped.

5. Maximize the use of automated and Microform reporting
media in lieu of handwritten or typewritten hard copy
when dealing with respondents having such capabilities,
and when such use can be demonstrated to be cost-effective

72-098 0 - 76 - 3
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G. Maximize as requirnd" and 'as of" reports in lieu
of recurring/periodic reports, where feasible.

7. Minimim, narrative type responses and   coded
'data element responses wherever feasible.

8. Eliminate or simplify questions which are burdensome and
complex.

9. Reduce the number of items of information on report forms.

10. Reduce or eliminate reports where the accuracy and
reliability of the data is suspect and the users do
not trust the information; explore alternative, more
reliable sources.

11.. Assure that voluntary reports are clearly so labeled.

12. Insure adequate lead-time is given respondents so they
are net-obliged to recall retired files and records
to assemble information.

13. Sharpen and tailor the match between the complexity -
and expected cost of information requests and the
capabilities and resources of respondents.

14. Make clear to respondents the use of the information.

D. Improving forms managementt

1. Test forms on respondents to determine if better design
is possible.

2. Increase the use of Standard -and Optional Forms and
reduce correspondingly the use of agency forms to
obtain better control over information requests.

3. Increase the amount of pre-printed information in
instances where preparation time can be reduced and
form complexity reduced (e.g., return address,
arithmetic symbols, special instructions). •

4. Avoid printing instructions on each copy of a form
where a single set of instructions will. suffice
(e.g., include the instructions in the directive, not
on every copy of the fore).

•
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E. Using more efficient data collection processing and
dissemination technologies to reduce the paperwork
burden:

1. Maximize the use of modern, automated data collection,
processing and transmission methods and media, (e.g.,
micrographics) in lieu of hard copy, where such methods
can be demonstrated to be cost-effective and the respond-
ents have such capabilities (where respondents are small
in number and lack the resources, the mails may be more
appropriate).

2. Increase the number of standard report-generator ADP
software packages where such capabilities exist,-and
correspondingly reduce the use of ad hoc methods.

3. Increase the number of standard ADP information systems
packages where such capabilities exist.

4. Use the Federal Information Processing St:ind,(15;
explore increasing the use of Federal standards in
lieu of agency standards.

F. Training and incentives:

1. Use the Incentives Award Program for rewarding
creativity, innovativeness, and initiative in
paperwork reduction suggestions.

2. Organize training programs to alert agency personnel
to: the burdens imposed on the public .by agency paper-
work; the opportunity for better utilizing modern in-
formation processing techniques; and the differences
between essential information and that which is "nice
to know."
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Senator NUNN. Our next witness is Mr. Phillip S. Hughes,
Assistant Comptroller General, General Accounting Office.

TESTIMONY OF PHILLIP S. HUGHES, ASSISTANT COMPTROLLER
GENERAL, GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Chairman, I have a fairly brief statement. It
says, I think, reasonably concisely what we would like to say. If you
wish, I can read it for the record.
Senator NUNN. That will be fine.
Mr. HUGHES. I do appreciate this opportunity to present our

views on S. 3076, a bill to improve congressional oversight of reports
and paperwork requirements.
We support the basic intent of the bill to foster a greater aware-

ness in the Congress of the reporting and recordkeeping burden on
private business imposed by new legislation.
The root cause of increasing Federal paperwork is the continuing

expansion of Federal responsibilities and consequent increased need
for information. New agencies continue to be created and Congress
grants them broad authority to collect information needed to carry
out their assigned responsibilities.
The bill does not specifically address GAO's clearance responsibil-

ity. We are commenting on it in the light of our experience with
regulatory agencies under section 3512 of the Federal Reports Act.
Our comments deal both with the bill and with related aspects of

the Federal Reports Act and GAO's clearance responsibility.
Section 2 of the bill amends part 5 of the Legislative Reorganiza-

tion Act of 1970 to require paperwork impact statements to be part
of the report accompanying each bill or joint resolution reported out
of committee.
It also requires annual reviews to be conducted by each House and

Senate committee and reports to be filed thereon not later than Feb-
ruary 15 of each year.
The reports are to cover the reporting requirements of agencies

within their legislative jurisdiction showing the number of reporting
forms issued and withdrawn.
We believe there is a need for increased congressional attention to

reporting and recordkeeping requirements; however, our experience
under the Federal Reports Act leads us to believe that there would
be difficulty in applying this section of S. 3076. Most of the new
reporting requirements we receive for clearance from independent
Federal regulatory agencies grow out of regulatory powers given to
these agencies.

Also, most of the more burdensome reporting requirements are the
result of lengthy development processes requiring a great deal of
planning and investigation by the sponsoring agency.
Thus, it would be very difficult for the Congress to estimate the

number, complexity, and compliance burden of reports.
One of the major causes of the Federal paperwork burden is that

many agencies have authority and responsibility to collect data in
the same subject area. Energy information is a case in point. Differ-
ent agencies are collecting energy data which is similar though not
duplicative.
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Also, duplicative data is collected at times when confidentiality
agreements prevent sharing of data collected. In the energy area, we
have suggested establishment of a focal point for energy data collec-
tion.
You may wish to include in your record a copy of recent testi-

mony before the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee
dealing with this matter.
Senator NuNN. Whose testimony is that? Your testimony?
Mr. HUGHES. Yes, sir.
Senator NuNN. Can you furnish that to us?
Mr. HUGHES. Yes.
Senator NUNN. We will make that a part of the record.
[The information referred to and subsequently supplied follows:]

STATEMENT OF PHILLIP S. HUGHES, ASSISTANT COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE
UNITED STATES BEFORE THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AF-
FAIRS, MARCH 9, 1976

This Committee has had a long standing interest in improving the Federal
Government's capability for collecting and analyzing energy data. Some 2
years ago, I testified before this Committee on a study prepared at the request
of the Committee Chairman on "Actions Needed to Improve Federal Efforts in
Collecting, Analyzing, and Reporting Energy Data" (B-178205, February 6,
1974.)
That study described Federal energy data efforts, identified and discussed

problem areas which needed addressing if the Federal Government's capability
for collecting and analyzing energy data was to be improved, discussed execu-
tive and legislative actions completed or underway to improve energy data
collection and analysis, and proposed major improvements in Federal energy
data collection and analysis.

Essentially, we concluded that legislation would be required to establish a
comprehensive energy data system and that responsibility for development of
that system should be placed where it will not be influenced by energy policy
analysis and formulation. We questioned whether the Federal Energy Adminis-
tration (FEA), as then envisioned, could fill that role because of the crisis
nature of many of its programs, its limited life, and its responsibility for
energy policy development. We also pointed out that a separate Executive
Branch agency for energy information could provide a desirable separation
between data gathering and analysis of data for policy development purposes.
Our most basic conclusion was that the Nation's energy problems would per-

sist for years and that the best approach for the long term would be the
establishment of a Department of Energy and Natural Resources having the
scope and stability to deal with the complex and long-term energy issues.
Within such a department, a separate organization could be given responsibil-
ity for energy data collection with statutory provisions to insure its objectivity
and appropriate insulation from the policy operations. Nothing that has hap-
pened in the past 2 years has changed our views in this regard.
There have been many developments since February 1974 in energy data

collection, but most of the basic problems we described still persist. At the
time we completed our work for that study, no Federal agency was collecting
energy data as such. Rather, agencies were collecting the data designed to ful-
fill their respective legislative mandates. During the last 2 years the volume of
energy and energy-related data has grown tremendously. FEA was created and
given a number of specific responsibilities in the energy data area. As time
passes and its responsibilities increase, FEA looks less and less like a tempo-
rary organization.

Unfortunately, new energy data collection efforts for the most part have
been piled on top of old efforts. Except for certain congressionally mandated
FEA efforts, Federal agencies generally have continued to design information
requests to fit their individual needs and efforts for improved coordination
have yet to show much success.
To keep this statement brief, and yet to give the Committee as complete a

picture as possible of the events of the last 2 years and their relationship to
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the legislation it is now considering, we have prepared five attachments to our
testimony.
Attachment I is a summary of GAO's February 1974 report.
Attachment II is an brief review of actions affecting energy data collection

and analysis since February 1974.
Attachment III discusses the current status of the major energy data prob-

lems identified in the February 1974 report.
Attachment IV lists the principal recommendations relating to energy data

in other GAO reports issued since February 1974. Most of these recommenda-
tions deal with the need for better resource and reserve information, particu-
larly with regard to energy resources located on Federal lands.

Attachment V contains our specific comments on S. 1864, with the proposed
amendment of February 26, 1976.
We would appreciate the attachments being placed in the record as attach-

ments to this statement. Now, let me briefly highlight the key energy data
actions of the last 2 years and give you our views on S. 1864 with the pro-
posed amendment.

KEY ENERGY DATA ACTIONS OF LAST 2 YEARS

Over the last 2 years GAO has had the opportunity to view Federal energy
data actions from two perspectives. First, from our vantage point as a
reviewer of Government programs, we have been an interested and sometimes
critical observer of Federal energy data collection efforts. Our testimony 2
years ago and our appearance today reflect this perspective. Second, the
responsibility given us by section 909 of the Trans-Alaskan Pipeline Act (P.L.
93-153) regarding the information gathering activities of independent regula-
tory agencies makes us very much aware of the activities of some agencies
which have been very active in energy data collection over the last 2 years,
including FEA and the Federal Power Commission ( FPC) .

Eighteen energy-related bills have been enacted into law in the last 2 years.
Five of those have specific mandates for energy data programs, ranging from a
very specific requirement for the Department of the Interior to inventory U.S.
geothermal resources, to the very broad requirement for FEA to act as a Fed-
eral energy information clearinghouse.
In general, the legislation gave FEA significant data collection responsibil-

ities and established it as a focal point for Federal energy data. The legisla-
tion, however, did not give FEA any authority to influence the energy data
collection efforts of other agencies. Thus, while FEA became a principal collec-
tor of energy data, its efforts were additive to the already existing as well as
the new efforts of other agencies. Some statistics from the July 1975 edition of
an FEA annual publication entitled "Energy Information in the Federal Gov-
ernment" indicate the magnitude of Federal energy data collection activity.
There are 261 separate Federal energy-related programs being administered

by 44 Federal agencies and bureaus.
Four agencies (FEA, ERDA, National Science Foundation, and Bureau of

Census) account for over one-third of all energy data-related programs.
The Federal Government operates 98 separate computerized data bases or

major files containing some form of energy-related data.
A significant portion of the energy data activity originates with the Con-

gress, either by legislative mandate or by urging agencies to expand their
energy data bases. Congressional interest in U.S. oil and gas reserve informa-
tion is one example.
At the time of the Arab oil embargo, there arose a significant credibility

issue concerning industry-supplied U.S. oil and gas reserve data. Four Federal
agencies have undertaken reserve studies dealing with oil, gas, or both. How-
ever, the credibility issue related to oil and gas reserves has not been resolved
even though most of the data published differ by not more than 10 percent
from industry figures, in the aggregate.
One of the reasons for this is the fact that the agencies conducting the stud-

ies did not make their respective data bases compatible with one another.
Each agency professed to be unable to incorporate into its own study informa-
tion developed by the other agencies because of legal constraints, tight report-
ing timeframes—both congressionally and self-imposed--different agency man-
dates, and difficulties in exchanging data between agencies.
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The Federal agencies concerned have recognized the need to address
problems of proliferation and the related problems of incompatibility, duplica-
tive collection efforts, and respondent burden.
In April 1975, at the suggestion of FEA, GAO and the Office of Management

and Budget (OMB) sponsored an Ad Hoc Committee on Energy Data, com-
prised of the major energy data agencies. The immediate result was a major
cooperative effort by FEA and the Bureau of Mines in the Department of the
Interior to combine their monthly petroleum refining reporting systems,
thereby saving both the Government and the respondents substantial burden.
The effort also made the information more manageable and useful.
As an outgrowth of this Committee, FEA in August 1975 called for the crea-

tion of a more formal "Federal Inter-Agency Council on Energy Information."
Built around the membership of the Ad Hoc Committee, such a Council was
formed and a charter was adopted in December 1975. An FEA representative
chairs the Council and GAO attends Council meetings as an observer. The sig-
nificance of the Council is that it goes beyond joint recognition of energy data
problems to a commitment to engage in cooperative and corrective action. The
challenge for this as well as for any other interagency council is the age-old
problem of getting a number of Federal agencies, each with their own special
interests, to act together.
Now I'd like to talk briefly about GAO's responsibility for clearing the infor-

mation gathering requests of independent regulatory agencies. Since the begin-
ning of 1974, GAO has reviewed over 100 forms submitted by regulatory agen-
cies requesting energy information from the private sector. Over 80 of these
forms are of a recurring nature, imposing a total annual burden estimated at
10 million hours and eliciting 1,300,000 annual responses. Almost 9 million
hours of this burden, or 90 percent has been imposed by some 30 new forms
approved since January 1974. I would caution you that these burden estimates
are those furnished us by the collecting agency and they are probably low.

Although the total of 100 forms indicates a substantial amount of recent
energy data collection activity, it does not include any energy data collection
efforts initiated by such agencies as the Departments of Interior or Commerce.
GAO's regulatory reports review authority extends only to independent regula-
tory agencies, including FEA. Current statistics on OMB clearance of energy-
related forms over the past 2 years were not readily available, but indications
are such activity has also been substantial. Moreover, FEA officials have indi-
cated to us that the recently passed Energy Policy and Conservation Act will
require FEA to undertake substantial new energy data collection efforts.
Our experience in conducting forms clearance reviews over the past 2 years

has revealed basic problems in the area of burden determination and the iden-
tification and reduction of duplication.
Regarding the determination of burden, most Federal agencies appear to

believe their need for the information overrides any burden on the respondents
of providing that information. Further, agencies often put little thought into
computing estimates of respondent burden and, as I suggested earlier, are
inclined to underestimate it. With regard to duplication, we have found that:
(1) the identification and reduction of duplication is a difficult task; and (2)
generally speaking, agencies are not doing a very good job of it. As a result,
the same respondents are repeatedly asked to provide similar—but not the
same—data to various Government agencies.
We expect to issue a report to Congress in April 1976 discussing our experi-

ence to date in clearing the information requests of independent regulatory
agencies.

GENERAL COMMENTS OF S. 1864

What can be done now to improve Federal energy data collection?
We continue to believe that the best long-term organizational approach to

the solution of energy problems including energy data collection problems
would be the establishment of a Department of Energy and Natural Resources.
We believe a separate bureau for energy data collection could be insulated
within such a department perhaps by enacting explicit statutory provisions
insuring independence and objectivity.

Short of the establishment of a Department of Energy and Natural
Resources, other organizational alternatives for improving Federal energy data
collection which should be considered are:
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Building on the capability already existing in FEA by expanding that agen-
cy's energy data role and assuring the independence and objectivity of its data
collection activities.

Creating a separate agency for energy information either within the Execu-
tive Branch, or in the form envisioned by S. 1864.
FEA already has a legislative mandate to act as a focal point for energy

data collection, although that mandate did not give FEA any authority to
coordinate or streamline the energy data collection efforts of other agencies.
FEA now is a principal Federal collector of energy data and has been instru-
mental in efforts to date to improve the coordination of energy data collection.
With the new responsibilities given FEA under the Energy Policy and Conser-
vation Act, it is likely that FEA's life will be extended indefinitely.

Questions still could be raised regarding FEA's ability to establish itself as
a credible source of objective energy data in view of its responsibility for
energy policy analysis and development. FEA's problem, however, is similar to
the problem which would have to be faced if a Department of Energy and
Natural Resources were created. Establishing a separate organizational unit
for energy data collection within FEA and insulating it from energy policy
analysis and development would be somewhat more difficult than in a Depart-
ment of Energy and Natural Resources, but it should be possible. As with that
department, Congress could enact explicit statutory provisions to insure the
necessary independence of the data unit. Moreover, the new responsibility
vested in GAO by the Energy Policy and Conservation Act, to verify energy
data submitted to Federal agencies could help insure the integrity and credi-
bility of energy data.
Whether FEA's responsibility increased or an independent agency is created

the legislative action should provide the agency with adequate authority to
coordinate, streamline, and raise the quality of energy data collection. This is
particularly important with regard to duplicative reporting requirements and
the respondent burden. S. 1864 does contain a number of provisions in that
regard. While Attachment V provides our detailed comments on S. 1864, let me
highlight two of them.

1. Section 103 (f ) would transfer the responsibility for energy forms clear-
ance from OMB and GAO to the new agency. We question the desirability of
involving a third agency in forms clearance. To transfer energy forms clear-
ance responsibility to an energy agency could establish a precedent for trans-
ferring forms clearance responsibilities for other functional areas to a lead
agency.
GAO has consistently taken the position that forms clearance is an Execu-

tive Branch function. OMB has overall responsibility for effective management
of the Executive Branch, and is the logical choice for the forms clearance
function.
Two courses of action regarding energy forms clearance responsibility are

possible. One alternative would be to continue the existing energy forms clear-
ance arrangements and require that all Federal agency requests for energy
data be coordinated through the National Energy Information Administration
(or FEA) prior to submission to the clearing agencies for approval. The alter-
native which we would prefer would be to transfer energy and other forms
clearance responsibility presently vested in GAO to OMB with the added
requirement that requests for energy data be coordinated through the Adminis-
tration or FEA. This would centralize forms clearance responsibility and at
the same time assure coordination of Federal agency requests for energy data.

2. Section 301 requires that the Department of the Interior annually survey
all energy resources and reserves on Federal lands. Many of the energy data
recommendations made by us over the last 2 years summarized in Attachment
II go directly to that point.
We would suggest, however, that Section 301 be revised to require a one

time study of energy resources on Federal lands and annual updating of
recoverable reserves. Since recoverable reserves essentially represent that por-
tion of resources which are economically recoverable, an annual resource
survey would not seem necessary.
In summary, Mr. Chairman, the establishment of a Department of Energy

and Natural Resources with an independent energy data collection component
offers, in our opinion, the best organizational solution to energy problems,
including energy data problems. As an interim step to creating such a depart-
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ment, we believe that FEA could be strengthened to make it the agency
responsible for Federal energy data efforts. Any strengthening of FEA can and
should consider many of the provisions now included in S. 1864 with the pro-
posed amendment. In any event, whatever course of action is taken, it in
essential that we get on with the job of improving the Federal Government's,
energy data capabilities.

Attachment I

OVERVIEW OF GAO's FEBRUARY 6, 1974, STUDY ON ENERGY DATA

In April 1973, the Chairman, Senate Interior and Insular Affairs requested
GAO to make a study of energy information needs, including recommendations
for improving efforts in collecting, analyzing and reporting energy data. On
February 6, 1974, the results of that work was presented in testimony and
GAO's study entitled "Actions Needed to Improve Federal Efforts in Collecting,
Analyzing, and Reporting Energy Data" (B-178205) issued.
GAO's study addressed the magnitude of the then Federal energy data

effort, identified and discussed several problem areas which must be addressed
if the Federal Government's capability for collecting and analyzing energy
data was to be improved, discussed the executive and legislative activity
underway at that time to improve energy data collection and analysis, and
arrived at certain conclusions regarding the need for improvement in Federal
energy data collection and analysis.

MAGNITUDE OF FEDERAL ENERGY DATA EFFORT

In the course of its February 1974 study, GAO contacted 17 Federal agencies
comprising 45 bureaus, offices, divisions, and administrations which were
collectors or users of energy data. The principal collection agencies at that
time were the Bureau of Mines and the Geological Survey in the Department
of the Interior, the Federal Power Commission, the Atomic Energy Commission
and the Department of Commerce. GAO found that a great deal of data being
collected was to meet the needs of specific programs or agencies rather than as
part of a systematic assembling of data.

PROBLEM AREAS

GAO's February 1974 study identified the following seven problem areas
which needed to be addressed in an effort to improve the Federal Govern-
ment's capability for collecting and analyzing energy data: voluntary vs. man-
datory reporting of data, credibility of data, confidentiality of data, timely
reporting of data, data definitions, adequacy and completeness of data, and
analysis of data.
Attachment III briefly discusses the applicability of each of these problem

areas to the current energy data situation.

CONCLUSIONS

GAO's February 1974 study concluded that major improvements were essen-
tial in collection and analysis of energy data. For the long run, the study
pointed out that there was a need to establish a fully integrated comprehen-
sive energy data system building, where possible, on existing data collection
systems and programs. The energy information system envisioned by the study
was one in which supervision and responsibility was centralized rather than
the collection function. That study suggested that responsibility for developing
the system be placed in an organization within the executive branch which
could establish itself as a professional, objective, independent gatherer of
energy information. To establish the comprehensive data system envisioned the
study concluded that legislation would be required to

Require reporting of needed energy-related information.
Provide for certification of the accuracy of reported data and establish sanc-

tions for nonreporting or incorrect reporting.
Provide for access to records and other supporting documentation by those

collecting data so that programs of data verification can be established.
Provide for standardization of terms and definitions to insure reporting on a

consistent basis.
Assure that needed data is available to Government agencies.
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Provide for prompt and complete public disclosure, limiting confidential data
to the minimum.

Provide assurance of independent reviews of energy data collection by giving
GAO access to all reported data and to the records and supporting documenta-
tion of those reporting data.
More specifically, with respect to organization, the study concluded that pri-

mary responsibility for energy data collection should preferably be located
where it is independent of policy development, administrative and analytical
functions.
In that regard, the study pointed out that the Federal Energy Administra-

tion could encounter problems in establishing itself as a credible focal point
for Federal energy data collection since it (1) would not have the time or
manpower to develop a program for improvement of energy data collection due
to the energy emergency, (2) would be deeply enmeshed in energy policy anal-
ysis adding to credibility questions, and (3) would have a limited life. In con-
trast, the study pointed out that the other legislative proposal then active to
establish a new Bureau of Energy Information in the Department of Com-
merce could provide an objective, independent location for energy data primar-
ily because a separation would exist between the principal gatherer and princi-
pal analyzer of data for energy policy purposes.
Because of the long-term nature of energy problems, the study concluded

that the best long-term organizational approach would be the establishment of
a Department of Energy and Natural Resources having the scope and stability
to deal with the complex and long-term issues related to energy. Within the
Department, a separate organization could be given responsibility for energy
data collection with statutory provisions to insure its objectivity and appropri-
ate insulation from the policy and operations of the Department.
Pending any organizational changes, the study concluded that a single refer-

ence source or directory for energy data be established to alleviate confusion
and aid in long-range development of a more comprehensive system and
stressed and need for a full-scale study of energy data user needs.

Attachment II

OVERVIEW OF ACTIONS AFFECTING FEDERAL ENERGY DATA COLLECTION AND
ANALYSIS SINCE FEBRUARY 1974

Since the issuance of its February 1974 study, the General Accounting Office
(GAO) has been able to view the development of energy data collection and
analysis from two perspectives. First we have been an interested observer of
efforts to improve Federal energy data collection. Second, we have had specific
responsibility for clearing the forms used by independent regulatory agencies
—which includes the Federal Energy Administration—to request data from the
private sector.
At the time of our February 1974 study, no Federal agency was collecting

energy data per se. Rather, agencies were collecting the variety of data which
they believed were needed to fulfill their individual legislative mandates. With
the increased attention on energy problems, the last two years has seen a tre-
mendous growth in the collection of energy data. In general, new data collec-
tion efforts have been piled on top of old efforts. Federal agencies have contin-
ued to design information requests narrowly to fit their individual needs and
efforts for improved coordination have yet to show much success.
The key actions GAO has observed from its perspectives are summarized

below.
KEY ENKRGY DATA ACTIONS SINCE 1974

Eighteen energy-related bills have been enacted into law since the start of
1974. Five of those have specific mandates for energy data programs, ranging
from a very specific requirement for the Department of the Interior to inven-
tory U.S. geothermal resources to the very broad requirement for FEA to act
as a Federal energy information clearinghouse. Three of the five laws—the
Federal Energy Administration Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-275), the Energy Supply
and Environmental Coordination Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-319), and the Energy
Policy and Conservation Act (P.L. 94-163)—have had major impacts on Fed-
eral energy data.
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The Federal Energy Administration Act established PEA as the focal point
for Federal energy affairs and specifically required that FEA establish a cen-
tral clearinghouse for energy information. FEA established the National
Energy Information Center (NEIC) to serve as such a clearinghouse. Cur-
rently staffed with 15 people, the primary functions of NEIC include: Develop-
ment of special programs for the exchange of energy information with other
Federal agencies, States, cities, and counties, identification and cataloging of
existing energy data sources, reporting systems and data, retaining, storing,
and cataloging of all FEA technical publications and reports, provision for the
dissemination of energy Information by such means as bibliographies, directo-
ries, and the development and use of automated data bases.

Establishment of NEIC has been FEA's prime effort to act as a focal point
for energy data collection. As such, NEIC has made efforts toward two of the
first steps called for in our February 1974 study—an inventory of existing
Federal energy data collection efforts and development of a directory of energy
data.
The Energy Supply and Environmental Coordination Act's principal impact

on Federal energy information was to define a national data base for energy
supplies and require FEA to collect data required to satisfy the needs of such
a data base. Although the specific authority to collect and report this data
expired in June of 1975, the authority was renewed by the Energy Policy and
Conservation Act.
The Energy Policy and Conservation Act, the first major piece of comprehen-

sive energy legislation, addressed matters to increase domestic energy supply
and improve energy efficiency. This Act vested responsibility in GAO to verify
energy data submitted to Federal agencies. Implementation by GAO of this
new authority could help insure the integrity and credibility of energy data.
In spite of these legislative efforts, there continues to be a great deal of

Federal agency activity in collecting, maintaining and disseminating energy
information. For example, the new annual publication "Energy Information in
the Federal Government" published by the NEIC reported that as of July 1975
there were 261 separate Federal Energy-related programs being administered
by 44 Federal agencies and bureaus; four agencies which accounted for over
one third of all energy data-related programs; 98 separate computerized data
bases or major files which the Federal Government operates containing some
form of energy-related data.
Much of this activity is totally new or much expanded versions of previously

existing but smaller efforts. The events during and since the Arab oil embargo
dramatically underscored the need for better information to guide both public
and private decisionmaking and policy formulation in the energy area. As a
result, there has been increased Federal agency activity and interest in energy
data and, of course, a corresponding multiplicity of energy information pro-
grams.
A great deal of recent energy data activity has originated In the Congress—

either directly via legislative mandate or indirectly by urging agencies to
expand their energy data bases. An example of congressional interest in a spe-
cific area is the issue of U.S. oil and gas reserves.
At the time of the Arab oil embargo, there arose a significant credibility.

issue concerning industry-supplied U.S. oil and gas reserve data. In response,
four Federal agencies have undertaken reserve studies. This in-depth coverage
has not resolved the credibility issue, even though the Federal reserve data
published to date differ by not more than ten percent from industry figures. A
problem arising from the various Federal reserve studies is the fact that the
agencies conducting the studies developed their own data bases in a manner
such that they are not compatible with one another.
For instance, FEA conducted its reserve study by analyzing data obtained

from all known operators of natural gas wells in the U.S. FTC canvased 60
large owners of natural gas reserves on a retroactive basis. In addition, FPC
is obtaining information annually from approximately 6,000 owners of natural
gas reserves. The Geological Survey in the Department of the Interior, is
determining reserves only on Federal leases. FEA's data is at the field level;
FTC's at the State level; FPC's at the reservoir level and Geological Survey's
at the field level. Also the definitions of "reserves" used by the respective stud-
ies, though similar, were not the same. The result of these different
approaches is the lack of common and comparable data.
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Due to such factors as legal constraints, tight reporting timeframes—both
congressionally and self-imposed—different agency mandates, and difficulties in
exchanging data between agencies, each agency professed to be unable to incor-
porate into its own study information developed by the other agencies. Prob-
lems created by this type of situation, as well as the need to address tradi-
tional problems of duplication have led to some cooperative actions by agencies.

FEDERAL INTER-AGENCY COUNCIL ON ENERGY INFORMATION

In April 1975, at the suggestion of FEA, GAO and the Office of Management
and Budget sponsored an Ad Hoc Committee on Energy Data, comprised of the
major energy data agencies. Almost immediately, there resulted a major
cooperative effort by FEA and the Bureau of Mines in the Department of the
Interior to combine their monthly petroleum refining reporting systems,
thereby saving both the Government and the respondents substantial burden.
More importantly, it made the information environment more manageable and
useful.
In August 1975, FEA's NEIC called for the creation of a more formal "Fed-

eral Inter-Agency Council on Energy Information." Built around the member-
ship of the Ad Hoc Committee, such a Council was formed and a charter was
adopted in December 1975. (GAO participates in Council activities as an
observer.) The significance of the Council is that it goes beyond joint recogni-
tion of energy data problems to a commitment to engage in cooperative and
corrective action. The Council has identified three tasks to receive immediate
priority:

Establish a standards program for energy terminology and classification;
Establish a registry of energy data collected by the Federal Government;

identify redundancy and duplication;
Analyze Federal Government energy data requirements; identify gaps in

energy data collection and additional requirements.

PERSPECTIVE OF ENERGY INFORMATION FROM GAO REVIEWS OF INFORMATION-
GATHERING PRACTICES OF INDEPENDENT FEDERAL REGULATORY AGENCIES

Section 409 of the Trans-Alaskan Pipeline Act (P.L. 93-153) which amended
the Federal Reports Act of 1942, assigned to GAO certain review functions
relating to the information-gathering activities of independent Federal regula-
tory agencies. One of the GAO's functions is to conduct clearance review of
the information-collection plans and forms proposed by the regulatory agencies.
The other function relates to reviews of regulatory agencies' information
collection activities.

Forms clearance
A significant amount of our forms clearance work has involved agency

requests for energy information since FEA, FPC, and the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission all fall under GAO's jurisdiction. Since the beginning of 1974,
GAO has reviewed over 100 forms submitted by regulatory agencies requesting
energy information from the private sector. Over 80 of these forms are of a
recurring nature while the remainder are non-recurring. The recurring forms
impose a total burdenl of ten million hours and elicit 1,300,000 annual responses.
Almost 9 million hours of this burden, or 90 percent, however, has been imposed
by the approximately 30 new forms which were approved since January 1974.
(The remaining 50 information requests were reviewed for revisions or exten-
sions of existing forms.)

Although these 100 forms indicate a substantial amount of recent energy
data collection activity, they do not include any energy data collection efforts
initiated by such agencies as the Departments of the Interior, or Commerce,
since GAO's regulatory reports review authority extends only to regulatory
agencies (including FEA). Current statistics on OMB clearance of energy-re-
lated forms over the past two years are not readily available but, indications
are such activity has been substantial.
FEA and FPC are responsible for most of the energy forms approved by

GAO. FPC has promulgated only seven new recurring forms, but two of them,

1 All burden estimates contained in this attachment represent the agency estimates of
the reporting burden on respondents.
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both pertaining to natural gas reserves, were very extensive efforts requiring a
total of 1,000,000 hours of burden on the respondents. FEA has imposed more

than seven million man-hours of work with 24 new forms. Among FEA's most
burdensome forms are those connected with its market shares reporting system

and the petroleum allocation program. The first of these, the market shares
system, consists of three non-recurring forms and four recurring (monthly)
forms. These forms are all new. The non-recurring forms imposed a one-time
burden of nearly 400,000 hours; the monthly forms impose an annual burden
of more than 1 million hours on the oil industry. The petroleum allocation pro-
gram necessitated the promulgation of many forms. GAO has reviewed approx-
imately 10 of these forms which impose more than 3 million hours of annual
burden. All but one of these forms is new. In addition, under the Energy
Policy and Conservation Act, FEA is required to collect energy data in order
to discharge its new program responsibilities. Indications are that this data
collection activity will be quite substantial.
We currently are preparing two reports on independent Federal regulatory

agencies' information gathering practices. One report addresses GAO's role
under the Federal Reports Act and the performance of the regulatory agencies
in carrying out their information gathering activities. Though our observations
in this report concern information gathering in general, they are also applica-
ble to energy data activities. The second report specifically addresses FEA's
information-gathering practices. Both reports point out the need for improving
Federal information-gathering activities, as discussed below.

Information-Gathering Practices

Based on our experience in conducting clearance reviews over the past two
years, we have observed problems in the following two areas.
Burden determination.—Good management practices dictate that, when an

agency develops an information-gathering proposal, the cost and other burden
to the respondents of providing the information should be weighed against the
expected benefits. We have found this is not done in most cases. Most agencies
believe their need for the information overrides, a priori, the respondents'
burden of providing that information. Further, agencies often put little
thought into computing respondent burden and are, in any case, inclined to
underestimate it.

Identification and reduction of duplication.—The identification and reduction
of duplicate reporting of information within the Federal Government plays a
key role in clearing the information-gathering proposals of the regulatory
agencies. This is a very difficult task, particularly in the energy area. Many
agencies are collecting energy data, but they, too often, are doing a poor job in
coordinating their efforts. It is apparent that agencies are reluctant to seek
out and use existing sources of collected data or to design data collections that
would be useful to other agencies.
A contributing factor to this problem is that agencies, to facilitate the

collection of information, often give pledges to hold the information confiden-
tial. Thus, information is not effectively exchanged. As a result, the same
respondents are repeatedly asked to provide similar—but not quite the same—
data to various Government agencies. While the respondents usually view this
as unnecessary duplication, they are equally unwilling to have the data shared
among agencies. The sponsoring agencies insist that, although the data being
requested is similar to information already being provided, the similar data is
either not available because of confidentiality restrictions or it is not percisely
duplicative of information already available.

Review of Information-Gathering Practices of the Federal Energy Administration
tion

• This is the first of a number of reviews GAO is initiating evaluating the
effectiveness of the management processes used by the agencies in developing
their information-gathering requirements.
Burden determination.—We found that very little attention is given to devel-

oping reliable estimates and comparing such estimates with the anticipated
benefits. Rather, FEA's prevelant attitude is that the need for the data out-
weighs any burden that may be incurred by a respondent in complying with
the requirement. FEA plans to obtain actual compliance costs from respond-
ents following submission of their reports which will be used during the devel-
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opment of future reporting requirements so as to improve its burden estimates.
Identification and reduction of duplication.—FEA reporting clearance proce-

dures require that the initiating office determine whether existing forms or
other data sources can supply the required information. Included in this effort
is the requirement that the proposed data-collection activity be compared with
information possessed by FEA's National Energy Information Center. We
noted, however, that FEA fluctuates in its application of those techniques.

Attachment III

DISCUSSION OF ENERGY DATA PROBLEM AREAS IDENTIFIED IN GAO's
FEBRUARY 1974 ENERGY DATA STUDY

GAO's February 1974 study identified seven problem areas which must be
addressed if the Federal Government's capability for collecting and analyzing
energy data was to be improved. Following is a brief discussion of the applica-
bility of these problem areas to the current energy data situation.

VOLUNTARY VS. MANDATORY REPORTING OF DATA

The February 1974 study pointed out that most of the data collected by the
Federal Government, with few exceptions, was being furnished voluntarily by
private industry. The study pointed out that voluntary reporting of data does
not provide the Federal Government with assurance that needed data will be
available since under a voluntary system the Federal Government is dependent
on the undefined cooperation of industry.
The Bureau of Mines in the Department of the Interior, continues to be the

largest collector of energy data on a voluntary basis, collecting comprehensive
information on the Nation's petroleum, natural gas, and coal industries. In
recent months, however, the Bureau of Mines voluntary monthly petroleum
refiner reporting system and FEA's mandatory petroleum system have been
merged into one system. The Bureau of Mines while continuing to collect and
report the same types of data it always has, is now collecting its petroleum
data on a mandatory basis, using FEA's mandatory collection authority. FEA
in turn has ceased its own monthly petroleum reporting system and is relying
on the Bureau of Mines for its petroleum data needs.

Virtually all of the major new energy data collection efforts undertaken by
Federal agencies since our earlier study were undertaken pursuant to legisla-
tive provisions requiring respondents to furnish the desired information. FEA,
in particular, has extensive authority to obtain energy information on a man-
datory reporting basis. Thus, from all appearances, mandatory reporting is not
much of a problem at this time.

CREDIBILITY OF DATA

The February 1974 study identified credibility as perhaps the most important
problem with energy data. As long as much of the reporting of data was on a
voluntary basis and unverified, credibility continued to be an issue even
though the data may be entirely valid. Greater provision for independent data
verification was considered essential. A sound system of data verification
should be supported by the requirement that, where possible, data furnished be
certified as to its accuracy and provision made for appropriate sanctions if the
reported data is proven inaccurate.
A major credibility issue noted in the earlier report concerned the reliance

by the Federal Government on annual oil and gas reserve estimates compiled
by the American Petroleum Institute (API) and the American Gas Association
(AGA). Since that time, FEA, pursuant to law, conducted an independent
appraisal of U.S. oil and gas reserves as of December 31, 1974, and arrived at
reserve estimates substantially in agreement with the estimates developed by
API and AGA. While FEA's study has lent credibility to the annual reserve
figures compiled by API and AGA, the subsequent employment by API of a
key FEA official involved with the reserve study shortly after the study's com-
pletion, has caused questions to be raised regarding the study's credibility.
GAO's earlier study pointed out in particular that a credibility problem

exists with respect to data collected by the Federal Government on federally-

I.
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owned lands. The Government relied on leaseholders for information on energy

reserves on Federal lands. The Department of the Interior has now stated its

intention for fiscal year 1977 to develop an inventory of oil and gas reserves

on Federal lands on the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS). In addition, Interior

plans to develop a comprehensive oil and gas data bank containing both pur-

chased and internally generated information including data on OCS oil and

gas deposits.
The credibility and adequacy of energy information with respect to federally-

owned lands, however, continues to be a problem. In reports issued subse-

quent to our earlier study, GAO has addressed this problem and made recom-

mendations regarding the need for better information on energy resources on

Federal lands prior to leasing decisions for Outer Continental Shelf oil and

gas and goal. The reports and our recommendations are briefly summarized in

Attachment IV.
Oftentimes the credibility issue is exacerbated by several Federal agencies

conducting energy studies of a similar nature. FEA, FPC, Geological Survey,

and FTC have all conducted natural gas reserves studies, but each agency's

data base is incompatible with the data collected by the others. While benefits

can be derived from attacking problems from different perspectives, the exist-

ence of four "official" Government studies reporting different information with-

out any data bridges between them adds to the proliferation of existing

uncoordinated energy data and creates credibility problems for Federal energy

data efforts.
The key to resolving questions of credibility continues to lie with the ability

to independently verify the reported data. The recently enacted Energy Policy

and Conservation Act provides GAO with authority to verify energy informa-

tion submitted to Federal agencies. While FEA has authority to verify infor-

mation it collects, its performance in this area has been erratic. GAO has

issued several reports 1 on FEA's compliance and enforcement activities

regarding petroleum pricing regulation pointing out significant problems in

FEA's activities at all four levels of oil industry operations (producers,

refiners, wholesalers and retailers).
In summary, credibility of energy data continues to be a problem, particu-

larly in the important resources and reserves area.

CONFIDENTIALITY OF DATA

The February 1974 study pointed out that individual company data is held

confidential, and that with limited exceptions, only aggregate data is reported

by the Federal Government. Confidentiality of data is a major concern of

industry. The central issue to be resolved with regard to confidentiality is the

degree to which reported information can and should be made available to other

Federal agencies having a need for the data and to the public. The study

pointed out that indications were that the terms confidential and proprietory,

at least as they relate to needed energy information, have been overused and

that confidential data should be restricted to the absolute minimum.

Federal agencies seeking certain energy information from other Federal

agencies which have collected the same data continue to be denied access by

the collecting agency on the grounds of confidentiality. For example, indica-

tions are that FEA intends to independently canvas industry for energy con-

sumption data, as part of its new responsibility under the Energy Policy and

Conservation Act, because it has been denied access to the same data from the

Bureau of the Census on the basis of confidentiality. Information FEA cur-

rently requires from private companies is generally obtained under a limited

pledge of confidentiality rather than Census' absolute pledge. This means that

I Report to the Chairman, Subcommittee on Reorganization, Research and International

Organizations, Senate Government Operations Committee on Problems in the Federal

Energy Administration's Compliance and Enforcement Effort (B-178205, December 6,

1974).
Report to the Chairman, Senate Government Operations Committee on Staffing of FEA's

Compliance and Enforcement Program (OSP-75-12, March 31, 1975).
Report to the Administrator, Federal Energy Administration on Survey of FEA's

Enforcement to Audit Fuel Oil Suppliers of Major Utility Companies (OSP-76-2, July 15,

1975).
Report to the Chairman, Senate Government Operations Committee on Federal Energy

Administration Efforts to Audit Domestic Crude oil Producers (OSP-76-4, October 2,

1975).
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FEA will release confidential company data, but only under very few circum-
stances. Census is prohibited by law (13 U.S.C. Sec. 9) from releasing informa-
tion to other Federal agencies. With increasing concern over the proliferation
of Government requests for energy information, a legislative change may be
warranted which would allow Census to release data to another Federal
agency when that agency would otherwise have to collect the information from
industry under a mandatory reporting requirement.
GAO continues to believe that the terms confidential and proprietory, as

related to energy information, have been overused and that steps should be
taken to restrict confidential data to the absolute minimum. Our general view
is that the burden of proof should be on those who argue that energy-related
information is proprietory and should be withheld from the public. This view
was expressed in testimony before joint hearings conducted by the Senate
Interior and Commerce Committees on April 9, 1975, concerning Outer Conti-
nental Shelf (OCS) resource development in which we suggested some general
rules which we believe were appropriate in any legislation dealing with the
release of data collected in the process of exploring or leasing the OCS. These
included making a distinction between raw and interpreted data and stating
those instances when each types of data should be made available to the
public.

TIMELY REPORTING OF DATA

The February 1974 study pointed out that the Federal Government lacked
the apparatus for timely reporting of energy data. With few exceptions, energy
data published by Federal agencies had time lags between the period of publi-
cation and the period for w1-4ich the data is reported ranging from a month to
a year. The study pointed out while there is a need for the data to be timely
there is tradeoff which must be considered between timely data and verifica-
tion.
Data needed for decisions which must be made on the basis of the most recent

information available would be difficult to verify prior to timely submission,
however, it would not preclude verification on an after-the-fact basis. The
question to ask regarding timeliness is how much does the decision being made
depend upon energy information that completely reflects the current energy sit-
uation.
Monthly petroleum product allocation decisions made during the Arab oil

embargo obviously were dependent on very timely information. Part of FEA's
response then was to institute a weekly petroleum reporting system. During
1975, however, FEA discontinued its weekly reporting system in favor of its
ongoing monthly system. FEA determined that a weekly petroleum reporting
system was not needed in the absence of an emergency situation such as an oil
embargo. FEA can reinstitute its weekly system should conditions change.
Our earlier study stated that energy data was published by Federal agencies

with time lags between the collection and reporting dates ranging from a
month to a year. Conditions remain pretty much the same today. The absence
of a current emergency tends to reduce plans for obtaining more timely infor-
mation.
Tradeoffs will continue to be demanded between timeliness, accuracy, and

completeness. Generally, timeliness can be improved upon only by some sacri-
fice of accuracy and completeness. Decisions regarding tradeoffs should be
made only after a thorough analysis of the specific needs of the agencies using
the data. Analyses should be made continually as agency needs will change.
The arbitrary establishing of collection and reporting timeframes without an
analysis of user needs serves only to increase the burden on both industry and
Government without any understanding of corresponding benefits.

DATA DEFINITIONS

The February 1974 study pointed out that standardization of energy terms
and adherence to established definitions are essential for uniformity in the col-
lecting, analyzing, reporting, and interpreting energy statistics.

It remains an important function for Federal agencies collecting and report-
ing energy information to clearly define the terms and figures being reported.
Such disclosures will minimize confusion and possible distortion by readers of
the reports and those who use the information in further analysis.
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The Federal Inter-Agency Council on Energy Information, as discussed on

page 2, of Attachment II, recognizes the importance of data definitions and

plans to establish a standards program for energy terminology and classifica-

tion. This could be a very important program if successful, as agencies have

tended to define terms used according to their often narrowly perceived needs

for the data, without considering definitions used by other agencies. Federal

interagency councils have not always been successful, however, in getting a

number of agencies, each with different interests, to act in concert.

ADEQUACY AND COMPLETENESS

The February 1974 study identified certain areas where needed information

was not available and called for a full-scale user needs study to be conducted

as soon as possible to determine more precisely the national data needs for

short -term and long-term energy planning and decisionmaking.

Efforts both by the Congress and Federal agencies to improve on the ade-

quacy and completeness of energy information can best be described as ad hoc.

Congress, in a number of instances has mandated that specific energy infor-

mation be obtained, such as requiring that FEA collect oil and gas reserves

information and petroleum market shares information. Several agencies have

instituted major information gathering programs using their general legislative

authority, among them FPC's and FTC's collections of natural gas reserve

data. Also, FEA is collecting extensive data on petroleum industry operations

in conjunction with its petroleum allocation and price control authority.

The fact that "more" energy information is currently being collected does

not necessarily mean that we have a "better" understanding of the U.S. energy

picture. Agency data collection efforts are usually very narrowly focused to

satisfy perceived agency mandates or needs, without attempting to utilize or

build on data collection efforts of other agencies. Thus we have FEA, FTC,

Geological Survey and FPC each developing separate and uncoordinated data

bases on natural gas reserves.
Improved coordination between agencies on energy information matters is

desperately needed. There needs to be a focal point for analyzing all Federal

energy information from the standpoint of identifying gaps and eliminating

duplication and evaluating whether an agency's need for specific information

justifies the cost, both to the Government and the respondent, of obtaining it.

ANALYSIS OF DATA

The February 1974 study pointed out that the myriad of programs and

activities comprising the Federal energy effort evolved over the years without

benefit of a formal national policy, and therefore without centralized direction

or control. The most crucial need is for analyses of energy data from the

perspective of identified energy problems, other than from the vastly different

perspective of individual agencies and programs.
FEA has emerged as the Federal agency most heavily involved in the con-

tinuing analysis of energy information. FEA has access to over 40 energy

policy assessment and forecasting models which were either developed or

acquired by FEA. FPC is involved in the continuing analysis of natural gas

issues as part of its regulatory responsibility. Because energy is a topical

issue, other agencies traditionally not energy-oriented have conducted energy

studies. FTC is currently collecting and analyzing ownership information on

natural gas reserves in its study of competition in the natural gas industry.

FEA and FPC have encountered credibility problems in some of their stud-

ies since these agencies have also taken positions on the issues being analyzed.

Critics have accused the agencies of bias in their analyses and of manipulating

the data presented to fit the agencies' preconceived positions.
It is extremely important that agencies involved in both analyzing data and

advocating specific policies make a distinction as to where the factual presen-

tation and analysis ends and the interpretation of those facts begins. Such a

distinction enables the person examining the agency's position to clearly iden-

tify the assumptions and interpretations made in arriving at the position.

Thus, it should be possible to argue about specific assumptions made without

having to challenge the veracity of the underlying factual data presented.

Entire reports are often subjected to criticism, factual data included, because

of objections over the manner in which conclusions are drawn. It is important

72-098 0 - 76 - 4
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for agencies, such as FPC, that both collects natural gas data and takes posi-
tions such as advocating natural gas deregulation, to distinguish between these
two roles so as not to subject its data collection function to unwarranted criti-
cism.

Attachment IV

LISTING OF PRINCIPAL ENERGY DATA-RELATED RECOMMENDATIONS IN GAO
REPORTS ISSUED SINCE FEBRUARY 1974

Report to the Congress on "Outer Continental Shelf Oil and Gas Develop-
ment—Improvements Needed in Determining Where to Lease and at What
Dollar Value" (RED-75-359, June 30, 1975).

This report concerns improvements needed in determining where to lease
Outer Continental Shelf oil and gas and at what dollar value. The report
points out that the effectiveness of Shelf tract selection and valuation has
been seriously hindered by inadequate data and analysis. GAO recommended
that the Secretary of the Interior:

Direct a geological exploration program which would provide for the devel-
opment and implementation of a systematic plan for appraising Shelf oil and
gas resources, including selective stratigraphic test drilling in Shelf areas,
before leasing and which would insure implementation of planned exploration
through federally financed activities. Data produced through federally financed
activities should be made available to the public as soon as practicable.

Direct a geophysical exploration program which would provide for the devel-
opment and implementation of a systematic plan for appraising Shelf oil and
gas resources and insure implementation of planned exploration through feder-
ally financed activities. Data produced through wholly financed activities
should be made available to the public as soon as practicable.
Issue prelease geological exploration permits under which exploratory work

could be done and financed by industrial groups with Government approval.
All geotechnical data, including interpreted data, should be available to the
Government. The raw and processed data should be made available to the
public at large at a time certain when determined by the Secretary of the
Interior that it would not be detrimental. to the competitive position of the
permittees. A clear distinction should be made among raw, processed, and
interpreted data, to avoid disputes at some later date as to which specific data
should be made available for public inspection.

Issue prelease geophysical exploration permits under which exploratory work
could be done and financed by industrial groups with Government approval.
All geotechnical data, including interpreted data, should be available to the
Government. The raw and processed data should be made available to the
public at large at a time certain when determined by the Secretary of the
Interior that it would not be detrimental to the competitive position of the
permittees.

Issue Paper to the Congress on "The Liquid Metal Fast Breeder Reactor;
Promises and Uncertainties" (OSP-76-1, July 31, 1975)

This was the sixth GAO study issued since December 1974 concerning the
Federal program to develop Liquid Metal Fast Breeder Reactor (LAIFBR)
for use in electrical power generating plants. This study addresses the
LMFBR's economic, environmental and social implications.

Several recommendations were made to resolve existing uncertainties in the
program, including the need to obtain adequate information on domestic ura-
nium resources at current and anticipated prices. With regard to uranium
resource data, GAO recommended that:
ERDA expedite the work and final report of its National Uranium Resource

Evaluation Program currently scheduled for completion in 1980.
The Congress explore with ERDA, the Geological Survey, and the Federal

Energy Administration the feasibility of establishing a program to thoroughly
appraise the U.S. uranium resource based by having the Federal Government
conduct or sponsor extensive exploratory drilling, including such program and
funding authorizations as may be needed.
Report to Congressman Pierre S. duPont on "Need for the Federal Power

Commission to Evaluate the Effectiveness of the Natural Gas Curtailment
Policy" (RED-76-18, September 19, 1975).
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This report deals with the need for the Federal Power Commission to obtain
information necessary to evaluate the effectiveness of its natural gas curtail-
ment policy. GAO recommended that:
The FPC Chairman report to the Congress on the results of the FPC-FEA

coordinated effort to obtain the natural gas curtailment data needed to evalu-
ate the effectiveness of FPC's curtailment policy. The report should comment
on the adequacy of the data and on additional actions needed to obtain the
data.
If the desired results are not obtained or if FPC finds the mechanism too

cumbersome, the FPC Chairman seek legislative revisions to the Natural Gas
Act to expand FPC's authority to obtain information on (1) natural gas sales
by intrastate pipeline and distributing companies and (2) the end use of the
gas by ultimate consumers who purchase the gas from interstate and intras-
tate pipeline and distributing companies.

Draft Report to the Congress on "Impact of Federal Coal Resources on Meet-
ing National Coal Production Goals Uncertain"

This report addressed actions needed to be taken by the Secretary of the
Interior to provide a sound basis for policy decision and insure effective iinple-
mentation of a coal leasing program.
On February 16, 1976, GAO testified before the Subcommittee on Minerals,

Materials, and Fuels, Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee on the
draft report's tentative findings and recommendations. Several recommenda-
tions have been made to the Secretary of the Interior including that he:
Require lessees and permittees holding preference rights to furnish informa-

tion on (1) reserve holdings, (2) production plans, (3) reasons and justifica-
tions for nonproduction, and the need, if any, for additional Federal coal
reserves.
Develop a systematic coal drilling program which would provide data for

appraising coal resources and insure planned and coordinated drilling through
federally financed activities. Data produced through wholly financed Govern-
ment activities should be made available to the public.
Have the Director, Geological Survey acquire from lessees, and other appro-

priate sources, the economic and cost data it needs to value coal areas.
Issue special use permits for coal exploration under which exploratory work

could be done and financed by the private sector with Government approval.
Prior to start of drilling, permittees should be required to allow other inter-
ested parties to share in the drilling costs and results. All geotechnical data
including interpreted data, should be available to the Government.

Attachment V

SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON S. 1864—ENERGY INFORMATION ACT—WITH
FEBRUARY 26, 1975, PROPOSED AMENDMENT

S. 1864, as amended, would establish a National Energy Information System
and authorize the Department of the Interior to undertake a survey of U.S.
energy resources on public lands, including Federal mineral rights on private
lands and submerged lands of the Outer Continental Shelf. The principal pur-
poses of the bill are to create a new independent Federal agency to collect,
analyze, and disseminate energy information, coordinate and consolidate exist-
ing Federal energy data efforts, establish standards for disseminating energy
information and authorize a Federal program to systematically assess U.S.
energy resources.
We continue to believe that the best long-term organizational approach to

the solution of energy problems including energy data collection problems
would be the establishment of a Department of Energy and Natural Resources.
We believe a separate bureau for energy data collection could be insulated
within such a department, perhaps by enacting explicit statutory provisions
insuring independence and objectivity.

Short of the establishment of a Department of Energy and Natural Resources,
other organizational alternatives for improving Federal energy data collection
activities.

Building on the capability already existing FEA by expanding that agency's
energy data role and assuring the independence and objectivity of its data
collection activities.
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Creating a separate agency for energy information either in the form envi-
sioned by S. 1864, or within the Executive Branch.
FEA already has a legislative mandate to act as a focal point for energy

data collection, although that mandate did not give FEA any authority to
influence the energy data collection efforts of other agencies. FEA now is a
principal Federal collector of energy data and has been instrumental in efforts
to date to improve the coordination of energy data collection. With the new
responsibilities given FEA under the Energy Policy and Conservation Act, it is
likely that FEA's life will be extended indefinitely.

Questions still could be raised regarding FEA's ability to establish itself as
a credible source of objective energy data in view of its responsibility for
energy policy analysis and development. FEA's problem, however, is similar to
the problem which would have to be faced if a Department of Energy and
Natural Resources were created. Establishing a separate organizational unit
for energy data collection within FEA and insulating it from energy policy
analysis and development would be somewhat more difficult than in a Depart-
ment of Energy and Natural Resources, but it should be possible. As with that
department, Congress could enact explicit statutory provisions to insure the
necessary independence of the data unit. Moreover, the new responsibility
vested in GAO by the Energy Policy and Conservation Act, to verify energy
data submitted to Federal agencies could help insure the integrity and credi-
bility of energy data.
Whether an independent agency is created or FEA's responsibility increased,

the legislative action should provide the agency with adequate authority to
coordinate, streamline, and raise the quality of energy data collection. This is
particularly important with regard to duplicative reporting requirements and
the respondent burden. S. 1864 does contain a number of provisions in that
regard.
Our specific comments on S. 1864 follow:
1. Section 101 (c) which applies to retirement and suvivorship benefits of the

Administrator should be changed to indicate that suvivorship benefits are pro-
vided for in 31 U.S.C. 43b rather than 31 U.S.C. 43. Accordingly, the phrase
"31 U.S.C. 43b relating to" should be inserted before the word "suvivorship"
and the words "these sections" substituted for the words "this section".

2. Section 101(d) (9) refers to any functions which the Administrator of the
Federal Energy Administration may exercise under paragraph 5(a) (9) of the
Federal Administration Act (P.L. 93-275). The specific functions of the
Administrator of the Federal Energy Administration with regard to energy
data collection and analysis appear in section 5(b) (9) of the Act.
3. Section 103 (e) exempts the President from transferring energy informa-

tion collection activities of other Federal agencies to the Administrator of the
National Energy Information Administration where such activities are essen-
tial to law enforcement or otherwise essential to special investigations by the
Departments of Treasury, and Justice and the Federal Trade Commission or
compliance and enforcement investigations of other independent regulatory
agencies. To preclude any misinterpretation, we believe that "special investiga-
tions" and "compliance and enforcement investigations" should be defined in
the bill. It would appear that the key to such definitions should relate to data
collection from a limited number of respondents and not be a broad data
collection effort. Compliance and enforcement investigations especially need to
be defined, since FEA—which is considered an independent regulatory agency
under the Federal Reports Act—collects extensive information in carrying out
compliance and enforcement activities regarding petroleum pricing regulation.

4. Section 103 (f ) would transfer present energy forms clearance responsibil-
ity of the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) and the General Account-
ing Office (GAO) to the Administrator. Presently, OMB is responsible for
review and approval of all Federal agency requests for information with the
exception of review and approval of requests for information by independent
regulatory agencies (including the Federal Energy Administration) which,
under 44 U.S.C. 3512, is vested in GAO. While this section would result in cen-
tralizing the review and approval of Federal agency requests for energy infor-
mation, overall, it would result in having three Federal agencies responsible
for review and approval of agency requests for information.
GAO has consistently taken the position that forms clearance is an Execu-

tive Branch function. We concluded that OMB in view of its overall responsi-
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bility for effective management of the Executive Branch, represents the logical
choice for the forms clearance function.
Two courses of action regarding energy forms clearance responsibility are

possible. One alternative would be to continue the existing energy forms clear-
ance arrangements and require that all Federal agency requests for energy
data be coordinated through the National Energy Information Administration
(or FEA) prior to submission to the clearing agencies for approval. The alter-
native which we would prefer would be to transfer energy and other forms
clearance responsibility presently vested in GAO to OMB with the added
requirement that requests for energy data be coordinated through the Adminis-
tration or FEA prior to approval by OMB. In addition, the requesting agency
should be charged with the responsibility for adequately resolving any ques-
tions raised by the Administration or FEA. This would centralize forms clear-
ance responsibility and at the same time assure coordination of Federal agency
requests for energy data.

5. Section 202(a) (3) sets forth the conditions under which the Congress can
request and disclose any energy information in the possession of the Adminis-
tration. Section 202(c) states, however, that energy information to which
public access is restricted shall be available to committees of Congress upon
request by the Chairman. It would appear that Section 202(c) should be
amended to refer to the procedure outlined in Section 202(a) (3) as follows:
The phrase "upon request by the chairman" be deleted and the phrase "in
accord with the procedure described in paragraph (a) (3) of this section" sub-
stituted.

6. Section 204(b) (2) (A) states that the Administrator shall not have access
to energy information in the possession of any Federal agency which disclo-
sure to another Federal agency is expressly prohibited by law. Section 204(c)
states that in such a case, the Administrator shall obtain the information
directly from the original source and notify the source the reason for the sepa-
rate request. With current concern over the proliferation of Government
requests for information, some legislative change appears warranted which
would allow Federal agencies authority to release data to other agencies. We
believe that such change should extend, however, the same disclosure require-
ments to the receiving agency as exists with respect to the collecting agency.

7. Section 301 requires that the Department of the Interior annually survey
all energy resources on public lands. Energy reserve estimates rather than
resource estimates have traditionally been made annually by industry and
other groups, while the more complex and costly resource studies have been
undertaken primarily by Federal agencies on a less regular basis. We believe
that there is merit to conducting a one-time energy resource study, but energy
reserves rather than resources be annually surveyed. We have reported on sev-
eral occasions since our earlier study on having the Federal Government con-
duct continuing assessments of energy reserves on public lands. These reports
along with the related recommendations are contained in Attachment IV.
As a final comment we believe there needs to be some consideration given to

the timeframes imposed in the bill for mandated activities. In view of the
administrative and technical complexities of simultaneously building a major
Federal organization and implementing numerous, varied and far-reaching pro-
grams, the requirements and constraints appear to be too stringent. We believe
that some greater allowance in time frames specified need to be made for
staff-building, complexity of the mandated activities, and for the interaction of
a variety of dependent efforts.
The Federal Energy Administration's first year under very similar conditions

provides first-hand expert testimony to the validity of this concern. The follow-
ing two examples illustrate the potential time reporting problems.

Section 103(c) (3) requires the Administrator to submit a plan to the Con-
gress and the President within 9 months of enactment for consolidating Fed-
eral energy information activities. Section 103(c) (2) requires each Federal
agency collecting energy information to report to the Administrator within 6
months of enactment on their energy information activities. If these agencies
take the full 6 months to report then the Administrator is left with only 3
months to prepare a consolidation plan. We believe that this is not adequate
time to prepare a quality plan especially when the staff to prepare such a plan
must be hired and assimilated at the same time.

Sections 203(b) and 203(c) require the Administrator to promulgate a
reporting scheme for major energy producing and consuming companies and
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after consultation with the Securities and Exchange Commission to develop
accounting practices to be used in such reporting. Since the report required
under these sections is to be ready for use in the first full calendar year after
enactment, the effort to design and implement would have to commence imme-
diately. Such an effort, however, would be critically dependent on at least a
firm feel for the consolidation plan prepared under Section 103(c) (3) and on
the list of categories of energy information required to be provided by Federal
agencies to the Administrator under Section 204(b) (1). The conslidation plan
and information categories however will not be available for 6 to 9 months.

Mr. HUGHES. Section 4 of the bill amends section 5 of the Federal
Reports Act to require that before agencies subject to the act can
conduct or sponsor information collections they must submit their
plans and forms to the Director of the Office of Management and
Budget, and he must give his approval.

Section 4 also requires that when approvals are granted, they be
granted for periods no longer than 1 year. Section 4 further requires
that certain information must be printed on the reporting form indi-
cating (a) that clearance had been obtained (b) the expiration date,
and (c) the fact that a report need not be filed if it was received
after the expiration date.
In addition, each agency would be required to report every calen-

dar year to OMB, the Senate and the House of Representatives list-
ing all active forms, all forms approved during the past year and all
forms withdrawn during the past year.
While we believe there is merit in requiring periodic approval of

forms, we do not believe approvals should be limited uniformly to 1
year. Under present laws, we limit our approvals to 3 years for
repetitive collections.
The Office of Management and Budget limits its approvals to 5

years. That is not to say, Mr. Chairman, that we in all cases approve
forms for 3 years. Sometimes we do it for 1 year, but we have that
degree of flexibility.
Some flexibility is desirable in report approval, and a uniform

limitation of 1 year seems to us unwarrantedly restrictive. Accord-
ingly, we recommend that approvals be required no less frequently
than every 3 years. This should fulfill the intent of the amendment—
a periodic appraisal of reporting requirements.
The requirement that forms contain the approval information,

expiration date, and the statement on filing forms with past expira-
tion dates is appropriate and useful. We now require independent
regulatory agencies to print clearance information and expiration
dates on all forms except application forms.
OMB follows the same general practice, particularly with respect

to single time forms. Application forms are exempt from having the
expiration dates printed on them because we have found these forms
seldom change and usually receive a wide distribution to enable
potential applicants to easily obtain the forms.
We also endorse the requirement that agencies file annual reports

with OMB, and both Houses of Congress. We believe that these
reports will increase agency and congressional awareness of the
reporting and record keeping burdens being placed on private busi-
ness and individuals by the Federal Government.

Section 5 of the bill requires the director of OMB, in consultation
with the Comptroller General, to undertake a study of the feasibil-
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ity of requiring a single standard form for the collection of infor-
mation by all Federal agencies. A report of the results of the study
are to be sent to the Congress not later than 1 year after the date of
enactment.
If our understanding of the objective of this section is correct—

simplification and standardization of the forms themselves—we
believe the present provision is impractical and should be modified
to provide for exploration of greater standardization of forms,
definitions of terms, and classifications used in reporting.
Senator NuNN. The idea is, as we said, to study the possibility of

one form. We might end up with 600 instead of 6,000.
Mr. HUGHES. It is possible.
Senator NuNN. Your interpretation is correct. It is an overall

effort to see if we can't come up with fewer forms and more stand-
ardized information.
Mr. HUGHES. I should emphasize we think a great deal can be

done with respect to standardization of identifying information, of
arrangements of identifying information so that people can
approach forms with more assurance and more understanding.
There also is a vast amount of work to be done, should be done

with respect to definition of terms and standardization of classifica-
tion.
Some of the more controversial work that we have done was with

respect to the so-called line of business questionnaire of the Federal
Trade Commission. There was a great deal of publicity about it.
In my judgment, two areas where the controversy over this form

could have been reduced substantially, and where the value of the
form could have been substantially increased was by working on cer-
tain basic definitions, what constitutes a line of business, for exam-
ple, for the purposes of the Federal Trade Commission.

Also, the manner of allocating joint costs that don't drop neatly
into one of the lines of business is another area where it seems to us
some standard concepts and, if you will, arbitrary rules, which
everybody would understand would have been very helpful.
Now I would like to comment more specifically on our clearance

responsibilities under the Federal Reports Act. On November 16,
1973, the Congress assigned to GAO certain functions relating to the
information gathering activities of independent Federal regulatory
agencies.

Specifically, GAO is required to conduct advance clearance
reviews of new information collection plans and forms proposed by
regulatory agencies prior to their use. In essence, the 1973 change to
the Federal Reports Act gave the independent Federal regulatory
agencies more leeway than other Federal agencies to collect the
information they need. Obviously, this was done at the risk of
increasing the paperwork burden on the public.
We will soon be issuing a report to the Congress on our experience

under the Federal Reports Act with the information gathering prac-
tices of some of the regulatory agencies. While we have had some
success in reducing the regulatory agencies' paperwork requirements
below what they otherwise would have been, we believe the law
should be clarified and the procedures it supports strengthened.
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In brief, we have observed:
Poor performance by some of the regulatory agencies in develop-

ing and executing their information gathering efforts;
Poor coordination and cooperation between the agencies and their

respondents;
Ambiguities in GAO's clearance responsibility and authority, and
Inadequate attention in legislation to the paperwork burden

imposed by the Federal Government.
Our report will recommend that the regulatory agencies assume

more responsibility for reducing burdensome and duplicative report-
ing requirements.
We are also recommending that the Congress change GAO's

responsibilities under the Federal Reports Act.
We continue to believe that the clearance of regulatory reports

involves GAO in the day-to-day performance of executive branch
activities in a manner inconsistent with GAO's responsibilities for
overseeing and monitoring executive branch activities.
In our judgment, the entire clearance function should rest with

one executive agency, preferably OMB. We also recommend that the
Congress clarify and strengthen the role of whatever agency is
responsible for clearance of regulatory reports to enable it to func-
tion more effectively.
Our report will also discuss options open to the Congress with

respect to the clearance of the regulatory agencies' information
requests. They range from tighter controls, which GAO endorses, to
the extreme of exempting the regulatory agencies from the Federal
Reports Act.
The option to be selected, of course, depends on the balance

desired between paperwork control and regulatory agency independ-
ence. We urge that, whatever the option selected, the law be clear as
to the respective options of the regulatory and clearance agencies.
This concludes my presentation. I will be glad to answer any ques-

tions you may have to the best of my ability.
Senator NUNN. Thank you, Mr. Hughes. Although the bill does

not specifically assign new responsibilities to GAO, how much do
you think your work load will be increased if the committees are
called on to do annual reviews?
In other words, do you feel that the committees will call on

GAO for assistance?
Mr. HUGHES. I think our expectation would be that we would

have additional workload from that source. The amount of it of
course is somewhere speculative. We regard that kind of workload as
most appropriate for us. It is the kind of work we have done,
believe we do well, generally speaking and should continue to do.
As my testimony has indicated, we think the legislative branch in

general, including ourselves, ought to pay more attention to paper-
work requirements.
Senator NUNN. So even though it might increase you workload

some, you do favor that annual review?
Mr. HUGHES. Yes.
Senator NUNN. Do you think the committees are capable of doing

this with existing staffs? I know that is a broad question. Do you
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think they may have to assign one person to handle this responsibil-

ity?
Mr. HUGHES. That involves the standard question of priorities, Mr.

Chairman. They obviously aren't going to do it with the present

staff unless they reassign staff, juggle their priorities, so to speak, so

as to have present staff attending to this new responsibility.
That is a possibility. The more likely answer is some expansion of

staff and perhaps some reassignment of priorities.
Senator NUNN. Let me ask one question for Senator Metcalf here.

This is a question he left addressed to you, Mr. Hughes. I quote
him •
I have often alleged that there is somebody over in the legislative counsel's

office who always includes in draft legislation boiler plate language to estab-

lish another advisory committee. I am beginning to think there is somebody

down at GAO with boiler plate language and erroneous language about the

nature of the independent regulatory commissions.
When Senator Nunn and I held our joint hearings last fall, your Mr. Lowe

indicated that those commissions are part of the executive branch and now

you are saying in the third paragraph of page 6 that--

this is Senator Metcalf quoting your statement—

the clearance of regulatory reports involve GAO in the day-to-day performance

of the executive branch activities, do we have to take the time to go through

why these regulatory agencies are not part of the executive branch or would

you want to amend your statement?

Mr. HUGHES. I don't believe those are the only two choices, Mr.
Chairman. Senator Metcalf, Mr. Reinemer, and I have discussed this
area before. I would call attention to the fact that my statement
refers to involving GAO in the day-to-day performance of executive
branch activities and does not attempt to allocate the regulatory
agencies, per se.
My perception of the Government is that reports collection and.

control is basically an executive function. The location of the regula-
tory agencies is a matter of considerable debate and discussion and I
don't think I can settle that here.
As a matter of fact, I am somewhat leery of commenting on that

in the light of some of the recent Supreme Court actions, particu-
larly with respect to the Federal Elections Commission. The point
that I was trying to make in my testimony is that report collection
is an administrative act, an executive act, if you will, that the GAO
responsibility to the Congress is an oversight and monitoring
responsibility.
If we are put into the business of doing, it becomes difficult for us

to monitor our own actions. It seems to us wise to separate those two
functions.
With respect to the law itself—the Alaska pipeline bill rider—it

seems to us that there are several aspects of the thing; first, if we
are to be monitors, and agents of the Congress, in overseeing execu-
tive branch reports clearance and control, it is better for us not to be
in the business of reports clearance and control.
Second, it seems to us that two agencies in that business is one too

many. The regulatory agencies collect much the same kind of infor-
mation that the nonregulatory agencies collect. The Department of
Interior, for example, in the energy area.
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The reports control agencies—ourselves, and OMB—therefore
have a coordination job of our own to do because executive agencies
collecting data similar to the regulatory agencies data go to OMB
for their clearance and there is a task of coordinating the coordina-
tors which seems to us undesirable.

Finally, with respect to our functions, we regard the law as some-
what weak. At least, if the purpose is control, it is weak. Also, we
think it is unclear with respect to the division of labor and responsi-
bility as between ourselves and the regulatory agencies.
That lack of clarity stems from the fact that while we have a

review and limited control responsibility with respect to unnecessary
duplication and burden, the law states that the final decision with
respect to the need for the information rests with the regulatory
agency.
The reconciliation of need and burden is a very difficult question.

As a consequence, we have been engaged in litigation on the point
where need and burden meet and whether we are adequately fulfill-
ing our responsibilities or perhaps overdoing our responsibilities for
review and control.
Senator NuNN. Thank you.
Senator Percy?
Senator PERCY. Mr. Hughes, just a few unrelated comments. Since

I have talked with you or Mr. Staats, I have seen a report on the
Radio Free Europe and Radio Free Liberty study that has been
made by GAO.
Certainly that is consistent with my own thinking. We can save

millions of dollars by moving the location of that operation. I want
you to know I will certainly follow up on that right away.
I also happen to agree with you on page 5 when you say that

under the Federal Reports Act, the clearance of regulatory reports
by GAO does get you into the day-by-day operations of the execu-
tive branch.
I think we have to be extraordinarily careful in the Congress or

any arm of the Congress that we do not assume and take unto our-
selves the work of the executive branch of Government. That is cer-
tainly duplicative.
Would it be out line, however, and away from your central

responsibilities if occasionally you had oversight over OMB as to
how they were performing their own control in this area, whether
they were fulfilling the function that they were directed to fulfill in
this regard?
Mr. HUGHES. No. We think that is entirely appropriate, Senator

Percy. We attempted to deal with that sort of situation and problem
in the report that we submitted with regard to the Department of
Labor functions and review and control of those functions by OMB.

Senator PERCY. You make a very good point about duplicative
information as collected by various agencies such as energy data. I
do hope that we will focus particularly on this area of duplicative
effort. I just requested the Congressional Research Office to under-
take a study on the whole approach that we make to the energy
problem—the scores of agencies in the executive branch of Govern-
ment involved in energy now. There has to be a tremendous amount
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of duplication there just as the study we are making in the Commit-
tee on Committees will show how we have duplication in our own
Congressional Oversight and Congressional Legislative Committees
in the field of energy. We have a great many committees in both
Houses and the Senate Working in this particular area.
We must be duplicating, spinning our wheels and giving a lack of

focus on the problem when we do that.
Mr. HUGHES. I can assure you, Senator, that situation does exist

in the regulatory reports area. During the period of our responsibil-
ity, we have experienced a net increase of about 50 reports in the
regulatory area over this time, most of those being energy related
reports.
Senator PERCY. My only question, finally, is the importance that

you would place upon a committee impact statement. Since the com-
mittee would not be able to take into account all the amendments
that might be adopted on the floor, the conference has not yet been
held and the regulations have not yet been issued even once a law
has been put into effect, would the Committee be able to give a clear
picture of the paperwork impact?
Mr. HUGHES. The short answer to your question, I think Senator,

is no, for yet additional reasons. But that is not to say that some
effort should not be made to appraise the requirements. I think the
thing that concerns us is that that effort should not be misdirected
and should not attempt to be too precise.
We have found, for example, again referring to the line of busi-

ness questionnaire, that even after the form is designed and the reg-
ulations developed, and so on, the requesting agency, in this case the
Federal Trade Commission, and the respondents are several orders
of magnitude apart in terms of their own appraisal of the burden.
The important thing it seems to me is not to try to nail down to

the last man-hour the reporting requirements and the burden
imposed, but rather to get increased attention both in the Congress
and in the regulatory agencies to the fact that there are tremendous
burdens growing out of reporting.
Senator PERCY. Thank you very much indeed, for your help today.
Senator NuNN. Just one observation on that last question. I have

some reservations about the overall impact statement at this time as
I said to Senator McIntyre. I am sure this has been as well thought out
as it needs to be.
But my reservation doesn't relate to the lack of the ability to fore-

cast what the amendments may be or what the conference report
may be. If you use that line of reasoning, the committee couldn't
come out with a report on even the substance of the legislation,
because nobody knows what is going to happen to it later. I do
agree that although we may want to wait on this impact statement
requirement, because of the Paperwork Commission, the main bene-
ficial result would be to require that the committee go through this
kind of mental exercise.
If the committee itself cannot anticipate what forms and what

kind of requirements may be necessary under the law
' 

it may lead to
the argument about whether the law needs to be passed.
I think many, many times committees could not begin to tell us

what the results of the legislation is going to be. That is one of the



56

faults that we have. If they are required to at least go through the
mental exercise of trying to anticipate what it is they are about to
require of the American public, I think it would slow down the
process and result in more carefully thought out legislation.
I do agree, though, that it would be impossible to impose on them,

for instance, the drawing up of the form. This legislation does not
anticipate that. It does anticipate that they would be able to say
there would be a likelihood of having six or seven different forms
requiring various information.
That would be a general analysis rather than a detailed analysis. I

don't think they could do a detailed analysis. I do believe that they
could be expected to and at some point are going to have to be
required to do a general analysis.
Senator NUNN. Our next witness is Mr. Fernando Oaxaca, Associ-

ate Director for Management and Budget, Office of Management
and Budget.
I believe you have some other people with you this morning, too.

You may bring them up.
Mr. OAXAC. This is Mr. Roye Lowry, the Office of Management

and Budget Clearance Officer.
Senator NUNN. We have met you before. We are delighted to

have you both here.

TESTIMONY OF FERNANDO OAXACA, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR FOR
MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET, OMB, ACCOMPANIED BY ROYE
LOWRY, OMB CLEARANCE OFFICER

Mr. OAXACA. As a matter of fact, this team sat here in front of
you before.
Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to offer

some ideas this morning. I wanted to also communicate our grati-
tude from Mr. Lynn. As you know, he is deep in the middle of the
spring reviews. He would have come himself, but just couldn't get
away. We appreciate your patience and forbearance in accepting my
testimony.
Perhaps I should not read our statement. It is a relatively short

one. I thought maybe to save time I might just go over some of the
key points that we made and see if that is adequate and then offer
myself for any questions you might have.
Senator NUNN. That will be fine. Your statement will appear at

the conclusion of your testimony.
Mr. OAXACA. I think in general what we tried to communicate in

the statement is that we can applaud the general notion and the gen-
eral purpose of the bill. However, one of the things that we had
some question about was how deeply we should comment on those
aspects of section 2 that really have to do with the way the Congress
would do business in this area of great concern.
But nevertheless, we at least chose to give you some ideas and

some notions, about what we saw as potential problems. As you
know we do generate some legislative ideas in the executive branch.
Thus section 2 would impinge on us, in that sense, at the time that
we might propose legislation coming from the executive branch.
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So it did stimulate us to think about the problem. I think the
matter of the impact statement is perhaps the key thing here. We
had a question as to just what this impact statement would mean
once the bill might pass the Congress and be signed, what kind of
an obligation that might leave on the implementing agencies in
terms of what the statement included. Would it preclude additional
information gathering because it was not envisioned in the record on
the bill?
Would it tend to inhibit either agency management or others who

would be involved in implementing the program. Would the agen-
cies say, "This is what came out of the legislative review and, there-
fore, we are sort of constrained to not go any further in terms of
data collection." That was one of the concerns that we had with
respect to the effect on the executive branch. Also, I think Mr.
Hughes and you were obviously discussing the question of how much
detail is really feasible at that point in the legislative process.
In listening to your discussion with Mr. Hughes about it,

obviously you seem to think that we are not talking about get-
ting down to the very nuts and bolts level, but that there could be
some kind of generalized identification of the major aspects of the
burden-
Senator NuNN. That is right.
Mr. OAXACA [continuing]. At that time the burden particulars

would not be available in detail just by the fact that the bill is still
going through the process.
I think those were our major concerns with respect to the impact

statement portion of the bill.
With regard to the effect on the Office of Management and

Budget, examining the annual renewal concept and looking at a
change in terminology from the present Federal Reports Act, the
Federal Reports Act uses the phrase "does not disapprove" as
opposed to the proposed word "approve" in clearing public reports,
I don't know whether this was just the way the language of the pro-
posed bill came out or whether there was some thinking on the part
of the writers of the bill that they wanted to change the role in any
way of OMB in using the phrase "does not disapprove."
As we say in our statement, to "approve" data collection to us

implies more intensive involvement in what specifics are involved in
making a decision to collect data in a certain way.
In our normal process when we review packages from an agency

or from whomever is going to collect information, we recognize that
there are any number of ways that an agency might choose to solve
its management problem or its evaluation problem, whatever the
reason there might be for collecting data and, rather than trying to
tell the agency how to do it, what we focus on is to insure that there
is no duplication in this particular request versus already ongoing
collection activities, to insure that there is going to be useful data
collected, that the form is efficient in the sense of not having undue
burden implied in it, a large number of considerations rather than
telling the agency precisely how to collect information.
Maybe mistakenly, we read changing to "approved" in the lan-

guage of the bill as implying that maybe you chose to suggest a
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slightly different role for OMB. That was the purpose of our com-
ments.
Senator Nuicrr. I think that you are correct. I think the inten-

tion is to get OMB much more involved. I think your testimony
points out very clearly the need. If there is that much difference
between what you view the word approve to mean and the present
law, that reinforces my opinion that OMB does need to get more
involved. I don't think you have to tell the Interior Department how
to go about collecting their data, but I do think you have to approve
the form in the sense that if there is somebody already collecting the
same kind of information, you would have some affirmative responsi-
bilities to point this out and to reject these forms.
Of course, the GAO report issued about OMB's present review

capabilities pointed out very clearly that GAO was a long way from
being satisfied with your precision. I have to say frankly I am an
awful lot—well, I am far from satisfied with the way it is operating
now. Perhaps this word does need to be approved, if it is going to
get OMB more intimately involved with giving supervision through-
out the Executive Branch of Government which is what I felt your
role was. If you are not doing it, nobody is going to do it.
Mr. OAXACA. I hope I haven't misled you, Senator. This is not a

disavowal of our supervisory and implementation responsibilities
under the act. It relates to OMB making management decisions for
the agency in terms of how they might implement a particular data
collection plan from all the other options that they might have.
That is the primary concern.
Senator NuNN. If one of their options is going to place a bigger

burden on the ,American public than another option they might
come up with, I think you have some duty to tell them that.
Mr. OAXACA. We do that in great detail. You may wish to examine

our dockets. We continually have new forms submitted. After
review, the records of our review will be an inch thick. Our review
also includes the proposed sampling plans.
Senator NUNN. When you get through, you don't think you have

approved that form?
Mr. OAXACA. Under the law, we "do not disapprove."
Senator NUNN. You hand it to them. You say I have not disap-

proved this.
Mr. OAXACA. That is right.
Senator PERCY. Mr. Chairman, if I could just reinforce your view,

I recall the legislation to authorize the Office of Management and
Budget. Sitting in Hugh Scott's office with George Shultz, we talked
about whether it should be called the Bureau of the Budget. I took
the very strong position, reinformced by my colleagues at the time,
that we wanted that word "management" in there.
We didn't want just budget review. We wanted every agency and

every department in the executive branch of Government to know
that they were going to be held accountable to a group of profes-
sionals that would be able to help them with their management
problem. Mismanagement of the executive branch was one of the
main concerns we had.
We wanted OMB to have power. We wanted you really to be

looked upon as those s.o.b.'s downtown through whom agencies must

•
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clear and get approval on a lot of things. They can have internal
arguments. They can go up through the ranks and go right to the
President and get you reversed. They have got that power. But we
felt the President ought to have a very, very strong arm. I am just
saying that in general terms to reinforce the expectations of Con-
gress and I don't want you to ever underestimate the power you had
as intended by Congress. I want that for the record.
I am not applying it just in this particular case, but as a general

principle to reinforce what Senator Nunn has said.
Mr. OAXACA. Senator Percy, I might note that I am sure you are

familiar with the paperwork reduction program that the President
has kicked off in the last few months. As a matter of fact, we
brought some copies of the most current issue of the Statistical
Reporter. Because of the data in this issue, I am sure our reputation
among the agencies as a less than pleasant organization has been
greatly enhanced in the last couple of months.
I thought I would leave some copies of this publication for the

record. We include in this issue of the Statistical Reporter a box
score of how every agency in the Government that we have surveil-
lance over is doing. We are now tracking them monthly as to the
number of forms that are in existence, the number that has been
reduced month by month. This Presidential program for which I am
the lead in the executive branch has already begun to show some
results.
We have reduced the reports inventory, just through the end of

March, by 150 forms. We don't have the final computer printout for
the month of April, but we are sure there is going to be another
reduction from that, from the grand total. We started out with
about 5,160 forms. We have set an initial target for the first of July
of a 10 percent reduction.
That is only an initial part of the total program to reduce the

Federal reporting burden, governmentwide.
Believe me, sir, this is a major effort. We have explicit in the

President's letter, instructions to each cabinet officer and agency
head that they are personally responsible for reducing burden and
the number of forms. We have met—I personally have briefed some-
thing like 400 people in the executive branch from undersecretary
level on down on what we are trying to do with this program.

All the particulars are in this issue of the Statistical Reporter.
We take this charge very seriously. We are trying to do something
that has not been done before.
In addition to that, of course, we are working very closely with

the Commission on Federal Paperwork, with the GAO, and with
Mr. Horton and his staff. I think we have a concerted effort to
attack this problem. I didn't mean to imply otherwise by bringing
up this almost semantic issue. I was merely trying to get clarifica-
tion on the intent of changing the language in this bill from that
now in the Federal Reports Act.
Senator NUNN. I think the intent is that we want OMB to get a

lot more involved. I think that is exactly what the President of the
United States has told you, too. I think there is a real reluctance on
the part of OMB to give this the kind of attention it deserves. You
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have testified before me at least two or three times and until the
President issued his order to cut 10 percent, I could detect no real
movement at all.
In fact, on every proposal made by a congressional committee,

OMB spends most of the time just building a case against it. I am
not saying there isn't a case against a good bit of this. All of us are
searching for the best way. But if your testimony six or eight
months ago when you appeared before this committee is basically
correct, there is no way you can cut 10 percent of the forms by July
1 which you now say you are going to do. What caused the great
change? I am delighted it happened.
Why does OMB have to have a direct order from the President on

national television to do its job?
Mr. OAXACA. I think it has helped to focus the efforts in the agen-

cies themselves.
Senator NUNN. You mean you don't have the power to do that

without the President?
Mr. OAXACA. No, sir. I am not saying that at all. I am saying that

that helps to sensitize cabinet officers and agency heads to these spe-
cific concerns as an overall executive branch problem. It has been of
help to us. I think that the last time that I was here, we were
already participating with the Commission on Federal Paperwork. I
think I told you of some plans we had going at that time.
I think at that time I was asked either by you or Senator Meta-

calf if we had any really revolutionary ideas on how to work this
problem which we all know is of many, many years duration. I said
at that time that we didn't have any cataclysmic ideas but that we
were going to try to come up with some things.
Senator NUNN. You are saying now you do think you will be able

to meet the 10 percent cutback by July 1, 1976?
Mr. OAXACA. That is our intent, sir.
Senator NUNN. You said there are how many forms all together?
Mr. OAXACA. From what we've got roughtly at this point, it would

involve a total reduction of 516 forms.
Senator NUNN. Assuming there are no add-ons.
Mr. OAXACA. We are allowing for the add-ons, Senator. That is

why the job is so tough.
Senator NUNN. You are talking about a net reduction of 516?
Mr. OAXACA. Yes, down to 4,000 and some odd. It is 516 subtracted

from 5,163. I forget the exact number. We have made significant
progress. We are about 35 to 40 percent of the way through.
Senator NuNN. What is your next step after that 10 percent

reduction? What do you think is possible after that?
Mr. OAXACA. Let me describe some of the other things we have

done. We are not going to change our basic guidelines which are
included in the Statistical Reporter and which I would like to
appear in the record.
For instance, any agency that brings us a new form for clearance

has to present to us a form that they are giving up, that they are
going to offer as a sacrificial lamb, if you will. Any agency that
comes in with an old form for renewal; again, will have to bring us
one that they are eliminating from their inventory. We don't intend
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to relax those guidelines until we get a personal certification from
the secretary or the agency head that they now are at their lowest
minimum number of forms.
To justify not going below this minimum, they would have to

really hurt their programs or perhaps be prevented from meeting a
requirement of the law. A large percentage of these forms are
required by the law of the program itself. Not all of these forms are
just arbitrary requirements of the agency. They are part of the leg-
islation on a particular program.
So eventually, you will hit an irreducible minimum unless you

change laws. We are at the same time conducting hearings, quite a
few more hearings than we have ever had before, where we are
bringing in the agency people who require the data and the respond-
entsto the particular forms and trying to reduce the burden that
way by making forms simpler, to eliminate information that is nice
to know, but is not essential to the operation of the program. We
are getting into this sort of thing more and more trying to bring
the questioner and the respondent together to negotiate what is the
minimum requirement so that you can still have good program man-
agement and evaluation with minimum burden.
Senator NUNN. Would you consider it also part of your duty to

point out changes in the law that could be made without any kind
of permanent damage to a program.
Mr. OAXACA. Absolutely, sir. We are doing quite a bit of that. But

frankly, for that we are using more of the mechanism of the Com-
mission on Federal Paperwork. We are feeding them ideas where
they can be reviewed by their staff and where there are congres-
sional members on the Commission and where some of these initia-
tives can be looked upon by both branches, by both the executive
and the legislative.

Senator NUNN. When did the President give his order about a 10
percent reduction?
Mr. OAXACA. I guess formally, the actual order that went out to

the agencies, that letter, went out on the first of March, but we
began to count as of October of last year when he first went
strongly public with his desire.

Senator NUNN. You are counting everything from October on as
reduction?
Mr. OAXACA. Yes, sir.
Senator NUNN. Is that being cleared with the President?
Mr. OAXACA. Yes sir. He signed the letter.
Senator NUNN. Have you added any additional personnel since

then in OMB?
Mr. OAXACA. Yes, sir. We added roughly the equivalent of about

21/2 people to the process.
Senator NUNN. When did you do that?
Mr. OAXACA. The last couple of months, I guess. We also added

more horsepower to the job in a more subtle sense by greater use of
budget review people and the rest of OMB by involving them a lot
more in the review of forms because we want to be sure that we
have the input from the program side of the OMB as well.
Senator PERCY. Mr. Oaxaca have you been able to determine who

is the enemy in this case? What proportion of all the paperwork is

72-098 0 - 76 - 5
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mandated by legislative requirements and what proportion, roughly
speaking, is self-initiated by the executive branch?
Mr. LOWRY. We have, if I may answer that, Senator Percy, tried

to categorize reports as those that are legislatively mandated or nec-
essary to implement specific requirements of law as opposed to those
that only authorized for purposes of carrying out a program. It is
very difficult in many cases to make this distinction but our rough
estimates are that legislatively required reports account for about 50
to 60 percent of the number of reports in the OMB inventory and
about 60 to 70 percent of the man hour burden.
Senator PERCY. Required by law?
Mr. LOWRY. Yes, reports required or stipulated by law or neces-

sary to administer specific provisions of law such as benefits eligibil-
ity criteria.

Senator PERCY. Some 60-70 percent?
Mr. LOWRY. Yes, 60-70 percent in burden terms, and 50-60 percent

of the number of reports I don't know what the burden would be in
terms of the number of forms in the inventory.
Mr. 0AxAcA. Part of the problem, for instance, is that there are

some programs where the law says there shall be an evaluation. It
doesn't get into whether you use one form or 20 forms to perform a
program evaluation, but the law requires that an evaluative activity
take place. The agency in implementing that part of the law begins
an evaluative research program which generates forms, data collec-
tion and associated burden.
I don't know whether you can categorize that specifically as

"forms required by law." This is why we get a little mushy, frankly,
in the answer.

Senator PERCY. I have been concerned about the new approach by
Congress on the foreign aid bill in that Congress might be usurping
the responsiblities of the executive branch and really getting into
the executive branch business. Yet, we have an oversight function
that we must perform.
What do you feel is the appropriate division of labor between

Congress and OMB in monitoring the paperwork burden?
Mr. OAXACA. I think you hit on a very key word, which is over-

sight. I think that you look upon us as having an oversight respon-
siblity in our own way, in management terms. I think we view the
committees and subcommittees in the Congress as having a compara-
ble responsibility and certainly the power, the ability to review pro-
grams.
I don't know whether I can split it up in percentages, but I think,

for instance, if each oversight committee, at least once a year when
they bring their agency people in front of them, were to shake them
down on how the programs are doing, on the quality of their pro-
grams, if they ask questions about what they are doing to control
forms, to control paperwork, and on another subject we testified on
here not too long ago in front of you, on advisory committees if the
people in Congress who are watching the agencies and the particular
programmatic activities would just ask these questions automatically
and make sure that the agency people understood that there is a con-
cern from both ends of Pennsylvania Avenue about all these kinds
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of things, I think we would see a more effective control of these
matters as opposed to relying on legislation or a numbers game.
I think it is a matter of sensitizing people, both in the Congress

and in the executive branch, that these are management matters of
great importance that create unnecessary costs and certainly a lot of
anxiety and concern about the quality of Government on the part of
the American people and on the part of the taxpayer.
Senator PERCY. Are you satisfied that a review of forms every 5

years would be adequate? Mr. Hughes has indicated every 3 years.
Five years is a pretty long period of time.
Mr. OAXACA. I think, frankly, it is dangerous to set one particular

period for all forms. We review a lot of forms annually. We review
a lot of forms when they come up for renewal on a greater fre-
quency than 3 years or 5 years. On the other hand, there are certain
kinds of forms, like customs declaration forms, certain application
forms where you really have a long-term applicability.
The data on those forms has been really scrubbed down and is just

the very bare essentials to allow someone to perform a certain func-
tion. Those can probably tolerate a much longer review period. I
just don't think that you can have a simple general rule that really
makes sense. I think there are a lot of things that ought to be looked
at more often.
We have a lot of forms that we call one-time forms. They are

noted in this scorekeeping here where someone has a specific evalua-
tion or a one-shot review of a program and for those, we often only
give them clearance for less than a year. It is a one-time thing and
we don't want that to creep back into the system unless the agency
has a very overwhelming need.
Senator PERCY. Finally, you stated at the end of your testimony,

which is a strong statement, that the legislation has a potential for
increasing the reporting burden and that it has a substantial poten-
tial for increasing citizen discontent with the efficiency and respon-
siveness of their Government as it would appear to foster an
increase in internal paper within the Federal Government as well as
lead to a larger Government bureaucracy.
That is a pretty strong statement. Do you want to expand on it a

little bit more?
Mr. OAXACA. I think you can understand that we were commenting

in terms of the language of the bill as is proposed now. Certainly, it
would require, if we buy this notion of a greater responsibility
implicit in OMB, an increase in the size of the OMB.

Senator NUNN. Let me point out something right there. Your
bureaucracy in terms of paperwork review, according to the GAO a
year ago, consisted of having one guy sit down there and review
forms. If he didn't happen to remember what it was he reviewed,
last week or last month, that was the end of the paperwork review.
Your bureaucracy, with the millions of people we have working
with the Government, consisted of approximately one person trying
to carry out a legislative mandate.
When you come here and say we are going to increase your

bureaucracy by requiring you to affirmatively approve something
instead of disapprove it, which is at best a matter of semantics, I
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find this an incredible statement. I don't agree with everything in
the bill myself, but I really find your posture on this bill to be not
only disillusioning, but incredible.
I think OMB is, by all imagination, doing a poor job. Maybe it is

improving and I hope so, but to come here and say it is going to
increase your bureaucracy when you have one fellow down there
with no real aid of computers, no real memory bank, really nothing
to do the job, and that was as recent as a year ago, to me, I find it
preposterous.

Certainly, you have to increase the number of people working on
it, if you are going to bring relief to the businessman. There is no
way you can have one guy supervise the Federal agencies.
Mr. OAXACA. That just isn't the way it works. We do have a com-

puterized system.
Senator NUNN. What about the GAO report? They are the ones

that said so.
Mr. LOWRY. I believe we responded to the GAO report. The GAO

report made 14 recommendations. Of those 14 recommendations,
four were already accepted policy in OMB. There were three that
were accepted in principle; we felt the objectives could be achieved
by a somewhat different means than was proposed. Six of the recom-
mendations were not accepted. One of them was not responded to in
the absence of any background discussion whatever. This GAO
report to which so much reference is made is a very disturbing docu-
ment.
Senator NUNN. It certainly is.
Mr. LOWRY. It is a disturbing document not in what it reveals, but

in what it does not reveal in terms of real, solid work. When the
GAO takes a single occurrence from 18 years ago and tries to build
out of that a damaging kind of presentation of OMB's current
review function, I hardly think that that is worth as much credibil-
ity as it seems to get.
When GAO takes a number of other cases from years back and

pays no attention to what has happened in the time since those occa-
sions, I take it that that is really not a great job. When GAO takes
things and refers to duplication and makes a big issue out of dupli-
cation, comes up with a definition that even GAO itself will not use
and does not use, I take it that that is not a very good report.
I really think this report needs to be investigated and I think that

OMB's response need to be investigated. If someone still believes that
GAO report is an accurate presentation and description of how the
OMB works, I will be very surprised.
Senator NUNN. I think that is a good point. I think we ought to

get GAO to look at it again, but it just seems to me, when you
spend half your statement trying to distinguish between the word
"approved" and the words "not disapproved." I think that tells us an
awful lot about what is going on down in the bureaucracy of OMB.
You have got a defense mechanism built in. You know people all

around the country are screaming about these forms. You know
Congress is upset about it. You know the President of the United
States is upset about it. Yet, you spend half of your statement
trying to distinguish between the word "approved" and "disapproved."
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I really find OMB's—not necessarily what you are doing, we will
have to be updated on that—but I find your attitude toward this
overall problem to be far from satisfactory. I will be frank with
you, I don't find your criticisms to be constructive in the least. I find
them to be only negative. I think the negative point of view is cer-
tainly proper.
Anything that is wrong with this legislation will need to be

pointed out, but I find very little positive coming out of the Office
of Management and Budget about the paperwork burden. Perhaps if
there is something that develops, as it develops under the President's
order, you can point that out.
I would like to say, though, I was here in 1974 when President

Ford got on television and issued an order that we have economic
impact statements accompanying new proposed rules and regula-
tions. About 7 months later, I had OMB and some other agencies
here and there hadn't been one single economic impact statement
issued. So I conclude that even the President of the United States
cannot force compliance throughout the bureaucracy.
I wonder what the Office of Management and Budget's function is

if it is not to really take some affirmative and imaginative
approaches to these problems which all of us know exist. So far, I
haven't seen it.
Mr. OAXACA. Mr. Nunn, I guess there are a couple of things I

would like to again reiterate. The reason we brought up this matter
of "approve", "does not disapprove," was for clarification as to what
was intended in the language of the bill.
As to what is going on in OMB, our files are open, our offices are

open, anyone from your staff who would like to come over and see
what is really happening today, let them come over with the GAO
report and let them look at what we are doing.
Let us take some time, not here in this hearing, but in detail with

your staff so they can see what is happening, what effort we have
going under the President's Reports Reduction program, our cooper-
ative activity with GAO and the rest of the members of the Com-
mission on Federal Paperwork. I think such review might give you
perhaps a somewhat different view of what we are trying to do.
We have much more than one guy; we have several people. We

have occasional participation by people in other parts of OMB. We
have a very powerful reporting reduction program going on involv-
ing hundreds of people in the agencies. This is a story that we
would like to reveal and to tell. It is available. We really have a
strong, concerted and ongoing effort.
The results are yet to be seen, but I can just assure you, Mr.

Nunn, that we are really up to something right now that we think is
going to have a real payoff; maybe not in the next 30 days, but cer-
tainly there is going to be something positive. There already has
been an impact. There is going to be more. We are not going to rely
only on the set of guidelines that are attached to the President's
letter on how we are trying to implement this overall burden reduc-
tion program.
Senator PERCY. I think that concluding statement is a desirable

one. We certainly are not implying that you are not doing anything.

72-098 0 - 76 - 6
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My final question would be should we be doing more to relieve this
terrible burden as a means of alleviating the feeling we are getting
from the country, that people are being snowed under with paper-
work and that government bureaucracy is getting too complex,
bigger and bigger? This is one of the feelings people have, the anti-
Washington feeling. Is this something we really ought to be doing
something about and does OMB have a real responsibility in this
regard to work with us?
Mr. OAXACA.. I guess, Senator Percy, you ask: "Should we be

doing more ?" I think perhaps that is a very appropriate question to
ask maybe in the next 6 months or a year. We have 90-some odd
people in the Commission on Federal Paperwork, attacking area by
area, agency by agency. We have our own program going on where
we involve hundreds of people in the agencies. They are all hard at
work. There isn't a more concerned group of people on the subject
than these I just alluded to.
I think that if after a number of months go by and we don't see

some results, then, sure—maybe we ought to look at some other
approaches, some stronger efforts. But all I can tell you is that right
now, with all sincerity, we have a very extensive effort going on. I
personally cannot think of anything else we could be doing right
now.
Senator PERCY. Does your area of management and operations

cover regulatory reform? Do you have responsibility for that under
the President?
Mr. OAXACA. Mr. Lynn has chosen to put that effort under the

Associate Director for Economics and General Government. His
people are working very closely with the Domestic Council and Mr.
Schmulte, former Undersecretary of the Treasury is the head of that
effort for the President. We get involved in an ancillary fashion.
But the regulatory reform effort itself is in that shop in OMB.
Senator PERCY. If you could tell Mr. Lynn when you go back we

are sorry not to have seen him today, but fully understand his
involvement. The action-forcing mechanism on regulatory reform
that Senator Byrd of West Virginia and I worked out in the so-
called Percy-Byrd bill, I know is being very actively reviewed by
the( administration.
I met with him several times on it. That is really what we would

like to see in the paperwork problem. We just built in this mecha-
nism in the bill as we did in the budget reform bill. We know Con-
gress won't move unless forced to. So in budget reform we built in a
forcing mechanism. We are taking that whole technique now and
putting it in the regulatory reform. We hope in a 5-year period to
cover all agencies. Let us accept your invitation and invite you back
in 6 months and just see how much has been done.
We hope you will be part of that action, that forcing mechanism

on the paperwork end, together with the Paperwork Commission.
We will certainly look forward to having you back to see if we can't
make some real progress on this activity.
Mr. OAXACA. I might note that on April 8, the President called in

the heads of the regulatory agencies which, as you know, are treated
differently under the Federal Reports Act than the agencies we are
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responsible for, and proceeded to give them very strong encourage-
ment on the paperwork issue because, as you know, those two things
are so intertwined. Regulations lead to paper. The response seemed
to be very good from the Federal Trade Commission SEC, all the
various regulatory agencies. So the President is working both sides
of that paperwork problem.
Senator NuNN. One other question on this economic impact state-

ment. What has happened on that?
Mr. OAXACA. I personally am not involved with that aspect of the

OMB activity. But I can tell you from what I observe at staff meet-
ings and what goes on during the budget review process, that it is
very carefully and strongly policed and driven by Mr. Lynn person-
ally in every piece of legislation that is reviewed by OMB, in driv-
ing the agencies to produce those impact statements at the appropri-
ate time and although from what I understand, there were some
rocky periods at the beginning of that effort, it is now pretty much
of an accepted standard process.

Senator NuNN. Does it apply to the new rules and regulations
that are being issued by the executive branch?
Mr. OAXACA. Not really. If you are talking about every time the

new regulations, as CETA changes regulations
' 

is there an economic
impact statement on that? To the best of my knowledge, that is not
the case.
Senator Nu-NN. I thought the President's statement did include

that. Was he speaking strictly of new legislation?
Mr. OAXACA. If it is from the regulatory agencies and there is

something, for instance, in the energy field that generates regula-
tions that have economic impact, that is indeed the case, yes. That
does take place. If it has to do with regulations for program man-
agement or program implementation, it may or may not, depending
on whether there is an impact.
Senator NUNN. Thank you very much for your testimony.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Oaxaca follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF FERNANDO OAXACA, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR FOR
MANAGEMENT AND OPERATIONS, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

Mr. Chairman: I am here today to respond to your invitation to the Director
of the Office of Management and Budget to testify on S. 3076, cited as "The
Paperwork Review and Limitation Act of 1976." I am appearing on behalf of
the Director who has been committed extensively to our spring budget review
during this period.

Section 2 of the bill revises the Legislative Reorganization Act to require
that a paperwork impact statement accompany each bill or joint resolution
reported out by a House or Senate committee. The paperwork impact state-
ment is to be made in substantial detail. While the objective is worthy, I am
rather doubtful that it would be possible to report reliably the details required
by the proposed amendment. If such a provision were to be adopted, I believe
that it would be very important that the Congressional intent as to the qual-
ity, purpose and degree of utilization by committees of the reported data be
spelled out. Otherwise, the provision could operate to inhibit administrative
flexibility and initiative in implementing legislation passed by Congress.

Section 2 would also amend the Legislative Reorganization Act to require
each committee of the House or Senate to conduct a thorough review of
reporting requirements of agencies within its legislative jurisdiction, "including
the number and character of reporting forms issued and withdrawn by depart-
ments and agencies during the year" and to report to its respective house by
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February 15. Since the information from which the committees are to be work-

ing is to be furnished "not later than the end of the year," each committee

will have not longer than six weeks to conduct its thorough review. Some com-

mittees may be able to do so; others may not because the work load will not

be evenly distributed. In either event, it is going to be a very tough task to

accomplish.
Section 4 amends the Federal Reports Act in a number of important

respects.
It significantly changes the character of the Federal Reports Act and the

role of the Director by requiring the Director to approve proposed data collec-

tion and forms and plans used in the collection rather than requiring him not

to disapprove the collection. There is a world of difference in these two formu-

lations.
OMB does not interpret the present provision of law to mean that every

detail of every report for which clearance is requested must be conceived, pre-

pared, presented and carried out exactly as OMB itself would do it if it were

collecting the information itself. We interpret our present responsibilities as to

review proposed data collections in the light of the Act's purposes and the

duties of the Director as set forth in 44 U.S.C. 3503.
The proposed language change gives the Director a new responsibility. It

states that he must approve the data collection. He becomes responsible for
the data collection and the agency, in a sense, becomes his agent in performing

the collection. To perform this task would require OMB to add significantly to
staff; it would be an unhealthy centralization of administrative authority
divorced from program responsibility; and could promote confusion, conflicts
of purpose and management ambiguity.

Section 4 significantly changes the Federal Reports Act by requiring that no
report be cleared for a period of greater than one year and by providing that
no agency may require the submission of any report on which the Director's
approval has expired. Present practice is to judge each case on its merits with
no data collection being permitted for a period of more than five years. The
provisions would double the review work load of the OMB; it would encourage
recalcitrant respondents to hold off filing reports until after approval has
expired; it could halt completely important public activities for lack of a
needed form.

Section 5 calls upon the Director of the Office of Management and Budget to
join with the Comptroller General "to study the feasibility of requiring a
single standard form for the collection of all Federal agencies." This Commit-
tee, through its long familiarity with reporting problems is aware of the many
and complex needs for information by the Federal Government. On the face of
it, there would seem to be little purpose in putting such varying matters as
the information needed to apply for a radio or TV station, an EPA pollution
monitoring report, an agricultural crop or livestock survey, and an individual's
application for a social security card on the same form.
If I were to make a paperwork impact statement on this proposed legisla-

tion, I would say that there are interesting notions in it which attack part of
the root causes of the reporting burden on the public, i.e., the legislative proc-
ess but, on the other hand, it has a strong potential for increasing reporting
burden; that it has a substantial potential for increasing citizen discontent
with the efficiency and responsiveness of their government; and it would
appear to foster increased internal paperwork within the government as well
as lead to larger government bureaucracy.

[Whereupon, at 12:05 p.m., the subcommittee recessed, to recon-
vene subject to the call of the Chair.]
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S. 3076

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

MARCH 4,1976

Mr. NUNN (for himself, Mr. ROTH, Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. HUDDLESTON, Mr.
CHILES, Mr. FANNIN, Mr. TAFT, Mr. HRUSKA, and Mr. BuocK) introduced
the following bill; which was read twice and referred to the Committee
on Government Operations

A BILL
To improve congressional oversight of the reporting and paper-

work requirements of Federal departments and agencies.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Repre,senta-

2 lives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

3 That this Act may be cited as "The Paperwork Review and

4 Limitation Act of 1976".

5 SEC. 2. Part 5 of the Legislative Reorganization Act

6 of 1970 is amended by adding at the end thereof the follow-

7 ing new sections:

8 "PAPERWORK IMPACT STATEMENTS

9 "SEC. 254. (a) The report accompanying each bill or

10 joint resolution of a public character reported by any corn-
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1 mittee of the Senate or the House of Representatives (other

2 than the Committee on Appropriations of either House) shall

3 contain a 'Paperwork Impact Statement' which shall esti-

4 mate or assess-

5 "(1) the amount and character of the information

6 that will be required of private individuals and businesses

7 in order to carry out the provisions of the bill or joint

8 resolution,

9 "(2) whether such information already is being

10 gathered by and is available from other departments or

11 agencies of the Government,

12 "(3) the number and nature of the forms that will

13 be required for the purpose of gathering the information,

14 and the number of reports which would be required to be

15 made, and the records which would be required to be

16 kept, by private business enterprises as a result of en-

actment of the bill or joint resolution, and

18 "(4) the cost or time which would be required of

19 private business enterprises, especially small business

20 enterprises, in making such reports and keeping such

21 records.

22 "(b) It shall not be in order in either the Senate or the

23 House of Representatives to consider any such bill or joint

24 resolution if such bill or joint resolution was reported in the

25 Senate or the House, as the case may be, after the effective
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1 date of this section and the report of that committee of the

2 Senate or House which reported such bill or joint resolution

3 does not comply with the provisions of subsection (a)

4 of this section.

5 "(c) For the purposes of this section, the members

6 the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy who are Members

7 of the Senate shall be deemed to be a committee of the

8 Senate, and the members of such committee who are Mem-

bers of the House of Representatives shall be deemed to be

10 a committee of the House.

11 "COMMITTEE REVIEW OF PAPERWORK

12 "SEC. 255. At least once every calendar year each corn-

13 mittee of the Senate and the House of Representatives shall

14 conduct a thorough review of, and report to its respective

15 House of Congress on, the reporting requirements of the

16 departments and agencies within its legislative jurisdiction,

17 including the number and character of reporting forms issued

18 and withdrawn by such departments and agencies during the

19 year. The reports required by this section shall be filed not

20 later than February 15 of each year.".

21 SEC. 3. The table of contents of the Legislative Re-

22 organization Act of 1970 is amended by adding at the end

23 of part 5 of title II thereof the following new item:

"Sec. 254. Paperwork impact statements.

"Sec. 255. Committee review of paperwork.".
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1 SEC. 4. Section 5 of the Federal Reports Act, as amended

2 (44 U.S.C. 3509) , is amended to read as follows:

3 "Sec. 5. (a) A Federal agency may not conduct or

4 sponsor the collection of information upon identical items

5 from ten or more persons, other than Federal employees,

6 unless, in advance of adoption or revision of any plans or

7 forms to be used in the collection-

8 "(1) the agency has submitted to the Director of

9 the Office of Management and Budget the plans or forms,

10 together with copies of pertinent regulations and of other

11 related materials as the Director has specified; and

12 "(2) the Director of the Office of Management and

13 Budget has approved the proposed collection of informa-

14 tion and the plans or forms to be used therein.

15 "(b) No approval by the Director for the collection of

16 information shall extend beyond the period of one calendar

17 year.

18 "(c) No agency subject to the provisions of this section

19 shall require the submission of any reporting form by -a pri-

20 vate individual, group, organization, or business enterprise

21 if the approval by the Director has expired.

22 "(d) Each reporting form used pursuant to this section

23 shall have printed thereon in clearly legible and conspicuous

24 type the following information:

25 "(1) the fact that the form has been approved by

•
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1 the Director of the Office of Management and Budget,

2 "(2) the date on which such approval expires, and

3 " (3 ) the fact that the form need not be submitted

4 by the respondent if the period of approval has expired

5 at the time of its receipt by the respondent.

6 "(e) Not later than the end of every calendar year

7 each Federal agency subject to the provisions of this sec-

8 tion shall submit to the Director, and to the Senate and the

9 House of Representatives, a list of all forms which are ap-

10 proved and in use by such agency, all forms which have

11 been approved for use by such agency during the calendar

12 year, and all forms which have been withdrawn by such

13 agency during the calendar year.".

14 SEC. 5. The Director of the Office of Management and

15 Budget shall, in consultation with the Comptroller General,

16 undertake a study of the feasibility of requiring a single

17 standard form for the collection of information by all Federal

18 agencies. The Director shall report the results of the study,

19 along with any recommendations that may result therefrom,

20 to the Senate and the House of Representatives not later

21 than one year after the date of enactment of this Act
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U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE,
Washington, D.C., May 3, 1976.

Hon. ABRAHAM RIBICOFF,
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR Mn. CHAIRMAN: You have requested my views on "The Paperwork

Review and Limitation Act of 1976" ( S. 3076). While the objectives of this
legislation—the elimination of duplicative and unnecessary paperwork—is cer-
tainly one which we all share, I do not believe that this legislation will accom-
plish that end and that is provisions are ill suited to cure the evil to which
they are directed.
The amendment to the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970 requiring the

preparation of a "Paperwork Impact Statement" to accompany each Committee
Report on new legislation is an impractical requirement. It seems to me that it
would be virtually impossible for a congressional committee to anticipate the
level of paperwork created by a general regulatory scheme such as the Federal
Trade Commission Act, the Food Drug and Cosmetic Act, or the Magnuson-
Moss Warranty-FTC Improvements Act. Thus, with a statutory prohibition
against considering legislation with such a "Paperwork Impact Statement", it
would either be impossible for Congress to ever again address itself to legisla-
tion providing for a general regulatory scheme or the paperwork impact
statement would be nothing more than an inaccurate guess at the amount,
scope, and cost of the paperwork burden created by the legislation.

Additionally, with the creation of the Commission on Paperwork, it would
seem that this legislation is ill-timed. It would stand to reason that the Con-
gress should defer taking action with respect to the so called paperwork
burden until the congressionally mandated study by the Commission has been
completed and recommendations submitted to Congress.

Sincerely yours,
WARREN G. MAGNUSON,

Chairman.

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON AERONAUTICAL AND SPACE SCIENCES,

Washington, D.C., May 3, 1976.
Hon. ABRAHAM RIBICOFF,
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEAR ABE : I am submitting, for the Committee, comments on S. 3076 in

response to your April 5, 1976 request. The objective of this legislation, reduc-
tion of Government reporting requirements, is a matter of longstanding inter-
est to me personally as well as to my colleagues on the Committee. My only
concern, a concern that underlies these comments, is that we do not substitute
paperwork and reporting requirements, and the costs and inefficiencies associ-
ated therewith, at one level while attempting to reduce them at another.
There are two points in "Section 254, subsection (a)" that should be

addressed during consideration of this bill. First, this Committee has jurisdic-
tion over and annually processes an authorization bill for the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration, and NASA, in carrying out its programs
predominantly through contracts, imposes reporting requirements on private
individuals and businesses acting as NASA contractors. These requirements
involve financial, schedule, quality, subcontract, employment and other data
essential to sound contract and program management. Since this data is recog-
nized as essential to the conduct of the agency's responsibilities, we do not see
the benefit accruing from the cost and effort involved in complying with sub-
paragraphs (1) through (4) with respect to the NASA authorization bill. Fur-
thermore, the Committee would not want to place itself in the position of
prescribing how the agency should carry out its management responsibilities,
part of which entails establishing an information system responsive to its
needs. Therefore, the question is raised as to whether this Section is intended
to apply to a NASA-type situation. If so, the Committee does not believe the
requirement is appropriate or that it would result in paperwork or other cost
savings.

•
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Second, there appears to be a problem of definition in "Section 254(a)," i.e.,

how do you define 'the amount" of information required by subparagraph (1)

and the 'nature of the forms" required by subparagraph 3. These definitions

should be clarified and amplified, as necessary, through hearings on the bill.

Finally, your Committee, again possibly through hearings, should assess the

cost and the paperwork involved in obtaining the data required by each Com-

mittee in order to report a bill in compliance with subparagraphs (1) through

(4).
The objective of "Section 255" appears to be sound, however, we question

the annual review requirement and suggest that a review every two or three

years might well be as effective and would significantly reduce the manpower

necessary to conduct the review. In any event, the conduct of a "thorough

review" implies a significant staff workload and your Committee might want

to consider having the General Accounting Office survey each agency's report-

ing requirements concurrently with its ongoing reviews of an agency's activi-

ties with a subsequent report to the Senate (or House) Committee with legis-

lative jurisdiction. That Committee in turn would be responsible for reviewing

and assessing the reporting requirements, and changes thereto, and taking such

action as indicated to assure that the reporting requirements are held to an

absolute minimum.
We have no comment on Section 3 of the bill.
The Committee has no specific comment on Section 4. However, nothing in

this section should preclude obtaining the information necessary for the agency
to manage responsibly its programs involving the expenditure of Government

funds. The one-year limitation in "Section 5, subsection (b)" may be inconsist-

ent with the foregoing if applied to a multi-year program.
No comments are offered on Section 5. It is suggested that the views of the

Director of the Office of Management and Budget and the Comptroller General

should prevail on this proposal.
Sincerely,

FRANK E. Moss,
Chairman.

EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., May 5, 1976.

Hon. ABRAHAM RIBICOFF,
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your letter of April 5, 1976, requesting

this agency's comments on S. 3076, "The Paperwork Review and Limitation

Act of 1976.
The Equal Employment Opportunity Commission will not be affected by

these amendments to The Federal Reports Act, 44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq. Under

the provisions of Section 409 of P.L. 93-153, the collection of information by

this Commission is reviewed by the General Accounting Office since it has been

determined that we are an "independent Federal regulatory agency" as defined

in 44 U.S.C. 3502.
The Commission would like to note, however, that the requirements of Sec-

tion 4 of S. 3076, if applied to this Commission, would create substantially

more paperwork than is now necessitated. The provisions of Section 4 would

require annual approval of all forms and an annual report of all information

forms used or withdrawn. Under the mandate of Section 709(c) of the Civil

Rights Act of 1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 2000e-8(c), the Commission is to

require reports, as are reasonable or necessary, from every employer, employ-

ment agency and labor organization subject to Title VII. To comply with this

mandate the Commission has developed six information forms to be completed

by different entities. Currently, GAO has granted this Commission a three year

approval for the information forms now used, provided that no changes are

made in the forms. Annual approval and annual reports would only serve to

increase paperwork and limit the resources of this Commission for carrying

out the other mandates of Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this piece of legislation, and

hope that these comments will be of assistance to you.
Sincerely,

ETHEL BENT WALSH,
Vice Chairman.
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STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD S. SCHWEIKER, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE
OF PENNSYLVANIA

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to have this opportunity to testify in favor of
legislation to combat the avalanche of government paperwork and permit Con-
gress to actively oversee federal report requirements.
As you know, the Federal Paperwork Commission has found that U.S. gov-

ernment demands for information drain an estimated $40 billion per year from
the national economy. Preparation of forms has become a major burden on
U.S. business, and on the average citizen as well.
In 1942, Congress passed the Federal Reports Act in an effort to limit the

plethora of red tape which had accompanied the contemporary expansion of
the national government's role. Although this measure has been updated since
1942, it has been ineffective for a number of reasons. For example, the Inter-
nal Revenue Service, which generates 35% of all federal paperwork, was
exempted from review. And the review process itself has seldom amounted to
anything more than a 'rubber-stamp' of decisions of the agencies it was sup-
posed to oversee.
Congress created the Federal Paperwork Commission in 1974 in another

attempt to deal with this problem. Unfortunately, however, the Commission's
final report and recommendations won't be issued until the fall of 1977. I don't
think we should or can wait that long—we already know enough about the
paperwork problem to start solving it.

S. 3076 is a commendable first step in the effort to control the pyramiding of
federal informational demands. The paperwork impact statements required by
S. 3076 would do much to make Congressional Committees aware of the eco-
nomic implications of new reporting requirements, and the stipulated annual
Congressional reviews of existing forms would serve to educate us to the
impact of current demands for information. Additionally, the mandated study
on standardization of forms could yield valuable information on how to make
government report demands more comprehensible to those who must complete
the forms.
But I think we can do still more to control and simplify report require-

ments. S. 3382, the Federal Reports Act Amendments of 1976, which I intro-
duced May 5, will require General Accounting Office approval of all new forms
prepared by federal agencies, including the Internal Revenue Service, for use
by any person outside of the national government. In effect, GAO will act as
the agent of the Congress to ensure that government agencies do not exceed
their statutory mandate in requiring unnecessary or extraneous information
from the American people. GAO will approve a form only if:

1. It requires information essential to implement the legislation passed by
Congress to which the form relates, without demanding extraneous informa-
tion;

2. It can be easily understood;
3. It does not require excessive time or money to complete, considering the

resources of the persons to whom it applies and the value of the information
sought;

4. It does not unnecessarily duplicate information already available through
another federal agency.

Additionally, those forms intended for use by persons or groups which do
not ordinarily have the full time assistance of lawyers, accountants, or other
professionals must be susceptible to completion without such assistance.
In the event GAO rejects a form, on any of these grounds, it will then be

returned to the originating agency with a written list of deficiencies, and those
Congressional committees having jurisdiction over that agency will be advised
by GAO of its action. This provision will give the Committees of Congress a
clear indication of any agency attempt to exceed its authority, triggering
prompt oversight.
Given the Office of Management and Budget's history of near-automatic

approval of agency-submitted forms, I believe a GAO review will result in
more critical, less permissive oversight of form issuance. Moreover, GAO scru-
tiny under the guidelines of S. 3382 will, for the first time, give Congress the
information needed to make rational judgments about reporting requirements,
since S. 3382 will require the application by GAO of an objective cost-benefit
standard.

•
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Finally, S. 3382 sets a criterion of comprehensibility and simplicity which is

particularly important for forms the average citizen will be completing with-

out professional help.
Mr. Chairman, we must seek to assure that only those forms absolutely

essential to the efficient operation of our federal government are required of

the American public. I know GAO is deeply concerned about the paperwork

problem, and will have very definite views about how to solve it. I believe we

should utilize fully the expertise of GAO, the Paperwork Commission, and the

other experts in this field, but I also believe we must move now to meet this

challenge.
I submit for the record a recent article from the Philadelphia Inquirer docu-

menting the impact of the flood of forms on the American public at large and
on the business and government sectors of our society in particular.

[From the Philadelphia Inquirer, May 3, 1976]

NEW FEDERAL PANEL IS ANTI-PAPER TIGER

(By William Vance)

Washington—Over-the-road truckers are required by the federal government

to fill out logs accounting for every 15 minutes of every working day.
The logs are filed daily with their employers who are required to store them

for a year in case a federal inspector wants to see if a driver has been spend-

ing too much time behind the wheel.
There are about 1.5 million drivers. There are only 125 inspectors. Most of

the logs, which cost the trucking industry $1.6 million a year in postage alone,

remain unread.
This is but one example of a swirling blizzard of federal paperwork that

now costs taxpayers and consumers an estimated $40 billion a year.
Among other examples:
The State of Maryland recently turned down a $60,000 grant from the

Department of Health, Education and Welfare after determining that it would

cost about $45,000 to complete all the federal forms required to get the money.
A Tennessee hospital official reported that the administrative costs to satis-

fying federal paperwork demands now add $4 a day to the charge for a hospi-
tal room.
A major oil company annually files 409 reports to 45 different federal agen-

cies—many of them duplicative—in addition to its federal tax returns. The cost
of doing this shows up as an unitemized part of your bill at the gas pump.

Businesses with 50 or fewer employes commonly fill out and return to Wash-
ington 75 different types of federal forms during a year. A typical small busi-
ness with a gross income under $30,000 has to file 53 tax forms each year.
That takes time and money, and it is reflected in the prices you pay for a
company's products or services.

Individuals who file federal income tax forms 1040 and 1040A (there are 84
million who do) were confronted with far more complex returns and instructions
this year. About 43 percent of taxpayers paid someone to help prepare those
returns.

Long-suffering citizens who have silently asked "why?" when confronted
with such puzzling and often infuriating stacks of government paper may be
in line for some help. A fledgling federal commission is now asking the same
question out loud.

It is known as the Commission on Federal Paperwork, a name that calls up
visions of yet another bureaucratic boondoggle but actually describes a serious
and monumental task.
The 14-member bipartisan commission, representing business, government,

labor and consumer interests, set up shop last October. It will self-destruct in

October 1977, before it has a chance to become rooted in the bureaucracy.
Its mission: Wed out unduly burdensome and redundant federal paperwork

and find ways to keep government forms from proliferating apace with govern-

ment in the future.
That is a tall order in a bureaucracy that thrives on paper, and has a seem-

ingly unquenchable thirst for information.
If the commission does its job well, and if Congress goes along with its rec-

ommendations, there will be less paper to shuffle. That means fewer
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paper-shufflers, and the prospect strikes fear in the hearts of at least some
bureaucrats in every agency in the federal alphabet.
Despite such built-in resistance and the commission's own embarrassing start

(because of a printer's error, the paperwork people wound up sending two let-
ters and two information sheets to every member of Congress), the notion that
paper really is dispensable is slowly catching on.

President Ford, concerned mainly about the burden on small businesses,
called last month for a 10 percent reduction by June 30, in the number of fed-
eral reports "which collect information from the public." James Lynn, director
of the Office of Management and Budget (OMB), who also serves on the
paperwork commission, has issued guidelines to departments and agencies. By
last week, the White House claimed a 5 percent cut in federal forms.
Roughly 20 agencies and boards, including all independent regulatory agen-

cies, are exempted from the guidelines. But even some of them are reacting to
prodding by the paperwork commission. For example:
The Civil Aeronautics Board, according to Ray Kurlander, director of the

bureau of accounts and statistics, has scrapped 14,000 air freight schedules
that used to be filed annually, and has moved from quarterly to annual report-
ing by air freight forwarders. "We're taking a harder look at all new report-
ing requirements," said Kurlander, "to make sure they're necessary for the
needs of the board and not just things that are nice to know."
The Securities and Exchange Commission, ( SEC ), which already has

trimmed paper storage costs by $8,000 a year, has adopted a uniform report
for broker-dealers replacing a half-dozen forms previously required. SEC
officials say planned changes in disclosure rules should cut certain periodic
reports from corporations by 44 percent.
The Federal Power Commission is trimming from 50 to 15 the number of

forms it requires regulated industries to complete.
The paperwork commission has pushed one major reporting reform through

Congress and has others pending. Effective in 1978, employee wage reports to
the Internal Revenue Service will become annual, instead of quarterly.
Rep. Frank Horton (R., N.Y.), chairman of the commission, said the change

will eliminate 24 million papers of government forms, will save the govern-
ment $20 million a year and save employers, particularly small businessmen,
$250 million a year.
Even the Federal Highway Administration, which devised the logs requiring

truckers to say, in 15-minute segments whether they were on duty, off duty or
driving, is considering a consolidation to cut down on the amount of paper
involved.

Sources at the paperwork commission say the highway administration plan
would reduce the paper flow, which is good, but not the reporting burden,
which is bad. "We're not in a position to quarrel with them at this point,"
said one commission staffer. "We're taking everything we can get, gratefully."
IRS Commissioner Donald Alexander, who also sits on the paperwork com-

mission, confessed last week that the personal income tax form "is the great-
est paperwork burden in the country today."

1
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GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS

SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT PROCEDURES

(202)224.4551

(PURSUANT TO SEC. 9. S. RES. M. MTH CONGRESS)

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20510

May 20, 1976

*

Mr. Jerry Heller
President
Irwin Manufacturing Company
U.S. 129 North
Ocilla, Georgia 31774

Dear Jerry:

Thank you for your recent letter and for enclosing
the latest forms sent to you by the Federal Trade
Commission and the Department of Commerce. .

The Government Operations Subcommittee on Oversight
Procedures, of which I am chairman, has recently
completed a day of hearings on the burden of federal
paperwork. I would like to include your correspondence
and a copy of the forms in the subcommittee hearing
record of May 3 as an example of the increasing amount
of paperwork required of the small businessman.

I appreciate your taking the time to send this
information to me and look forward to hearing from
you.

Sincerely,

Sam Nunn
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PLANTS:
U. S. 129 NORTH
OCILLA. GA. 31774

ENIGMA. GA.

PHONE: 912/468-7491

awi mfg. corp.
Ocilla, Georgia 31774

May 10, 1976

Senator Sam Nunn
United States Senate
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Nunn:

With further reference to our conversation with
your office recently and your reply of April
30, 1976, I am attaching hereto the latest forms
received from the Federal Trade Commission.

Also attached are forms received today from
United States Department of Commerce (Bureau of
the Census).

Please return these forms to me when you have
looked them over.

JH/gp

enc.

Yours very truly,

Je y Heller,
President
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FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION
DIVISION OF FINANCIAL STATISTICS

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20580

IN REPLY REFER TO

Attention of the President

Gentlemen:

The Federal Trade Commission Quarterly Financial Report is the
most comprehensive current financial data compilation prepared within
Government and requires the optimum rate of response to insure its
validity and comparability. Your corporation, as one of over 10,000
respondents, is required to file mandatory quarterly reports within
25 days after your quarterly close. At present, we have not received
your current report and consider your corporation delinquent.

We understand that some problems in preparation might occur;
nevertheless, it is incumbent upon you to contact the Commission in
order to discuss these problems and arrange for an extension. In this
manner we will be aware of your attempt to report, be able to indicate
a reporting date which falls within our time frame, and postpone pos-
sible legal action under Section 6B of the Federal Trade Commission Act.

As a reminder - this mandatory report does not require audited
figures; therefore, estimates may be used where necessary. Further-
more, our staff of accountants is available to assist you in classify-
ing line items as well as clarifying our reporting rules which are
printed on the reverse side of this letter. -

Please file your report immediately or contact me at 202-523-3752.
I trust that your future reports will be more timely.

Sincerely,

Paul N. Zarr, t, Chief
Accounting Qerations Branch

72-098 0 - 76 - 7
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PLEASE RETAIN THESE INSTRUCTIONS FOR FUTURE REPORTING
INSTRUCTIONS 

for FTC Form MG
and FTC Form TR FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION

DIVISION OF FINANCIAL STATISTICS
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20580

Form approved.
O.M.B. No. 56-R0004.

INSTRUCTIONS -- PLEASE READ BEFORE COMPLETING THIS REPORT

(For purposes of this report, DOMESTIC operations refer only to those located within
the 50 States and the District of Columbia; e.g., an export to another country or a
U.S. possession is a domestic operation, while manufacturing in another country is
a foreign operation.)

RULES FOR CONSOLIDATION

CONSOLIDATE THE DOMESTIC OPERATIONS of every corporation which is taxable under the
U.S. Internal Revenue Code and is owned more than 50 percent by your corporation
and its majority-owned corporations, and CONSOLIDATE every DISC (Demesne Inter-
national Sales Corporation) which is owned more than 50 percent by your corporation
and its majority-owned corporations, EXCEPT

DO NOT CONSOLIDATE:
. Foreign entities, either corporate or non-corporate;
. Foreign branch operations (see instruction below) ;
. Domestic corporations primarily engaged in foreign operations; and
. Domestic corporations primarily engaged in banking, finance, or insurance (as
defined in major groups 60 through 63 and in group 672 of the Standard Industrial
Clessification Manual, 1972 edition).

CONSOLIDATION IS OPTIONAL for any domestic corporation required to file quarterly
financial statements with the Interstate Commerce Commission, Civil Aeronautics
Board, Federal Communications Commission, or Federal Power Commission. If you do
consolidate any of these corporations in this Federal Trade Commission report,
you are required to submit with this report a copy of the corresponding quarterly
financial statements filed with the respective regulatory agencies.

REPORTING OF NON-CONSOLIDATED DOMESTIC AND FOREIGN OPERATIONS

FOREIGN BRANCHES. Report the net income (or loss) of foreign branches in item 9 and
the equity in foreign branches in item 27.
NON-CONSOLIDATED ENTITIES (FOREIGN OR DOMESTIC). If you use the EQUITY METHOD of
accounting, report in item 9 your equity in earnings (or losses) of all non-
consolidated domestic and foreign entities and investments; report the investment
in these entities in item 27. If you do NOT use the equity method of accounting,
report the dividends received in item 6; the investment in item 27.

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR SELECTED ITEMS

21b. Federal agency securities. INCLUDE: debentures and participation certificates
of all Federal agencies and Federally-sponsored agencies including GNMA, CCC, Exim-
bank, FHA, TVA, Department of Defense, Banks for Co-ops, FICB, FHLB, FHLMC, FLB,
FNMA, and Postal Service; and notes insured by Farmers Home Administration, GNMA,
or other agencies.

24. Inventories. Report book value of all inventories. INCLUDE: finished products;
work-in-process; and materials, supplies, fuels, etc. EXCLUDE: land, buildings,
and other real estate and securities held for resale; these should be reported in
item 25.

26a. Depreciable and amortizable fixed assets, including construction in progress. 
Report gross value (acquisition or original cost or other basis) of all depreciable
and amortizable fixed assets. INCLUDE: all improvements and new construction in
progress but not yet completed; all fixed assets owned by your company and its
consolidated entities that are leased or rented to others; capitalized exploration
and development costs of mineral properties.

Mb. Land and mineral rights. Report gross value (acquisition or original cost
or other basis) of all land, except laud held for resale. INCLUDE: timber and
mineral rights except capitali7ed exploration and development costs of mineral
properties.
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•

•

•

FTC Fools MG. 1/16FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION APPROVED BY GAO XX,YAMAAXXX;
(3.74) DIVISION OF FINANCIAL STATISTICS B-130229 (R0353) kx4)00Z+0,ftX**;

VVASHINGTON, D.C. 20580 EXPIRES 3-31-79

THIS REPORT IS REQUIRED BY LAW (15 U.S.C. 46). It will be used only in combination with reports from other corporations to estirnate national totals.

It will be received in and affvded confidential status and will not be avsilable for use in any Comrnission adjudication or connection with any Investigation for the

ports°. of initiating adjudicative proceedings except as they relate to legal action for failure of a corporation to submit a timely and acceptable report.

WITHIN 25 DAYS after the end of the period for which this report is requested,

curvipiete and return one copy in the enclosed envelope. Timely transmittal is

required to meet rigid deadlines for publishing the results of this survey. No

exception can be made.

THIS REOORT IS FOR YOUR 3.MONTH PERIOD

(Please correct if name or address has charIS.,)

IRWIN MANUFACTURING CORP.
HWY. 129 NORTH
ncILLA, GA. 31774

23317308
175

(II all correspondence. refer to number at right of address)

If y,ur annual closing date is in — You should report for —

March, )008, Seplember, or December  your 3.100n85 period which ended in MARCH

February, May, August, or November  yma 3.00,001h period which ended in FEBRUARY
January, April, Italy, or October your 3.month period which ended in JANUARY

'Companies on a 13.period year should submit a 16-week report for the third quarter of their fiscal year and 12-0,ee5 reports for the 21/0900 4000012000.

CONSOLIDATE the domestic operatns of those majority-owned corporations that are specified in the enclosed Instructions and Rules for Consolidation.

DO NOT CONSOLIDATE those explicitly excluded. (Please read the enclosed Instructions before completing this report.)

AUDITED FIGURES ARE NOT REQUIRED. Estimates may be used wherever necessary.

REPORT ALL DOLLAR FIGURES IN THOUSANDS.

I. The person to contact r:garding this 16900 11

(Print name, 11110, 40080 code and office telephone number)

2. This corporation's annual closing date is  
(Month and day)

and it currently reports income and payroll taxes under Employer Identification

NA 10560(2)  

3. This corporation (check one):

0 is active,

D diwontinued business on  
(Date)

4. This corporaoon (check

0 is not owned more than 50 percent by another corporation.

0 is owned more than 50 percent by

(Name and mailing address of parent corporation)

5 10,, cofPoralion (check 000

D c'o. not cwn more than SO percent of any Othtf corporation.
0 di7ectly or indirectly 0002 00602 than 50 percent of  corporatns

consolidated in this report and __corporations . .solidated
(Co.)

in this report. (explain in space at right anv change C.-, previous report,

in:luding name, State where incorporated, date of and Em-

ployer identificatinn Numberfs) of each rnajority-cwned ..,or.ation in-

volved. Reconcile the number of corporations not COM,iiidated ind:r.ting

the specific broad rAtegory involved, Le., foreign corporation; banking,

F;1000e or inst.rance; or reporter to regulatory agency. See Instructions.)

RETURN THIS COPY TO THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION
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PLEASE READ INSTRUCTIONS BEFORE COMPLETING THIS REPORT

AUDITED FIGURES ARE NOT REQUIRED. Estimates may be used wherever necessary. REPORT ALL

SCHF-DULE A. Statement of income and retained earnings for your 3-MONTH PERIOD 
DOLLAR FIGURES
IN THOUSANDS

from  , 19  to  , 19 , inclusive.

1. Sales, receipts, and operating revenues (net of returns and allowances), including excise and sales taxes   ...... ......

2. Excise and sales taxea included in item 1 

3. Depreciation. depletion, and amornration of property. plant. and ecminment

4. All other operobng costs and en.nses (net of purchaee discounts), ir.,:tiding selling, genera), and administrative expenses 

5. Income for loss) from °perch°. (item less items 2. 3. and 4) 

6. Nan-operating incorne (dividends, interest. ren), royalties: etc.)  0  

7. Non operating expenses (interest, etc.)  

8. Income (or loss) before income taxes and extraordinary items (items S ar.d 6 less item 7) 

9. Net income In loss) of foreign branches and eglity in earnirgs In losses) of domestic and foreign non.consolidated entities
and inve,nents accounted for by the equity method. net of foreign taxes 

IS. Provision for current and deferred domestic income taxes a. Federal  0  

on items 8 and 9 (acoimulate credits in items 32 and 36) lb. Other 

11. Income In loss) after income taxes (items 8 and 9 less items Na and 10b) 

12. Extraordinary gains. less applicable income taxes of $   0  

13. Extraordinary losses, less applicable income canalt $    0  

14. Minority sto-kholders' interest in income In loss) of consolidated corPorations 

IS. Net income In loss) for quarter (items 11 and 12 less items 13 and 141 

16. Retained earnings at beginmng of quarter (i) not the same as item 38b of report for preceding quarter, explain below) 

17. Cash dividends charged to retained earnings in current quarter 

18. Other direct credi. (or charges) to retained earnings( net), including stock and other non.cash dividends, etc  0  
19. Retained earnings at end of quarter (same as item 38b)  $----
SCHEDULE B. Balance sheet ac at   19  (The same as ending date of Schedule A above.)

Assets

20a. Cash and demand deposits in the U.S  5. .

b. Time deposits In the U.S., including negotiable certificates of deposit 

e. Deposits outside the U.S 

I 
(I) Subject to agreements to sell 

2)a. U.S. Treasury securities (ii) Other, due in 1 year or less 

(iii) Other, due in more than 1 year 

I 
(i) Subject to agreements to sell 

b. Federal agency securities (ii) Other, due in 1 year or less 

(iii) Other. due in rnore than 1 year 

22e. Commercial and finance company paper of U.S. issuers 

b. State and local govemmen securities due in 1 year or less 

c. Foreign securities due in I year or less 

d. Other shortterm financial investments, including bankers' acceptances 

Na. Trade receivables from U.S. Government 

b. Other trade accounts and trade notes receivable (less allowances for doubtful receivables) 

24. Inventories  , 

25. Current assets not elsewhere specified 

26a. Depreciable and amortizable fixed assets, including construction in progress  $ 

b. Land and mineral rights 

c. Accumulated depreciation, depletion, and amortization 

d. Net property, plant, and equipment (items 26a and 266 less item 26c) 

27. Non.current assets not elsewhere specified, including investment in nonconsolidatect entities, other longterminvestnents,
intangibles, etc 

28. Total assets 
Liabilities and Stockholders' Equity

a. Loons from banks 

29. Shortterin loans (original maturity of 1 year or less) ib. Commercial paper 

c. Other short-term loans 

0  

0   
0  

30. Advances and prepayments by U.S. Government  't I, A

l• X ",31. Trade accounts .2nd trade notes payable 

32. Income taxes accrued. prior arid CUrrent year, tl•t of payment= 
lb. 
:: 

Ottaet 

33. Installments, due in 1 year eels.., an longterm e. Loans tram banks 

debt (Classify non-current portion in item 35.) b. Other longterm debt 

34. Current liabilities not elsewhere specified, includmg excise and sales taxes, and accrued expenses 

35. Longterm debt due in MOTO than 1 year Fla' back. 
b. Other longterm debt  5 t  t' 

36. Non.current liabilities not elsewhere sps..ified. including deferred income taxes 

37. Minority stockholders' interest in consolidated domestic corporations 

5 • 5: >A.' 38s. Capital stock and other capital  5 •

la. Retained earnings (same as item 191 

c. Treasury stock, at cost  •

d. Stockholders' equity (items 38a and 39b less item 38c1 

39. Total liabilities and stockholders' equity 

end ewe,. t.,tow or on se,nrate sheet. the ,ncissol detits and credos refle,ted cl,nr.„ the cinorter in item. 6. 7. 12. 13. and 18.

11!sca',;:s".VIZ;A:ZItIll'enng:',.L'ITGCo.%„'IT4'Inab„rdeO'L;1outrneor:;'de.r. Iroltn:;11 23s. Cab. 54 cad 25, end should be Included in „erns 30 cad

Item

ee.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Bureau of the Census
Washington, D.C. 20233

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

In reply refer to:
BUREAU OF THE CENSUS
1201 EAST TENTH STREET
JEFFERSONVILLE, INDIANA 47130

In today's rapidly changing world, timely information on the status of the economy is
vitally important. The Bureau of the Census is now updating its file of all organizations
and establishments which are engaged in any form of economic activity, social services,
or professional services. The 1975 Report of Organization and the 1975 Annual Survey
of Manufactures Which are enclosed continue the previous annual reports which measure
this Nation's economic activity.

We ask your cooperation in completing and returning both report forms within 30 days. If
book records are not yet available, reasonable estimates are acceptable for the statistical
purposes of these two surveys. Descriptions of the enclosed forms (NC-X1A and MA-100)
are on the reverse side of this letter.

Responses to these surveys are required by law (Title 13, United States Code, Sections
181, 224, and 225). Section 9 of the same law assures that your reports to the Bureau of
the Census are confidential. They may be seen only by sworn Census employees and may
be used only for statistical purposes. The second copies of the report forms may be
rf.tained for your files. The law also provides that copies retained in your files are
immune from legal process.

Your participation in the Bureau of the Census' statistical program is appreciated. If you
have any questions regarding the enclosed 1975 Report of Organization (Form NC-X1A),
or the enclosed 1975 Annual Survey of Manufactures (Form MA-100), please contact the
appropriate division shown below. Members of my staff will be happy to answer any
questions regarding the report forms.

Sincerely,

VINCENT P. BARABBA
Director
Bureau of the Census

Enclosures

•

Telephone
Name of survey Division to contact Area code Number

1975 Report of Organization Economic Surveys 301 763-7090
763-7304 or

1975 Annual Survey of Manufactures Industry 301 763-2510
?),6-1916 e



86

10. 1975 ANNUAL SURVEY OF MANUFACTURES ESTABLISHMENT REPORT (MA-100)

A separate MA-100 report form is enclosed for each of your manufacturing establishments.
The MA-100 forms may contain imprinted figures which were reported for each establish-
ment in 1974. Please complete the 1975 column and review the 1974 entries. You may
notice that some of the figures on this form have been changed from those reported for
1974. When such changes occur, they result from the application of a cc mputer program
whereby each report is reviewed for reasonable relationships among rela,ed data items
and for agreement of totals with detail. The results of this computer editit.g are reviewed
by analysts, and erroneous computer changes of significant size are coicected prior to
tabulation. Please explain any cOrrections that you make to the 1974 figures in the
''Remarks" section.

For those establishments that are new to the Annual Survey of Manufactures for 1975, we
have printed in item 11 of the report form, product classes that are based on the industry
classification of the establishment. Please refer to Part III of the instruction booklet
(MA-100-M.) for additional classes of products that you produce.

The MA-100-R1 instruction booklet which you received last year is applicable to the
1975 report. If you should need additional copies of the instruction booklet, use the
enclosed order form.

If any of your establishments operated for only part of 1975, the MA-100 report should
cover that portion of the year that the plant was in operation. Give the reason for the
part-year report in item 13 or in the "Remarks" section.

End-of-year inventory data and assets data should be entered for 1974 as well as 1975

in items 6 and 7 of the MA-100 report. Report assets in terms of original cost and not
depreciated or replacement cost. For all other items, only 1975 data are requested.
Also note that item 12 of the MA-100 report requests figures on pm-chased fuels during
1975. A more detailed explanation appears in the instruction booklet.

NOTICE — Form MA-153, "Listing of Additional Manufacturing
Establishments," has been eliminated from the Annuiil Survey
of Manufactures beginning with 1975.

1975 REPORT OF ORGANIZATION (NC-X1A)

Listed on the enclosed NC-XIA form, "1975 Report of Organization," are the Employer

Identification Numbers and establishments owned or controlled by your organization and

its subsidiaries, as now shown in our records. Please refer to the elclosed NC-X1A
instruction booklet before completing the report. Review the prelisted information on the

report form and MAKE ANY NECESSARY ADDITIONS OR REVISIONS to bring it up to
date. Also, please review the item 5A pages, and on item 5B list the establishments
%•,iich were not prelisted on item 5A. Item 5B should also be used to report plants under

construction. It is not necessary for you to report in item 5A for manufacturing establish-

ments covered Eel an MA-100 report form.

NOTICE — After using item 5B pages to report additional estab-
lishments, including manufacturing plants, please return them
within 20 days of receipt so that additional MA-100 report forus
can be mailed if necessary. A preaddressed envelope is enclosed
for your convenience.

NC-X1-L3 11978,
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
BUREAU OF THE CENSUS

DEFINITIONS AND INSTRUCTIONS FOR NC-XIA
1975 REPORT OF ORGANIZATION

Please read the Definitions and Instructions before completing Form NC-X1A.
Page

ko.PART I — DEFINITIONS

Census File Number   2

Employer Identification Number   2

Company or Firm   2

Subsidiary   2

Establishment   2

Control Administrative Office (CAO)  2

Auxiliary Establishment  2

Number of Employees for the Pay Period Including March 12, 1975   2

Nonestablishment Employees  3

Payroll   3

r>"*PART II — INSTRUCTIONS FOR FILLING OUT REPORT FORM

Item 1 Certification   3

Item 2 Company Ownership or Control   3
Item 3 Foreign Affiliates   3

Item 4 Employer Identification Numbers of Your Company and
Its Subsidiaries and Their 1975 Employment   3-4

Item 5 Establishments of Your Company and Its Subsidiaries and

Their 1975 Employment and Payroll   4

PART III — SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR SELECTED INDUSTRIES AND/OR ACTIVITIES

If your company is engaged in any of the industries or activities listed

below, please read the special instructions applicable to those

activities before completing item 5A or 58 for each establishment.

Construction (general contractors, operative builders, special trade
contractors, and land subdividers)  5

Oil and Gas Field Operations   6

Manufacturing   6

Transportation and Public Utilities  6

Wholesale, Retail, and Selected Services   7-8

Wnolesale

Retail

Se lac tad
Services

Commission agent/broker

Merchant wholesaler

Liquor stores (Government operated
reported by agency or off.cials)

Appliance sales by public
utility companies

Department or concessions

Leased service stations

Automotive rental and leasing
Building cleaning and maintenance
Guard service
Laundries

Contract food operators
Mail order sales
Vending machine operations

Direct selling operations
(House-to-house)
New car dealers

Dry cleaners

Photofinishing firms

Engineering (Consulting and design)
Liaison or customer contact office

• Banking   8

Medical, Legal, Educational, Social Services   8

e•



88

00'PART I — DEFINITIONS

Census File Number

A Census File Number has been assigned to your
company and appears in the upper right-hand corner of
each page of items 1-4A, 4A Continued, and 5A. Always
refer to the complete number iv any correspondence with
the Bureau of the Census in order to expedite a reply.
Also, be sure to fill in the Census File Number in the
upper right-hand corner of the pages used for any entries
in items 48 and 56.

Employer Identification Number

The nine-digit taxpayer identification number assigned
by the Internal Revenue Service and used by all business
firms and other legal entities to file Federal employment
tax returns such as forms 941, 943, or CT-1 and Federal
income returns such as forms 1065, 1120, 1120S, and
990 series.

Company or Firm

A legal entity such as a sole proprietorship, partnership,
corporation, cooperative, investment trust, a branch of
a foreign entity, etc., including both profit and nonprofit
organizations.

Subsidiary

A company which is owned or controlled by another firm
or company. Subsidiaries include firms in which your
company owns more than fifty percent of the outstanding
voting stock, as well as firms in which your company
has the power to direct or cause the direction of the
management and policies.

Establishment

A general definition of an establishment is a single
physical lc,cation where business is conducted or where
services or industrial operations are performed. (For
example: a factory, mill, store, hotel, movie theater,
mine, farm, administrative office.) Where distinctly
separate activities are performed at a single physical
location, each activity should be treated as a separate
establishment if the employment in each is significant
and if separate reports can be prepared on the number of
employees and their total payroll.

For firms engaged in agriculture, construction, transporta-
tion, communication, electric, gas and sanitary services,
and similar types of physically dispersed activities, it is
not necessary to list separately each individual "site,"
"project," "field," "network," "line," or "system."
Instead, report for permanent main or branch offices,
terminals, stations, etc., which are either (a) directly
responsible for supervising such activities, or (b) the
base from which personnel operate to carry out these
activities.

If possible, the establishment location should coincide
with the place of employment of its personnel.
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Central Administrative Office (CAO)

An establishment primarily engaged in management and
general administrative functions (including accounting,
purchasing, engineering, legal, financial, and other
similar activities) performed centrally for other estab-
lishments of the same company. CAO's are generally
described as:

Central offices Purchasing offices
Executive offices Regional offices
Head offices Field offices
Corporate offices Data processing offices
Home offices Management offices
General offices Accounting offices
District offices Public relations offices

Do not consider a manufacturers' sales branch as a CAO.
See description under Part III — Special Instructions
for Manufacturing.

Auxiliary Establishment

An establishment primarily engaged in performing
supporting services for other establishments of the
same company, rather than for the general public or
for other business firms. The following are examples of
auxiliary units:

Research development or testing laboratories pro-
viding services to your own or affiliated company

Storage facilities for storing merchandise for the
company's own use

Trading stamp redemption centers

Milk receiving stations

Showrooms in which sales do not take place

Field engineering support activities

News collection, editorial, or advertising sales
activities operated for the publishing establish-
ments of the same company

Central garages for storage and maintenance of
the company's own vehicles

Central repair shops for the company's own ma-
chinery and equipment

Do not consider a manufacturers' sales branch as an aux-
iliary. See description under manufacturing instructions.

Grain and other farm products buying offices are not
considered auxiliaries but rather as wholesale estab-
lishments.

Number of Employees for the Pay Period Including
March 12, 1975

All full-time and part-time employees on the payroll
during the March 12 pay period. Include as employees
all persons on paid sick leave, paid holidays, and paid
vacations; include salaried. officers and executives of
incorporated firms. This definition is the seme as the
definition used for item 3 of Treasury form 941, Em-
ployers Quarterly Federal Tax Return.

•
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PART I — DEFINITIONS. . .(Continued)

"Nonestablishrnent" Employees

Personnel who do not primarily work at a single estab-
lishment, such as traveling salesmen, technicians,
engineers, etc., should be reported as a separate
establishment, using the address of the location out of
which they are paid. Personnel on ships at sea should
also be reported as a separate establishment, using the
address of the location out of which they are paid.

Payroll

Report the gross earnings paid in calendar year to
employees prior to such deductions as employees' Social
Security contributions, withholding taxes, group insurance
premiums, union dues, and savings bonds. Include in
gross earnings all wages, salaries, commissions, dis-
missal pay, paid bonuses, vacation and sick leave pay,
and the cash equivalent of compensation paid in kind.
Include salaries of officers and executives of incorporated
firms; exclude payments to proprietors or partners of
unincorporated firms.

PART II — INSTRUCTIONS FOR FILLING OUT REPORT

Item 1 — Certification
Complete the certification as indicated.

10. Item 2 — Company Ownership or Control
Complete item 2a if another domestic company owns
more than 50 percent of the voting stock of your company
or if another domestic company has the power to direct or
cause the direction of your management and policies.
Enter the name, home office address, and El number of
the owning Or controlling company, and mark (X) the
box which indicates the percentage of voting stock that
it owns.

Complete item 2b if a foreign entity (company, individual,
government, etc.) owns 10 percent or more of the voting
stock of or an equivalent interest in your company. Enter
the name and home office address of the owning entity,
and mark (X) the box which indicates the percentage of
voting stock that it owns.

Item 3 — Foreign Affiliates
Mark (X) the box which indicates whether your company
owns ten percent or more of the voting stock or other
equity rights of a foreign business enterprise (including
an unincorporated branch, partnership, or ownership of
real estate).

Ira Item 4 — Employer Identification Numbers of Your Com-
pany and Its Subsidiaries, and Their 1975 Employment
This item should include a list of all Employer Identifica-
tion (El) Numbers currently used by your company and its
domestic and foreign subsidiaries to report either Federal
employment taxes (IRS forms 941, 943, or CT-1) or
income returns (IRS forms 1065, 1120, 1120S, or
990 series).

If your company or any of its subsidiaries uses different
El numbers in repo-ting employment and income, be sure
there is a separate entry for each such number in either
item 4A or 4b.

Item 4A — Listing of Employer Identification Numbers of
Your Company and Its Subsidiaries
All El numbers (based on Census records) have been
prelisted in numeric sequence. Their associated names
are also prelisted where available.

Column (a) — For each El number which is currently
used, correct any errors or omissions in the prelisted
name.
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FORM

Column (b) — For each El number listed in column (a),
enter the employment for the pay period which includes
March 12, 1975. The employment for an El number should
equal the sum of employees reported for individual
establishments with the same El number in item 5A and
58. If there are any differences in these totals, please
explain in column (e).

Column (c) — Mark (X) in the appropriate box to indicate
whether the El number was used to report Federal em-
ployment taxes on IRS forms 941, 943, or CT-1 during
1975. If the El number is not used to file these IRS
forms, column (b) should be zero.

Column (d) — For each El number, mark (X) in the box
which best describes the status of the company at the end
of 1975. See box codes and special instructions below.

Codes and Special Instructions for Column (d)
1 — Active El number is used for reporting either

Federal employment taxes (IRS forms 941,
943, ,or CT-1) or Federal income returns
(IRS forms 1065, 1120, 1120S, and 990
series.)

2 — Inactive El number is not used for reporting either
Federal employment taxes or Federal
income returns.

3 — Sold Enter the date of sale, purchaser's name
and address in column (e), Remarks.

8 — No longer in use

4 — Other Explain status in column (e), Remarks

Item 4B — Your Listing of Additional Employer Identi-
fication Numbers

Column (a)— List separately each El number not prelisted
in item 4A that is currently used by your company or its
subsidiaries. Also enter the name and address of
the subsidiary.

Column (b) — For each El number, enter the employment
for the pay Period which includes March 12, 1975. The
employment for an El number should equal the sum of
employees reported for individual establishments with
the same El number in item 5A and 58.

Column (c) — Indicate whether the El number was used
to report Federal employment taxes during 1975; if not,
column (b) should be zero.
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PART II — INSTRUCTIONS FOR FILLING OUT REPORT FORM. . .(Continued)

Column (d) — Mark (X)the box which describes the reason
for adding the El number to the list. If you transferred
operations from one El number of your company and its
subsidiaries to another El number, mark (X) box "7"

and enter the former El number. If you add a firm that
was acquired through the purchase of stock, assets, etc.,
mark (X) box "5" and report the date of purchase and the
former owner's name and address. Also report this

information for any subsidiary listed in item 46 that was

specifically set up by your company to take over the

operations of an acquired company, even though the

acquired company was dissolved or liquidated.

I* Item 5 — Establishments of Your Company and Its Sub-
sidiaries, and Their 1975 Employment and Payroll
This item should include an up-to-date list of all estab-
lishments of your company and its subsidiaries as
identified in items 4A and 46. If more than one El
number is assigned to an establishment, report both the
El numbers which are used to report income and employ-
ment for each such establishment in the spaces provided
in item 5A and 56. Identify income El numbers with
"I" and employment El numbers with an "E". Be sure
there is at least one establishment in item 5A or 56 for
each active El number listed in item 4A or 46. Foreign
locations Should be listed in item 5A and 58 only if they
have employees covered on form 941.

Item 5A — Listing of Establishments
Review each prelisted establishment. For your con-
venience in locating prelisted establishments, they are
grouped in the following sequence: Employer Identification
Number, major activity, and geographic location.

Column (a) — For each establishment still in operation,
correct any errors or omissions in the prelisted name,
address, and El number. Make sure that the address
represents the actual physical location, not a mailing
address. If you assign a store or plant number to each of
your establishments, please enter this number in the
space provided. The major activity description in column
(a) is based on information previously reported to the
Bureau of the Census.

Column (b) — For each establishment, enter —
.Employment for the pay period which includes
March 12, 1975.

•Payroll for 1st quarter of 1975 before deductions
.Total annual payroll for 1975 before deductions

Column (c) — For each establishment, mark (X) the box
which best describes the status of the establishment at
the end of 1975. For establishments no longer in busi-
ness, mark (X) box "2," "3," or "4" in column (c) to
explain. If operations previously reported under a
prelisted El number are now included under another El
number of your company, do not report these changes as
a "sale" but correct the El number in column (a). If you
ceased operations at a location and then sold the build-
ing, report these cases as "closed," mark (X) box "3,"
and give the date of closing.
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Item 58 — Your Listing of Additional Establishments
List separately all establishments of your company and
its subsidiaries not prelisted in item 5A that are now in
operation, under construction, or were in operation at any
time during 1975.

Column (a) — Provide the El number, name, and address
of the physical location of each added establishment. If
you have assigned a store or plant number to any of these
locations, also enter this in the space provided. In all
cases, be sure to provide complete address information
including the number and street, city, State and ZIP code.

'Complete question (e) for acquired establishments. If
this establishment is acquired, enter the date of
purchase, name, and address of former owner.

.Complete question (f) if the establishment is not yet
in operation, enter date you expect it to begin opera-
tion and the expected employment when fully
operational.

Column (b) — Report the number of employees on the
establishment payroll for the pay period including
March 12, 1975. If the location had no employees during
the pay period, enter zero. Report first quarter estab-
lishment payroll and annual payroll before deductions.

EXAMPLE — For reporting if figure is S1,125,628.28

Millions
(000)

Thousands
(000)

Dollars
(000)

1 126

Column (c) — Mark (X) one box which best describes the
major activity during 1975. Mark Auxiliary for any
establishment primarily engaged in performing supporting
services for your own or affiliated company rather than
your customers or clients. Mark Central Administrative
Office (CAO) for an establishment primarily engaged
in management and general administrative functions
performed centrally for other establishments of your
company.

Column (d) — Describe the principal products mined or
made, kinds of retail or wholesale business, types of
services performed, or kind of construction work done.
Describe the major activity of the • establishment as
indicated. If there is a major activity already described
in item 5A on the report form which matches the activity
of an establishment to be added in item 5B, use this
description in column (d) of item 56. 4
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110. PART III — SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR SELECTED INDUSTRIES AND/OR ACTIVITIES

CONSTRUCTION

What is a construction establishment?

For the purposes of this report, a construction estab-
lishment is defined as a relatively permanent office, or
other place of business, at which or from which the usual
business activities related to construction are conducted.
(With the exceptions indicated below, a relatively per-
manent office is one established for the management of
more than a single project or job and which is expected
to be maintained on a continuing basis.) Such estab-
lishment activities include (but are not limited to)
estimating, bidding, scheduling, purchasing, supervision,
and operation of the actual construction work being
conducted at one or more construction sites.

Each construction project or site, therefore, should not
be considered a construction establishment. Instead,
list as establishments only those relatively permanent
construction or branch offices directly responsible for
work at these sites.

Two exceptions to the above general rule are:

I. In the case of a joint venture, consider as a separate
establishment each such joint venture in which your
firm expects to participate as a sponsor in 1975. Please
identify each joint venture separately.

2. To the extent that a separate legal entity is set up to
carry out a given project or part of a project, then each
such legal entity should be considered a separate
establishment.

0. Establishments with "mixed" activities

If an establishment is engaged in one or more distinctly
different lines of economic activity (wholesale or retail
trade, service, manufacturing, architectural or engineering
work, real estate, insurance, etc.) and also carries on
construction activities from the same place of business,
be sure that such a location is listed also as a construc-
tion establishment, provided separate records are main-
tained or substantially accurate estimates can be prepared
for the construction activity. If separate records are not
available and estimates cannot be made, then list the
establishment only once but describe in detail the
combined activity.

List as construction those establishments which are
primarily engaged in the sales and installation of such
items as plumbing, heating, and central air-conditioning
supplies and equipment; lumber and building materials;
paint, glass and wallpaper; and electrical and wiring
supplies for construction purposes — if all or the major
portion of their sales are limited to the above items
and such sales include installation.

Ix. What is construction?

Construction is composed of two broad categories of
activities —

1. New construction is defined to include the complete,
original erection of structures and essential service

Pnge 5

facilities as well as additions and alterations. Additions
and alterations include such construction as the addition
of a wing, a story or stories, conversion of space to
other uses where structural changes are involved, or the
initial installation of integral building services equipment
in existing structures (e.g., elevators, escalators or
central air-conditioning systems).

2. Maintenance and repairs relates to the restoration of
existing buildings or other structures or their related
service facilities, including replacement of integral
parts. Repainting, repapering, reroofing, redredging,
railroad maintenance-of-way, and street and highway
patching and minor resurfacing are included.

Construction does not include the building of mobile
structures, such as trailers, mobile homes, floating
drydocks, and ships. Also excluded from construction
are oil and gas well drilling, the digging and shoring of
mines (shaftsinking, tunneling, stripping overburden,
and strip mining), and oil and gas field contract ser-
vices (such as erection, repairing and dismantling of oil
derricks or other oil production equipment, grading, and
the building of foundations at well locations). Work
which is an integral part of farming operations (such as
plowing, terracing, and the digging of drainage ditches)
is also excluded from construction.

Construction covers the erection, maintenance and repair
of immobile structures (together with service facilities
which become integral parts of structures and are essen-
tial to their use); the physical development of land;
and demolition of existing structures.

Structures are defined broadly to include — in addition
to buildings — such works as highways and streets, dams,
silos and water towers; electric light and power trans-
mission and distribution lines; petroleum and gas pipe-
lines and distribution lines; radio, television, and
radar towers; water supply lines and sewers; and all
similar work which is built into or affixed to the land.

Construction also covers those types of service facilities
which, when installed, become an integral part of the
structure and are necessary to the use of the structure.
These include such components as plumbing, heating and
ventilation, central air-conditioning, electrical facilities,
and elevators and escalators.

The erection of processing equipment in certain indus-
tries, where such equipment is largely fabricated on the
site, is defined as construction. (For example, the
towers, vats, and related piping at chemical plants and
petroleum refineries, or the blast furnace complex at
steel plants.)

Changes to structures involving exterior or interior
walls, such as the erection of partitions in a loft building
to convert it to offices or the remodeling of a store front,
are considered construction.

Clearing and development of the site is a part of
construction.
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PART III — SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS . . . (Continued)

OPERATION OF OIL OR GAS FIELD PROPERTIES OR
OIL OR GAS FIELD SERVICES ON A CONTRACT BASIS

0. Companies operating oil or gas field properties

An oil or gas field establishment, is defined as repre-
senting all oil or gas field properties operated by the
company and oil and gas field services performed for
others in one State (excluding offshore). For offshore
operations, the establishment represents operations
adjacent to one State.

In our listing of your establishments (item 5A) we have
printed a separate establishment record for each State
(or offshore location) in which your company reported
operations in 1974.

If, during 1975, you operated any oil and gas field pro-
perties in a State (or offshore location)not already listed,
please enter the State (or offshore location) in your
listing of additional establishments (item 5B). If the
acquired property was previously owned by another
company, complete part (e) for that property. For new
locations report the approximate date operations began
or will begin in the space provided in part (f).

Companies providing services on a contract basis but
not operating properties

Companies may consider their entire service operations
in one State (excluding offshore) as one establishment.
For offshore operations, the establishment represents
operations adjacent to one State. This includes such
oil and gas field services as exploration; drilling oil,
gas, dry, and service wells for others; building and
repairing derricks and other oil production equipment;
installation of lease tanks; excavation and grading for
preparation of well sites; digging slush pits; well sur-
veying; running, cutting, and pulling casing, tubing,and
rods; cementing wells; shooting wells; perforating well
casing; acidizing, fracturing, and chemically treating
wells; cleaning out, bailing, and swabbing wells; in-
stalling production equipment; and contract pumping and
maintenance. For other mining industries it includes
such services as exploration work; prospect, test, and
other drilling; sinking mine shafts and tunnels; stripping
overburden; and strip and auger mining not for own
account.

MANUFACTURING

Report separately each manufacturers' sales branch
operated by a manufacturing company which maintains
inventories of merchandise sold and is primarily engaged
in selling merchandise manufactured by the company to
retailers, commercial, institutional, or professional
users, or to other wholesalers. If engaged in wholesaling
not only merchandise produced by your company but also

merchandise manufactured by others, it is considered to
be a manufacturers' sales branch if most of its sales are
of the company's own manufacture. If over 50 percent of
annual sales are derived from products manufactured by
other companies, report as wholesale outlet. Also report
separately for sales offices, i.e., selling offices which do
not maintain inventories.

TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC UTILITIES

Motor Carriers and Public Warehouses

Motor carriers and public warehouses with two or more
buildings or locations operated as a unit in the same
county, where all of these locations are used for same
general type of motor carrier or warehousing activity,
should not be considered separate establishments.

I. Public Utilities — If an establishment of a public
utility company also engages in retail appliance sales
at the same location, treat as two separate establish-
ments by giving: (1) the number of employees engaged in
public utility operations, and (2) the number of employees
engaged in retail appliance sales.

If book figures are not available please estimate based
on your March 12 payroll.

Pig. 6
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PART III — SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS . . . (Continued)

WHOLESALE, RETAIL, AND SELECTED SERVICES

Companies that issue franchises should list only those
outlets using the company owned El numbers. This
excludes all operator owned outlets; these should be
'reported by the owner or operator under his El number.

0. Wholesale

1. Commission agent/broker — Report as commission
agent/broker if you are primarily engaged in selling (or
buying) merchandise on an agency basis for others (not
primarily for your own account).

2. Merchant wholesaler —Report as merchant wholesalers
those who take title to the good.; they sell (include whole-
sale merchants or jobbers, industrial distributors, volun-
tary group wholesalers, exporters, importers, cash-and-
carry wholesalers, drop shippers, wagon distributors,
retailer cooperative warehouses, terminal elevators, and
cooperative buying associations, farm assemblers, petro-
leum bulk plants, and terminals not operated by refineries).

0. Retail

1. Government operated liquor stores and warehouses —
Report each lo,ation engaged in the wholesale or retail
sale of beer, wine, and liquor, operated by States,
counties, or cities, or by agencies of such governmental
units.

2. Retail appliance outlets — If any establishment of a
pub!, utility company also engages in retail appliance
sales at the same location, report as two separate estab-
lishments by giving: (1) the number of employees pri-
marily in public utility operations; and (2) the number of
employees engaged in retail appliance sales.

If book figures are not available please estimate based
on your March 12 payroll.

3. Department or concessions — List as a separate loca-
tion (including specific street address) those retail or
service outlets operated by your firm as a department of a
retail or service establishment, such as shoe departments
or beauty salons in department stores, meat or bakery
departments in grocery stores, or millinery departments
in clothing stores. Include in the establishment name
that it is a leased operation such as "Apex shoe-leased
department."

4. Leased or commission basis gasoline service stations —
Gasoline service stations leased by an oil company (or
other owner) to an independent operator should always
be reported by the operator of the business. Stations
operated under a commission arrangement should be
reported by the firm (either major oil company or station
operator) which has responsibility with the Internal
Revenue Service for withholding taxes for the employees
of the service stations.

5. Contract food operators — Each contract location
operated during any part of 1975 should be reported as a
separate establishment. Report employment and payroll
for each individual location. If book records are not
readily available, carefully prepared estimates are ac-
ceptable and may be based on the employment and payroll
proportions existing in the March 12 pay period.

6. Mail order sales — Catalog order stores, including
telephone order offices, and mail order houses servicing
these locations should be reported as separate establish-
ments. Employment and payroll of catalog order desks
located in retail stores should be included in the data
for the store in which they are located.

7. Vending machine operations — Individual vending ma-
chine outlets should not be reported as separate estab-
lishments. Report associated employment and payroll
with the service location from which they operate. Delete
any preprinted locations that represent individual vending.

8. Direct selling operations (House-to-house) — House-to-
house sales employees should not be reported separately
but included with the employment and payroll of the
branch office with which they are affiliated.

9. New car dealers — New car dealers which operate
used car lots or automobile repair facilities at loca-
tions different from that of the new car showroom should
not consider these as separate establishments. Employ-
ment and payroll for such locations should be included
with the new car outlet. Used car lots or automobile
repair shops operated by subsidiaries (or under a different
employer identification number than new car dealership)
should each be reported as a separate establishment.

lw Selected Services

Page 7

1. Automotive rental and leasing —Separate automotive
rental sites (for example, airport locations) in the same
county, for which a common fleet is maintained, should
not be considered separate establishments Employment
and payroll for such locations should be included with
the controlling main or branch location. If book figures
for each location are not available, please estimate based
on your March 12 payroll figures.

2. Guard and building cleaning and maintenance services—
Businesses which supply services on customers' loca-
tions should not consider the customers' locations as
separate establishments. Employment and payroll for
these locations should be included with the main or
branch office from which the work is supervised.
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PART III — SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS . . . (Continued)

WHOLESALE, RETAIL AND SELECTED SERVICES — Continued

3. Laundry or dry cleaning — Branch locations for distri-
bution of finished work only, operated by laundries and dry
cleaners (including industrial, linen and diaper supply),
should not be considered separate establishments.
Employment and payroll for such locations should be
included with the plant in which the work is done. Dis-
tribution locations operated by subsidiaries (or under
different Employer Identification Number than plant)
should each be reported as a separate establishment.

4. Photofinishing — Branch locations (service outlets) for
the pickup and delivery of film should not be considered
separate establishments Employment and payroll for
such locations should be included with the photofinishing
laboratories in which the work is done. Such locations

operated by subsidiaries (or different Employer Identifica-
tion Number than plant) should each be reported as a
separate establishment.

5. Engineering (Consulting and design) — Temporary or
field offices of engineering firms should not be considered
as separate establishments. Employment and payroll for
such locations should be included with the controlling
main or branch location.

6. Liaison or customer (client) contact office — Liaison or
similar offices maintained by law firms, advertising
agencies, or other business or professional service
firms, to maintain contact with customers or clients should
not be considered as separate establishments. Employ-
ment and payroll for such locations should be included
with the locations where the service is primarily performed.

BANKING

Employer Identification Numbers assigned to trust funds
or estates which are administered by the bank and reported
on the IRS Form 1041, U.S. Fiduciary Income Tax Return,
should not be listed in item 4. Only the Employer Identi-
fication Numbers used to report either Federal employment

I* Medical

taxes (IRS Form 941) or income (IRS Forms 1065, 1120,
and 990) should be listed in item 4.

Main and branch locations should be reported as separate
establishments.

MEDICAL, LEGAL, EDUCATIONAL, SOCIAL SERVICES

Part-time offices maintained to contact patients should
not be considered as separate establishments. List only
the offices where the service is primarily performed and
and include the employment and payroll for the part-time
offices.

Legal

Liaison or similar offices maintained by law firms to
maintain contact with clients should net he considered
as separate establishments. Employment and payroll tor
such locations should be included with the locations
where the service is primarily performed.

*5.. GOV ER NMET, PRINTING orric, I 075-1.410•012

Educational

Do not include students in the employment totals unless
they are actually employed (full or part-time) and included
in the payroll totals. Identify as separate establishments
those installations which are not physically contiguous.
If separate book figures are not available for individual
establishments, please use your best estimates.

0, Social

Part-time locations maintained to contact recipients or
contributors should not be considered as separate estab-
ments. List only the locations where the service is
primarily performed and include the employment and
payroll of the part-time locations. If separate book figures
are not available for individual establishments, please
use your best estimates.

Page 8
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Social and Economic Statistics Administration
BUREAU OF THE CENSUS
Jeffersonville, Indiana 47130

NOTICE

The reporting instructions for the 1975 Annual Survey of Manufactures are contained in the

Instruction Manual (MA-100-R1) mailed with the 1974 Annual Survey of Manufactures. If you
do not have last year's copy or need additional copies, please complete and return the

address label below to:

Bureau of the Census
1201 East Tenth Street
Jeffersonville, Indiana 47130

ORDER FORM AND MAILING LABEL

• Please send  copies of the 1975 Annual Survey of Manufactures
Instruction Manual, MA-100-R1.

• NOTE: Fill in below your company's Census File Number, the name of your company,
the name of the person requesting materials, the company's street address, city, State,

and ZIP code.

Census File Number:

Company Name:

Attention:

Street Address:

City, State, ZIP Code:

•

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
BUREAU OF THE CENSUS
Jeffersonville, Indiana 47130

OFFICIAL BUSINESS

PENAL TV FOR PRIVATE USE. $300

U.S. OEP•RTMENT
QF COMMERCE

COM-202

FIRST CLASS

U.S.MASL
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCEMA -100-F1(1975)
; Bureau of the Census

Washington, D.C. 20233

Supplemental Instructions for Reporting on Form MA-100

Item 3C -- First Quarter Payroll

This item has been added to Form MA-100 beginning with 1975 instead of
reporting this figure on Form NC-Y1, "Report of Company Organization."

Report gross earnings paid during the first quarter (January-March)
to employees prior to such deductions as employee's Social Security
contributions, withholding taxes, group insurance premiums, union dues,
and savings bonds. Include in gross earnings all wages, salaries,
commissions, dismissal pay, paid bonuses, vacation and sick leave pay,
and the cash equivalent of compensation paid in kind. Include salaries
of officers and executives of incorporated firms if these persons are
considered part of the plant; exclude payments to proprietors or
partners.

Item 7 -- Gross Value of Depreciable Assets 

In processing the 1974 data reported for this item, we have found that
some companies are not following the instructions included in the
instruction booklet that was sent last year. Therefore, we would like
to emphasize the following points (which are included on Page 7 of the
Instruction Booklet).

1. The gross value of depreciable assets (buildings and equipment)
should be the original cost of depreciable assets for which depre-
ciation or amortization reserves are maintained.

2. The gross value of depreciable assets at the end of 1975 should
equal the gross value of assets at the end of 1974 plus capital
expenditures made during 1975 (reported in Item 9), less retirements
during the year. If this calculation yields large differences,
please explain in the "remarks" section of Form MA-100.

Item 11 -- Comparability with the Current Industrial Reports Series 

If your ccmpany also completes any of our Current Industrial Report
(CIR) series, please review the instruction manual or survey instructions
for each CIR to determine the comparability between the CIR data and
the related product data reported in Item 11 of the Annual Survey of
Manufactures (ASM). If comparability between the CIR item codes and
ASM product classes is indicated in the CIR booklet then the value
figures reported on the two surveys should be the same. If you have
questions or want a complete list showing the comparability between

'116-19-1'
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the ASM product classes and CIR item codes, you may telephone us on

Area Code 301, 763-7304 or 763-2510, or write to Bureau of the Census,
Industry Division, Washington, D. C. 20233.

Item 16 -- Inventory Valuation 

1. Report the percentages of the inventories shown in Item 6 valued by
each method of cost determination at the end of 1974 and 1975.

2. If you value your inventories at the lower of cost or market, you
should report in Item 16 as follows:

a. If cost is lower than market, enter the appropriate percentage(s)

for the applicable cost method such as first-in, first-out,

last-in, first-out, etc.

b. If market is lower than cost, enter the appropriate percentage'

in Item 16, line 6, and specify "Market, lower than cost."

c. If market is always used, enter the appropriate percentage

in Item 16, line 6, and specify "Market is always used."

MA-100-F1 (1-28-76)

72-098 0 - 76 - 8
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EX 3 - FTC
Heller, Jerry

April 30, 1976

Mr. Jerry Heller
President of Erwin Manufacturing Co.
P.O. Box 507
Ocilla, Georgia 31774

Dear Jerry:

Thank you for contacting my office recently regarding
FTC form MG 4. I appreciate your taking the time to share
your views with me.

A3 a member of the Senate Select Committee on Small
Business, I realize that one of the chief obstacles facing
our struggling small businessman today is the crushing
weight of federal regulations and their accompanying paper-
work. I have long feared that the federal bureaucracy is
determined either to regulate small businesses out of
business or smother them in paperwork. The bureaucracy
must be made more responsible in its regulatory procedures,
and I have therefore recently introduced the Regulatory
Limitation Act of 1975. This bill would permit either
House of Congress to disapprove proposed federal regulations
before they go into effect. Not only will this help restore
the power of Congress to disapprove unwise and unnecessary
regulations, but it will also allow our citizens to bring
these regulations to the attention of their Senators and
Representatives so that Congress will be able to prevent
their implementation.

I realize that such proposed legislation is of little help
to you in your present difficulties involving the Federal
Trade Commission. I have accordingly contacted the FTC,
asking that they provide me with a complete report on their
use of form MG 4 as it applies to Erwin Manufacturing Company.
As soon as I have their response, I will be sure to let you
}now.

If I may be of any further assistance in this matter,
please let me know.

LS/jb

Sincerely,

Sam Nunn
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EX 3 - FTC
Dixon, Paul R.

April 30, 1976

The Honorable Calvin J. Collier
Chairman, Federal Trade Commission

Punnsylvania Avenue at Sixth Street

Washington, D.C. 20580

Dear Mr. Chairman:

I have been contacted by Mr. Jerry Heller, President

of Erwin Manufacturing Company, P.O. Box 507, Ocilla,

Georgia 31774. Mr. Heller is concerned with the report

requirements of the Federal Trade Commission, and spe
cifically

the use of form MG 4 as it applies to his company.

In order to be of all possible assistance to my con
stitu-

ent, I would appreciate a report on the use of this f
orm

anJ its application to Mr. Heller's company.

Your attention to this matter is most appreciate
d.

Sincerely,

Sam Nunn

LS/jh
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March 16, 1976

MEMO TO: Leigh Snell

FROM: Richard Ray

The Senator has received a telephone call from

Jerry Heller, President of Erwin Manufacturing Company,

P. 0. Box 507, Ocilla, Georgia 31774.

Mr. Heller is upset because the FTC has recently

notified him that he had to fill out an FTC form

MG 4 (39 questions) each quarter. Mr. Heller says

that he filled out one form with the help of his
it

auditors for the price of $250.00 and that/is a ridiculous

procedure which does not apply to his business.

What do you think about asking the FTC to review

his case and send one of their staff people over to

talk to you and me with a copy of this form?

Please discuss.

RBR/mwc

v
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KAISER ALUMINUM,
Washington, D.C., April 30, 1976.

Hon. SAM NUNN,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Oversight Procedures, Committee on Government

Operations, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR NUNN : Thank you for your kind invitation of March 8 for

Kaiser Aluminum to submit a statement for the record of the hearings on S.

3076 being held by the Subcommittees on Oversight Procedures and on

Reports, Accounting and Management. We are pleased to accept the invitation

and are enclosing several copies of our statement.
Your assistance in having the enclosed statement made part of the record of

these hearings will bel greatly appreciated.
Sincerely,

THOMAS K. SINGER,
Vice President and Genera/ Manager.

Enclosure.

• STATEMENT ON S. 3076, THE PAPERWORK REVIEW AND LIMITATION ACT OF
1976 BY KAISER ALUMINUM & CHEMICAL CORP.

Kaiser Aluminum & Chemical Corporation appreciates this opportunity to
comment on S. 3076. We are a diversified, international company, headquar-

tered in Oakland, California, with operations in 30 states and 25 countries,
employing 23,000 employees at our over 120 facilities. In our operations, we
have become increasingly concerned with the tremendous and growing burden

of federal, state, and local governmental paperwork, and are eager to encour-

age efforts to alleviate this problem.
Please understand that we are not addressing ourselves to the merits of fed-

eral, state, or local programs which have inspired this flood of paperwork.
Rather, the issue which concerns us is:
Whether the volume of paperwork required is really necessary to meet the

objectives of the programs and the departments which administer them.
We believe S. 3076 addresses this question in a constructive way. Section

254, requiring a paperwork impact statement to accompany each bill, is the
first step in determining if the information provided is worth the cost to pre-
pare it. Section 255, requiring an annual review of paperwork, -would be
extremely helpful in identifying ongoing reports which are no longer useful.
With the implementation of this section, currently-used forms would be
reviewed, possibly for the first time. After such a review, data would be avail-
able to determine if an agency's request for information from business is nec-
essary. We support both of these approaches to solving the paperwork problem.
In addressing this problem, Kaiser Aluminum & Chemical Corporation has

been working with the Federal Commission on Paperwork, beginning with our
presentation before that Commission during their San Francisco field meeting
In November of last year. At that time, we took a look at the situation in
terms of our own business, and our findings—to put it mildly—were astound-
ing. We found reports required by the federal government from our corporate
headquarters alone entailed the filing of over 10,000 separate filings annually.
As part of our review of the government paperwork reporting burden, we

made a special survey of 56 financial reports prepared from information sub-
mitted to our corporate accounting staff. These reports required 231 separate
filings and we estimated that over 5,000 hours were necessary to complete
them. That's about three days for each filing. If we were to assume this was
the average time per filing on the over 10,000 separate filings required from
our corporate headquarters, it would indicate that over 100 person years are

• required annually to comply with these federal paperwork requirements.
Obviously, the costs to the nation's industry quickly become staggering when

our experience is multiplied by all the other corporations, both large and
small, in the U.S. This cost is obviously one that must be largely passed on to
the consumer, along with the cost incurred by the government entity concerned
with receiving, consolidating and reviewing these reports.
During our presentation to the Federal Commission on Paperwork, we made

several recommendations which are pertinent to this bill and are being sug-
gested here as amendments to S. 3076:
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1. Industry should have some means of questioning whether the data being
requested, whether on a voluntary or involuntary basis, is really required. We
have such a procedure in our company to scrutinize reports required by our
various departments. We suggested an independent agency be given the power
to review such requests from industry and challenge the government entity
requiring the paperwork where appropriate. In this regard, such agency should
be required to hold hearings as a mandatory part of its review procedures.
Further, this agency could act as an appeals board to allow industry an oppor-
tunity to challenge reports which prove to be overly burdensome. S. 3076 par-
tially responds to this recommendation, but could go further to establish the
means by which industry, as well as other affected parties, could have input
under Section 255.

2. A special advisory committee representing industry should be formed to
study how the government could better establish control of forms, systems and
paperwork. The best experts in this area are employees of the very corpora-
tions that are complaining about the paperwork. We recommend the bill
include a provision for such a special advisory committee.

3. One agency should be designated to collect data for all agencies and thus
act as a funnel charged with the responsibility of standardizing requests and
crosschecking to ensure that the information is not already available. This
agency, which would maintain the data base, would also verify that the
agency requesting the data has the need and authority for access to the data.

4. The requesting agency should indicate on any given form its purpose, how
the output is going to be used, and whether the reporting requirement is man-
datory or voluntary. This would provide industry with a guide as to why the
questions are asked and where the answers can be found when the government
completes its survey.

5. Users of reports should be surveyed once a year to determine if the infor-
mation still has value to them. Section 255 should be expanded to include this
recommendation.

6. Limits should be placed on the amount of time reports have to be
retained. There should also be some provisions for microfilming reports which
have to be kept for long periods of time. Some laws now insist that the actual
original document be retained, and when we consider hundreds of plants and
thousands of people are involved—that's an expensive requirement.
At this time, we also would like to go on record in favor of S. 2132, requir-

ing periodic review of all government forms; and S. 998, a record management
bill concerning internal government record-keeping.
We will be happy to provide the Subcommittees on Oversight Procedures

and on Reports, Accounting and Management of the Senate Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations any additional information they may require during their
consideration of S. 3076 and related legislation.

THE ASSOCIATED GENERAL CONTRACTORS OF AMERICA,
Washington, D.C., May 5, 1976.

Senator SAM NUNN,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Oversight Procedures, Committee on Government

Operations, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
Senator LEE METCALF,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Reports, Accounting and Management, Committee

on Government Operations, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
Subject: S. 3076—Paperwork Review and Limitation Act of 1976
DEAR SENATORS: This association represents 8400 general contractors

engaged in all aspects of contract construction. Our member firms perform
approximately 80% of the annual contract construction volume in the United
States. They employ approximately 5 million workers of which about 3.5 mil-
lion are employed directly on job sites.
The overwhelming majority of our member firms qualify as "small business"

under the current federal definitions, but we address the subject of this legis-
lation on behalf of all our members, not just those that are small business
firms.
The proposed legislation would do three things, and we see great merit in

each of the objectives, with only minor reservations.

4
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First, the legislation would require a Paperwork Impact Statement in the
report of each bill or joint resolution of a public nature except for appropria-
tion bills.
As Senator Nunn said in presenting this bill to the Senate, it "is aimed at

correcting one of the chief causes of the federal paperwork burden—the Con-
gress itself". We must agree that the Congress is indeed one of the chief crea-
tors of federal paperwork, and we cannot commend too strongly recognition by
the Congress that its own house must be set in order as part of any meaning-
ful program to reduce the paperwork burden. We regard the Paperwork
Impact Statement requirement as only a first step, but an essential step, in
reducing the Congressional generation of federal paperwork. It is unlikely, we
believe that committees of the Congress will be able to foresee accurately the
full scope of documentation which will be imposed by an executive agency on
the basis of legislation. However, we believe that a concerted effort at such
predictions on the part of Congress will force attention to the paperwork
potential in legislation. Further, and perhaps more importantly, those predic-
tions will tend to produce a more meaningful dialogue during oversight pro-
ceedings by enabling the Congress to weigh executive agency implementation
against Congressional intent. On both counts, we view the proposed Paperwork
Impact Statement requirement as a highly beneficial step in the paperwork
reduction process.

Secondly, the bill would require Congressional review of reporting require-
ments of the departments and agencies within their jurisdictions and reports
thereon at least once every year. This requirement would seem to lead inevita-
bly to the kind of follow up alluded to above in which the Congress would be
able to discuss actual paperwork generated in terms of paperwork anticipated
at the time legislation was passed. By placing this requirement in the commit-
tee with oversight jurisdiction the Congress would provide to those committees
the tools to carry on productive dialogue with the executive departments and
agencies, and the Congress would virtually command itself to be concerned
with the resulting paperwork as well as the anticipated paperwork.
Our sole reservation on this aspect of the legislation is that the requirement

to perform this review annually may add more to the burdens of the Congress
than you will be able to handle effectively. Perhaps this review should be done
every 18 months or even once every Congress rather than every year.

Thirdly, the bill would place a one year limitation on Office of Management
and Budget approval of forms from the executive departments and agencies.
This, too, is a clearly desirable objective but, again, we are inclined to ques-
tion the frequency of the approval requirement. There are some federal report-
ing requirements which are clearly necessary on a repetitive basis where the
renewed approval would probably be a pro forma review. It would conserve
staff resorces (and federal expense) at OMB to make provision for very simple
reapproval in cases where the need is clear. Examples of this that come read-
ily to mind are such forms as the Employers W-2 and other such documents
related to the Internal Revenue Service.
We understand there may be some reluctance to act on this legislation until

the Commission on Federal Paperwork has completed its work. We share the
hope and belief that CFP will propose a variety of effective measures, includ-
ing legislation. However, it seems most unlikely that CFP would find this leg-
islation counter-productive. Should the Commission add further recommenda-
tions, as we hope will be the case, so much the better that a first step has
already been taken.
To summarize, we heartily endorse S. 3076 with only the reservation that

the Congress and the Executive Branch should not be directed to greater zeal
in reviewing federal paperwork than they are capable of handling with present
staff. The paperwork burden has taken many years to reach Its present propor-
tions, and it would be unrealistic to expect to wipe it out in one sudden
swoop. Our association has been among those most concerned with the federal
paperwork burden. However, we are aware that some of the burden is quite
necessary and sweeping abolition of federal reporting requirements could be
equally disastrous.
We appreciate the opportunity of providing you with our views, and ask

that this statement be 'made part of the hearing record.
Sincerely,

JAMES M. SPROUSE,
Executive Vice President.
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GALE W. MCGEE, WTO.. CHAIRMAN

JENNINGS RANDOLPH, W. VA. HIRAM L. rows. HAWAII
QUENTIN N. SURDICK, N. [MK, TED STEVENS, ALASKA
ERNEST 1.04-1-1NOS, HENRY •ELJ-MON. OKLA.
PRANK E. NOSS, UTAH
PATRI.J.tEANT. VT.

'Alfnifeb Zfatez -Senate

The Honorable Abraham Ribicoff
United States Senate
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Abe:

COMMITTEE ON

POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20510

May 19, 1976

Thank you for your letter of April 5 on behalf of the Government
Operations Committee requesting the views of the Committee on Post.:
Office and Civil Service regarding S. 3076, a bill to improve the
Congressional oversight of reporting and paperwork requirements of
federal departments and agencies.

Probably no group of agencies is quite so prodigious in the gen-
eration of forms as are those within the federal statistical com-
munity. The oversight responsibility of this Committee for the
federal statistical system must, then, demand our attention to
the paperwork burden. I think, however, legislation of this sort
is premature in view of the existence of the Commission on Fed-
eral Paperwork. As I recall Public Law 93-556, the Commission was
granted two years in which to make its study and recommendations
to the Congress. I hope that we could have the Commission's report
in hand before fixing a final course in our program to reduce fed-
eral paperwork and reporting requirements.

Addressing the specifics of S. 3076, I urge the Committee to con-
sider whether the procedures prescribed in the bill are actually
feasible or desirable. Obviously the objectives of the bill are
desirable, but there is a strong serving of irony in any measure
that proposes reports on reports. The federal agencies can be
expected to be self-serving in their reports. Unless actual scru-
tiny and analysis by the committees of Congress can be guaranteed,
these reports will serve no other purpose than to increase fed-
eral paperwork.

With respect to section 4 of S. 3076, the Committee asks that the
extension of federal reports should also include the Internal Reve-
nue Service (which is a major source of statistical data for the
Federal Government) as well as the regulatory agencies. It is our
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The Honorable Abraham Ribicoff
May 19, 1976
Page 2

understanding that these agencies are not presently included under
the Federal Reports Act. I believe the Government Operations Com-
mittee might wish to consider the merit of continuing this exemp-
tion.

Finally, I would like to speak to the bill's provision that would
grant the Office of Management and Budget oversight for the devel-
opment of forms. In terms of statistics, few duties are more
important to the quality and integrity of information as the power
to dictate the form and nature of questions to be asked. To be
effective, such questions must be the product of coordination and
cooperation. The Bureau of the Census, for example, has made a
sincere effort over the last several years to involve Congress,
the public, and the users of its statistical data in the formula-
tion of census schedules. For my part, I believe this is a good
approach to ensure that whatever reporting requirements the Ameri-
can people must endure ultimately serve the collective good of
the Nation. I am doubtful that the investiture of such authority
in the Office of Management and Budget could equally serve this
purpose.

The Committee on Post Office and Civil Service would welcome any
further requests for comment or other inquiries regarding legis-
lation to reduce the reporting and paperwork requirements of the
Federal Government.

GALE McGEE, Chairman

GM:av
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May 14, 1976

Mr. Philip S. Hughes
Assistant Comptroller General
Gene/al Accounting Office
Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Hughes:

I want to thank you for your very helpful tedtimony
on S. 3076, the Paperwork Review and Limitation Act of
1976, at our hearing on May 3.

Shortly after your testimony, Mr. Fernando Oaxaca
and Mr. Roy Lowry appeared on behalf of the Office of
Manggement and Budget. During their testimony we
discussed last year's GAO case study on the performance
of OMB and the Labor Department under the Federal
Reports Act. Mr. Lowry was critical of the case study's
findings and recommendatinns. I am enclosing a transcript
of his remarks.

I think it may be appropriate for GAO to respond
to Mr. Lowry's comments, and I would very much like to
have your response for the record of our hearing on
S. 3076. The record will remain open until June 3, 1976.

In addition, I would appreciate it if GAO would
continue to monitor the activities of OMB in carrying
out its responsibilities under the Federal Reports Act.
I has becomeeapparent to me that OMB will improve its
performance only if continually overseen by Congress
and GAO. I intend to call OMB witnesses at six-month
intervals to check on their progress. Accordingly, I
would appreciate haring a report from GAO no later
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than November 1, 1976, assessing the status and progress ,at OMB in this area.

Enclosure

WPG/mh

•

Sincerely,

Sam Nunn
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ASSISTANT COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES

WASHINGTON. D.C. 205411

June 14, 1976

The Honorable Sam Nunn, Chairman
Subcommittee on Oversight Procedures
Committee on Government Operations
United States Senate

Dear Mr. Chairman:

SUBCOMMITTEE ON

OVERSIGHT PROCEDURES

We appreciate the opportunity to respond to comments by
Mt. Roye Lowry, Office of Management and Budget Clearance Officer,
during your Subcommittee's hearings on S.3076. The comments
concerned GAO's "Case Study of Department of Labor and Office of
Management and Budget Activities under the Federal Reports Act."

In general, Mr. Lowry expressed the view that our report was
based on isolated and out-of-date evidence and that, in general,
the report was based on work of inadequate depth and scope. We
have been unable to specifically identify examples used by Mr. Lowry
but offer the following more general comments.

Our report was based on a review of approximately one-third of
the Department of Labor's forms, and we discussed a large number of
these forms in our report. Our findings, conclusions, and reom-
mendations were based on this large scale review, and not on the
approval of one specific form, or a few forms, as indicated by
Mr. Lowry during his testimony.

We were critical of OMB's evaluations of the Department of
Labor's needs for information and of OMB's lack of effort to
eliminate unnecessary duplication. Although actions taken on some
of the forms cited as examples in our report took place several years
ago, as Mx. Lowry indicated, all forms were in use by the Department
of Labor at the time of our review.

With regard to duplication in reporting, one of the primary
purposes of the Federal Reports Act is to give OMB the responsibility
for insuring that unnecessary collection of duplicate information is
eliminated. We found that OMB did not have a working definition for
"duplication" so we developed our awn broad 'definition for use in our
case study. In essence, we defined duplication as existing where
programs or agencies (1) collected the same or similar data elements,
regardless of the manner in which the information is detailed or
summarized; or (2) collected information which could serve the same
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purpose. Our definition was used as a starting point for identifying
potential cases of unnecessary duplication where forms could be
abolished, simplified, or consolidated. We suggested that a broad
definition would also be useful to the OMB reviewers as a guideline
for identifying similar potential cases. Our definition was broad in
order to identify as many potential cases as possible. We stated in
the report that:

"The definition should not be used to automatically preclude
an agency from obtaining information but should be a starting
point for judging individual cases. In cases where duplication
is deemed to exist by OMB, we believe OMB should get the agency
personnel together, as envisioned under section 3(b) of the
act, to see if a single form could serve the information needs
of the groups."

Our report cited a number of examples of forms which we believed
could be abolished, simplified, or consolidated. These examples were
cited to show potential for minimizing respondents' burden and costs
and minimizing the Government's cost by eliminating unnecessary
duplication. For example, we found that the Department of Labor
required respondents to manipulate similar data and report this data
on separate forms so it would be in the format desired by the agency
users. We believe this constitutes duplication and violates the policy
of the Federal Reports Act that information which is collected be
tabulated to maximize its usefulness to the collecting agency.

Our major findings and conclusions were supported by a report on
OMB's clearance process entitled "Small Business Reporting Burden" by
Peat, Marwick, Mitchell and Company under contract with OMB. Both
reports included comments on:

--weaknesses in OMB's evaluation of agency need for information,
particularly for form revisions and no-change extensions;

--weaknesses in OMB's effort to identify duplication and maximize
the sharing of information within and between agencies;

--OMB's reliance on the memories and recollections of its
reviewers to eliminate unnecessary duplication;

--the need for printing assigned expiration dates on OMB
approved forms;

--the current heavy OMB reliance on respondents to identify
alleged act violations;
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--the need to improve OMB's guidelines for the agencies
and to strengthen the role and responsibility of the
agencies;

--the need for the agencies to clearly define the responsi-
bilities of forms clearance personnel; and

--the need for the agencies to improve the coordination of
their information collection activities.

In summary, we believe our report was based on an adequate study
base. While alternative definitions of duplication are obviously
possible, we believe our definition was suitable as criteria for a
case study. We will soon be contacting your staff to discuss the
request for us to report no later than November 1, 1976, assessing
OMB's status and progress in controlling paperwork.

Sincerely yours,

Ad,

Phil S. Hughes
Assistant omptroller General

•
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STUDENT FINANCIAL AID: TRUE COSTS!

by
William T. Haywood

In a time of cost consciousness, we in higher education are being

called upon to identify true costs. Much effort is being expended to break

down educational cost to its lowest common denominator - productivity of

units of learning. As is true in all cost configurations, there are hidden

costs which generally escape the light of day. This paper will attempt to

explore some of the hidden costs to higher education through the high budget

item: Student Financial Aid. There is a dollar concern very aptly expressed

by Bill Jellema, who, in researching for his book, "From Red to Black,"

found that among institutions operating at a deficit there was a distinct

correlation between the size of the annual deficit and the institution's

appropriations for student financial aid. There is a philosophical concern

in this cost formula resulting from government intervention.

Fortunately, there exist among the leadership of higher educational

institutions those who continue to resist by every possible means the

threatened destruction of the diversity of higher education. The battle

was assured in the late 1950's, when for the first time governmental

assistance became available to a broad spectrum of college students.

Rules and regulations detailing the administration of the National Defense

Student Loan Program appropriately treated all colleges alike, whether

public, private, or sectarian.

•

•
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The inclination to assimilate higher educational institutions continued

unabated as additional student financial aid programs were developed in

the sixties. The impetus was given unprecedented emphasis in the late

sixties and early seventies, when campus riots and disruptions unfortunately

required invoking both Federal and state police action to save many campuses

from destruction. Congressional Acts, court rulings, and executive orders

dealing with all forms of discrimination - racial, ethnic, sex, religious and

nationality - added fuel to the fire. The coverage of colleges under existing

Federal legislation, such as the Wage and Hour Law and other social programs,

contributed significantly to the trend. The problem, now financially measurable,

has proven to be so burdensome that many who formerly hesitated to speak,

out of fear of institutional sanctions, and others who support diversity in

higher education, have begun openly to challenge the trend. Public aware-

ness and avowed interest have aroused some of the politicians, jarred some

bureaucrats, and elicited the support of high elected and appointed officials.

The writer believes that governmental support of students afforded

the first continuing opportunities for governmental intervention in our

institutions. Observations over a period of 25 years as an educational

administrator in public, private and church-related higher educational

institutions affirm this posture. The case can be well stated and

documented, and constitutes the burden of a portion of this paper.

Until the late 1950's and Sputnik, there was little national ccncern

over higher educational institutions and their functions. Higher education

was generally the province of middle and upper class Americans and the

72-098 0 - 76 - 9
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well-to-do. True, a representative group of youngsters from poverty

level and otherwise economically deprived backgrounds made it into the

higher educational system largely through a scattering of junior colleges

and state teachers' colleges. A few were afforded higher educational

opportunities by locally supported four-year church colleges where,

typically, low faculty salaries constituted the first form of student financial

aid. There was limited availability of higher educational opportunities for

the mass of American youth.

The launching of Sputnik, and the sudden realization that the nation's

defense was in jeopardy should the Communist world conquer outer space,

shocked the United States as nothing before in its history. The sinking of

the Lusitania, which catapulted America into World War I, was a distant

happening far across the sea. Almost the same may be said of Pearl Harbor,

3,000 miles from American shores. Many recall that as a nation we did not

react to Pearl Harbor with fear of destruction of our national life, but with

anger that such a crime would be perpetrated upon us. Sputnik was different.

The nation's reaction was one of fear, and from that fear grew a determina-

tion to catch up.

It was the consensus of national political leadership that the only way

America could catch up with Russia in the Sputnik era was through the mass

production of college educated citizens. Science and education became

preeminent! Thus, the first national effort to subsidize ccilege students

without reference to any forms of repay-ment for services rendered

(i.e., the G.I. Bill of World War II) evolved and reflected the national

•
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concern in its title: the National Defense Education Act, the emphasis of

which was the National Defense Student Loan Program.

While the regulations for NDSL were extensive in their published form,

they were written in such fashion that the college had broad administrative

discretion. Accountability was required, and for many years it was astutely

practiced by the great majority of colleges. In recent years, there is

documented evidence that many colleges have become careless in their

administration of federally sponsored student aid programs, especially in

collections, and all colleges are beginning to suffer from the sins of the few.

However simple those initial regulations were, they provided the first entree

of the Federal bureaucracy into the internal management and decision making

of both public and private higher educational institutions.

We now face an emergence of similar problems in many states which

have developed state financial aid programs for college students. Most of

us have observed the recent rapid growth of public higher education. This

movement started simply with a limited number of public universities and

specialty institutions, regionally located teachers' colleges and a few

scattered junior colleges. The pressures on enrollments increased in the

sixties, and teachers' colleges were converted into comprehensive four-year

colleges, junior colleges into four-year single purpose institutions, some

of the comprehensive four-year colleges established graduate and professional

programs, and the community college concept developed as a replacement

for the upgraded junior colleges.
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As the public sector was changing, the private colleges and universities,

which until as late as 1950 enrolled more than half of the students in American

higher education, were beginning to suffer from enrollment decline through a

combination of competing low-cost public institutions and the need for

constantly higher tuition rates in the private institutions. Many states

fortunately recognized the economic value of the private institutions and

the need of diversity in higher educaticn guaranteed by the presence of

private instiutions. State student financial aid programs were established

primarily to relieve the pressures on the growing enrollment in public

institutions, and secondarily to assist an endangered valuable educational

resource. The latter recognition gave rise to financial support to the

private colleges both by the indirect route of student assistance, and in

some states by direct appropriations to the private institutions.

Now many state governments, supported strongly by the prestigious

Carnegie Commission reports, suggest that public institutions increase

tuition levels to a point where they bear some direct equalization with the

tuition charged in private higher educational institutions. While this is

welcomed by private institutions because of its stabilizing effect on their

enrollments, public institutions may cry foul as there will surely be a

recognizable outflow of students from the public sector to the private. Neither

of those concerns is as important as is the concern that such an equalization

ultimately will involve increased state control of both public and privatc

higher educational institutions, and thus contribute to the further homogeneity

of the two sectors of higher education.
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The regulations surrounding the administration of the whole gamut

of student financial aid programs in higher education have resulted not only

in administrative interference which destroys diversity, but they have also

critically impacted other areas of the postsecondary academic experience.

As was pointed out earlier, accessibility to higher educational opportunities

is one of the great advantages of government aid to students, but it can

become a real disadvantage when government changes its goals.

Frequently we are inclined to think of financial aid programs only in

terms of the funds available to undergraduate students, perhaps because

undergraduates constitute such a large proportion of total enrollment.

Government, however, strongly influences the accessibility of professional

education, especially in the allied health fields, through its programs of

financial assistance to students, unrestricted capitation grants to institutions,

and direct support of basic research. The trauma of American medical

schools in the late sixties was a direct result of the sudden and dramatic

reduction of almost unlimited government sponsored research during the

preceding 15 years. Colleges had overextended themselves in research and

support facilities, had employed many basit research scientists and tenured

an over-abundance of them, and had established unbalanced reliance on the

sponsored research dollar and its overhead contribution to general operating

revenue. It required only one national administration's sudden change of

interest to other goals to traumatize the colleges by dramatic reduction of

research support. Major universities slipped quickly from black to red, and

many private ones entered the public domain. Others merged or ceased to

operate.
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A succeeding administration created a more pronounced trauma by

adding to the change of policy a system of impoundments which were resolved

only through court and legislative action long after the damage was done and

some institutions had foundered. A new federal law concept of budget

rescissions and Congressional approval has emerged, with the result that

the executive's wings have been substantially clipped. We are terrorized

annually by the lethargy of the Congress to give adequate notice of funding

levels for financial aid. In May of 1969, we were traumatized by the veto

of the financial aid appropriations legislation, and it was mid-summer before

financial aid packages could be completed. Unfortunately, some colleges'

response resulted in a dramatic decrease in freshman class enrollment,

which followed through the succeeding three years with disastrous results.

Higher education must speak vigorously against efforts to reduce its

appropriate contribution to the forward advance of our national destiny.

If there remain those who would challenge the premise of this paper

that the use of student financial aid funds creates opportunity for bureaucratic

inroads into the internal management of colleges and universities, we can

look to some examples which are current, alive and kicking.

Because of some very unfortunate and difficult situations surrounding

the administration of the Guaranteed Student Loan Program, the traditional

higher education institutions are now suffering from new regulations which

were not thoughtfully drawn. It was a mistake when the term "postsecondary

education" was broadened from its popular and historical definition to

encompass every form of education and vocational training beyond the high

school. Until that definition was so broadened, it was generally concluded



that there were approximately 3,000 postsecondary educational institutions

in the country. As higher educational institutions, they were evaluated,

recognized, accredited and certified by appropriate regional and professional

accrediting associations, each of which in turn was recognized by the

National Commission on Accreditation. All accrediting procedures were

voluntary and were accomplished through peer review.

It is a recognized obligation of the professional educators to be

involved directly in the accreditation process at minimum cost to the

institution. In the Southern Association region, for example, a typical

evaluation visit to a campus for either accreditation or reaffirmation is

typically two and one-half days in length. Weeks prior to the visit, the

members of the committee are furnished with voluminous materials about

the institution to be visited. Upon the committee member's return to his

home campus and following the submission of his written report, he is paid

the magnificent sum of $50 for his labors. Can one imagine the cost once

accreditation is fully bureaucratized?

Our present system has worked well, so well in fact that accreditation

by regional accrediting associations has received the broad support of the

American people, and has resulted in the almost total nonexistence of

unaccredited higher educational institutions because of their public rejection.

Unfortunately, governmental bureaucrats are dissatisfied with a system

which has worked well but which appropriately has excluded them from direct

participation in the accrediting process. They sought more power to control

certification than that already bestowed on the United States Commissioner
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of Education, who, under federal law, has the authority to recognize

unaccredited institutions for certain federal programs and funding. Three

or four years ago, the bureaucracy set forth to create centralized federal

accreditation. Government control over the purse strings of student

financial aid has enabled the bureaucracy to accomplish much of their goal,

despite the valiant resistance of some higher educational administrators,

whose battle has resulted in the retention of some semblance of our former

autonomy in the accreditation process.

As recently as November, 1975, The Chronicle of Higher Education

reported in an article about scandal and mismanagement of Guaranteed

Loan programs, that HEW will propose necessary steps to develop stricter

regulations setting out the conditions under which institutions can be limited,

suspended or terminated from participation in the Guaranteed Student Loan

Program. An unidentified source in HEW was quoted as saying: "We will

probably propose more rules later to expand and cover all student aid

programs." The accrediting problem is indicat,ed in the same article by

the response of HEW when asked why they allowed schools to participate

while their accreditation status is under review. The response of an HEW

spokesman was: "to insure due process. A school may have been treated

unfairly by the accrediting body, and we don't want to cut it out until we

have reviewed the situation." That statement may be seen as an unwarranted

attack on the professionalism of responsible educators.

4



The Council on Postsecondary Accreditation, the resulting organization,

embraces perhaps 30,000 postsecondary institutions of all types, forms and

shapes, and there are those who believe that it may ultimately be nearer

100,000 institutions. Many question the ability of such a monstrous

organization to serve adequately so diverse a clientele, and more than a

few educators fear it falling into the control of unfriendly hands.

This has been a necessarily circuitous route to bring us to the present

point, which cites the problems confronting institutions of higher education

now included in the expanded definition of postsecondary institutions. Many

of the problems with advertising, bankruptcy, closing of programs, failure to

perform in placement, and unfair refund practices may be laid directly upon

the doorsteps of non-higher educational postsecondary institutions operated

for a profit and traditional institutions which derive a disproportionate

amount of their operating income from federally funded student aid monies.

There is no violation of consumer rights in traditional higher educational

institutions,where the charge to the consumer covers only a very small portion

of the full cost of delivering the educational product. Yet traditional colleges

and universities were incorporated into operative Federal regulations by an

unknowing and ill-informed bureaucracy. The results burden all of post-

secondary education with uniform rules of procedure. Traditional old-line

universities, predominantly liberal arts and non-vocational in orientation,

have for decades produced primarily pre-professional graduates and school

teachers, never requiring a placement service other than a limited one for
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education graduates. Under the existing rules and regulations as now

interpreted, such institutions must establish the same kind of placement

service as the local secretarial training school and the schools of

cosmetology and auto mechanics. The same-regulation would result in

uniform refund policies. The ultimate penalty for non-compliance is the

loss of Guaranteed Student Loan funds in the college, a real threat in many

institutions where a substantial proportion of students participate in the

program. HEW, under pressure from Congress, and one suspects from

an understanding new Secretary, has announced a reconsideration of its

earlier pronouncements.

Governmental intervention takes many forms. Perhaps the most

distasteful are those which take the form of bureaucratic intervention.

Bureaucrats are not the elected representatives of the people, and those

below the appointive level are protected in their employment by Civil Service

rules. Experience indicates that the desk-bound career bureaucrat is largely

unresponsive, although there are notable exceptions. The danger in the

present context is the faceless, frustrated subprofessional who has a yen

to wield power over those whom he never encounters. Perhaps some

bureaucrats enjoy power vicariously by bestowing it upon top elected and

appointive leaders who never sought such power at the outset. We are now

witnessing a real battle between the HEW establishment and the agency's

appointed administrators. It appears that the latter insist on less power

and control, while the former insists on more. This is evidenced by a
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recently issued HEW second draft of proposed legislation revising the

requirements of colleges for eligibility of Federal funds. HEW officials

have held public meetings on the proposals after college representatives

complained directly to the Secretary. This indicates the responsiveness

of that office which has been so noticeably absent since 1966.

In a recent speech warning of the tendency of government to prescribe

everything from Washington, President Kingman Brewster of Yale said

higher education needs support from the Federal Government, but stressed

that it must come without strings. He listed "four self-denying ordinances

or mandates to govern federal support of higher education":

1. "Wherever possible it is better to let the market allocate the

subsidy. Subsidize the students and allow them to take the bounty

to the place which best suits their interest and their talent."

2. "Wherever direct grants are required for facilities or for the

operation of expensive scientific equipment, let their allocation be

done by a panel drawn from the academic or scientific peerage,

so that the academic merits rather than political log-rolling will

determine who gets what."

3. "Do not attach strings or conditions or requirements to federal

grants for the purpose of regulating local behavior which could not,

under the Constitution, be regulated directly by an exercise of the

federal administrative or criminal law."

4. "Remember that the role of government in higher education is

that of investor, not a purchaser of manpower."
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Another force now encountered on a regular basis is that of the courts.

The judiciary involvement does not present the same kind of difficulty, but

this does not recuse concurrence with a recent article in U.S. News and

World Report questioning whether the judiciary has indeed overstepped its

bounds of authority. Court decisions, like bureaucratic regulations, deserve

the critical eye about which we were warned by Mr. Justice Brandeis:

"Experience should teach us to be most on our guard to protect liberty when

the government's purposes are beneficent. The greatest dangers to liberty

lurk in insidious encroachment by men of zeal, well-meaning but without

understanding."

In the past decade, decisions of the courts have influenced several

areas of higher educational administration. One of the most serious has been

the effect on admissions decisions. Colleges are now required by court

interpretation of the law to base admissions decisions on racial, ethnic,

sex, age and economic conditions of all applicants. If a logical balance

cannot be found among applicants, concerted efforts are made to seek out

new applications to obtain balance.

Court decisions also affect institutional programs and development.

Many institutions have foundered because the institutional size was not viable

enough to comply with court dicta on program developments. Court decisions

have had a deleterious effect on the professional morale of both teachers and

administrators. Increasing numbers of professional educators are leaving

the field because they no longer derive the same sense of personal satisfaction,

despite more economically attractive prospects. The nation thus loses a

valuable asset which is not readily replaced!

4,
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Court interpretations and court orders are producing the same

detracting effect on public interest in higher education and on that of the

benefactors of both public and private higher education, as they have had

on the public school systems over the past two decades. Like our nation's

experience with secondary schools, as the colleges appear more and more

to be operated by the courts, the public loses interest.

A problem constantly confronting colleges is the effect of policy

changes of governments in their support of students. The area of student

support presents more immediate and lasting dangers than shifts in policy

on the support of institutions, sponsored programs, libraries, developing

programs, and a plethora of other government-supported programs. Students

are the customers of higher education, and if their financial base is

dramatically changed, there is an immediate and direct corollary effect

on enrollment in the colleges. We must be concerned that state and

federal agencies by changes in policy exercise too much influence on the

enrollments in our colleges.

Some believe that we may witness in the near term, as we recover

from our recent economic displacements, a shifting of higher education

funding support. Tuition will increase at a more rapid rate, thus shifting

the burden of student support from the institutions to students and their

parents, both in the public and private sectors. The taxpayer has already

revolted and is unwilling readily to increase his outlay in the support of

public higher education. The recent marked increases in tuition in public
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institutions are an indication of the shifting of the burden from the taxpayers

to the students and their parents. With an increasing college population and

the return to the classroom of taxpaying adults and senior citizens, a

diminution of tax support shifts the burden of rising tuition costs to a larger

vocal and voting group of taxpayers. We may ultimately witness a revolt on

their part, which may reverse the system and result in total support from

public resources and free higher education to all who desire it. The role

then of private higher education institutions is clouded, and many will die,

thus further diminishing the influence of a significant element of diversity

in higher education.

As it is bootless to attempt to gauge accurately true costs in the

production of a credit hour, intangibles are present in assessing the true

costs of student financial aid. It is not necessary that we attach dollar

values to the intangibles, only that we recognize their existence. To borrow

further from President Brewster's University of Oregon Centennial Exercise

address, and to paraphrase him: It is time to reaffirm that merely

because the national government is the national banker for education, it

does not follow that the government should .make every educational institution

an instrument of the Washington political bureaucracy.
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

WASHINGTON. D. C.20250

Honorable Abraham Ribicoff
Chairman, Cossittee on
Govanment Operations

United States Senate
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Mr. Chairmen t

u..;,.;;;1?,-,MITTEE ON

,Uti 01 1976cr,
t

....ASIGHT PROCEDURES

May k 5, 1976

This will reply to your April 5, 1976, request for a report on S. 3076, a

bill To improve congressional oversight of the reporting and paperwork

requirements of Federal departments and agencies."

This Department is opposed to enactment of this bill. However, we could

agree with the idea of requiring a "Paperwork Impact Statement" for each

bill such as %meld be required in Section 2.

The bill would require a thorough review at least once each year by the

committees of Comgrese of the reporting requirements of agencies and de-

partments under their respective legislative jurisdictions, such review

to include the number and character of reporting forms used by the agen-

cies and departments during the year. In addition, the bill would awned

the Federal Worts Act to require the approval of the Director of OMB

for any Proposed collection of information, and further, to restrict such

approval to a time period no longer than one year. This Department's

objections to the proposed bill relate priPmpally to theme provisions.

First, about 95 percent of the public-use reports and reporting systems of

this Department, representing about 95 percent of the man-hours reporting

burden, currently receive approval for three years use, and in some oases

for five years. most of these public-use reports and reporting systems

are regulations for routorditeerdog or retention, applications or accountings

for Federal benefits, or forms needed for the Department's regulatory pro-

grams. most of the.. forms or reporting syetems are subject to on-going

review and Remy are revised or modified more often than every three or five

years, at which time they are again subject to Departmental and OMB clear-

▪ . This Depertneett is opposed to imposition of mandatory yearly re-
views by Congress and ONS, because a pore frequent review would be almost

totally unproductive in reducing public reporting burdens and would add

substantial coots to the operations of the Federal agencies, Congress sad

amn. Secondly, relative to the requirement for approval of each public

reporting requirement by the Director of ONB, the Federal neports Act

currently requires that the Director state that "he does not disapprove

the proposed eollaction of information." This Department opposes such an

amendment to the Federal Deports Act because the bulk of Pedimal reporting
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requirements are imposed directly or indirectly by Congress and vesting
this additional responsibility in the Director of OMB might require him
to be given substantially more manpower resources, and might also prove
to be an overly detailed, unwieldy concentration of responsibility and
authority.

Section 5 of the bill provides for consultations between OMB and the
Comptroller General in studying the feasibility of requiring a single
standard form for the collection of information by all Federal agencies.
Such a study would be largely unproductive because significant standard-
ization of forme is not feasible, and properly justified reporting re-
quirements are implemented most efficiently and with least public report-
ing burden by use of specialized reporting forms. This Department has,
for many years, administered an internal central clearance function for
all public reporting requirements subject to the "Federal Reports Act.'
We have therefore carefully reviewed and monitored reporting requirements
to minimize unnecessarily burdensome or duplicative reporting, and have
maintained the number of reports and associated burden at a relatively
stable level.

The bill would require a 'Paperwork Impact Statement for each bill or
joint resolution of a public character reported by any committee (except
Appropriations) of the Senate or House, such statement to estimate the
amount and character of information which would be required of individ-
uals and businesses. Additionally, the statement would include whether
required information is already being gathered by or is available from
Government agencies or departments, would describe the number and nature
of required forme or recordkeeping requirements, and the cost or time
required of private businesses, especially small businesses. Nearly all
of the reporting requirements placed upon private individuals, business-
men, and other non-Federal entities by this Department are directed
explicitly or implicitly by Federal law. Further, most are required
relative to administering Federal benefits. Therefore, we favor the
idea of a 'Paperwork Impact Statement" for each bill or joint resolution.

The Office of Management and Budget advises that there is no objection
to the r)resentation of this report from the standpoint of the Adminis-
tration's program.

Sincerely,
John A. Knebel
Acting Secretary
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U.S. CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20207

MAY 26 1976

SUBCOMMITTEE ON

Honorable Abraham Ribicoff
Chairman
Committee on Government Operations
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

JUN 0 1 1976

OVERSIGHT PROCEDURES

This letter is in response to your request for the
comments of the Consumer Product Safety Commission on
S.3076, a bill

"To improve congressional oversight of the
reporting and paperwork requirements of
Federal departments and agencies."

S.3076 would, in part, amend section 5, Federal Reports
Act, as amended (44 U.S.C. 3509), to require the approval of
the Director of the Office of Management and Budget prior to
the adoption or revision by "Federal agencies" of plans or

forms for the collection of information from citizens. Such
approval would extend only for a period of one calendar year
and no agency subject to the provisions of section 5 could
require the submission of any reporting form if the approval
by the Director (of OMB) has expired. In addition, each

Federal agency subject to the provisions of section 5 would

be required to submit, to the Director and to Congress, not
later than the end of every calendar year, a list of all

forms which are approved and in use by such agency and all

forms which have, during the calendar year, been approved or
been withdrawn by the agency.

Independent Federal regulatory agencies, such as the
Consumer Product Safety Commission, are specifically excluded

from the term "Federal agency" as used in the Federal

Reports Act by 44 U.S.C. 3502, as amended by Pub. L. 93-153

(November 16, 1973, 87 Stat. 593). Such independent agencies

are, however, subject to review by the Comptroller General

of their information collection activities as specified in

44 U.S.C. 3512.

72-098 0 - 76 - 10
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Accordingly, in view of the above discussion, S.3076

would not directly involve or impact on the Consumer Product

Safety Commission, except insofar as the Commission would be

subject to a general review of its information collection

activities as provided for in section 2 of S.3076. The

Commission, therefore, defers to the affected agencies with

respect to recommended legislative action.

Sincerely,

pf O.
Richard 0. Simpson
Chairman

cc: Director, Office of
Management and Budget
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UNITED STATES

ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20545

JUN 1 0 1976 SUBCOMMITTEE ON

Honorable Abraham Ribicoff, Chairman
Committee on Government Operations
United States Senate

Dear Mr. Chairman: OVERSIGHT PROCEDURES

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on S.3076, a bill
"To improve congressional oversight of the reporting and paper-
work requirements of Federal departments and agencies."

Designated as "The Paperwork Review and Limitation Act of 1976,"
S.3076 would impose several procedural restrictions which are
intended to have the laudable goal of reducing the number and
complexity of forms used by the Federal Government in compiling
data. In the opinion of the Energy Research and Development
Administration (ERDA), a study to determine whether the number
of Federal agency forms could be reduced, as well as such a
reduction, would be valuable. However, enactment of S.3076
would likely generate far more paperwork than it would eliminate,
and could, because of the cumbersome procedures established,
seriously prejudice ERDA's ability to efficiently manage its
programs. Accordingly, ERDA opposes enactment of S.3076.

Section 2. of S.3076 would create a requirement for "Paperwork
Impact Statements" to accompany each public bill or joint
resolution reported by a congressional committee. Since the
very purpose of many pieces of legislation is to authorize the
Federal Government to determine whether and to what extent
information relevant to its programs is available, this pro-
vision may impose requirements which are impossible to meet.
One example of this type of legislation is to be found in Section
312. of P.L. 94-187, which directs ERDA to establish a Central
Source of Nonnuclear Energy Information. Since the very purpose
of this legislation was to establish a mechanism for determining
the amount and character of useful information, it would appear
that the requirements of S.3076 would, if applicable to such
legislation, be impossible to meet.

Section 4. of S.3076 would amend Section 5. of the Federal Reports
Act by imposing several restrictions upon the information gathering

vAJT10
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functions of federal agencies. Among these restrictions are:

1. A requirement for OMB review and approval of the collec-
tion of certain data, as well as the plans or forms to
be used.

2. A limitation of one year on such OMB approval, together
with a prohibition on use of any such forms after ex-
piration of such OMB approval.

3. A requirement that, each year, each federal agency sub-
mit to OMB and to the Congress a list of all forms used
by the Agency, all forms approved for use during the
year, and all forms withdrawn from use during the year.

In ERDA's opinion, imposition of these restrictions would have
an immediate adverse affect on technical, mission-oriented agencies
such as ERDA. Apart from the additional workload (and corresponding
expense) which would result, it should be noted that the basis
for accomplishment of ERDA's energy research and development goals
is the effective and expeditious transfer of information and ideas.
Thus, ERDA must coordinate and interact with many persons in order
to be able to accomplish its mission. Imposition of these strin-
gent procedural roadblocks to information acquisition could severely
hinder achievement of our goals.

In addition to its general impacts on ERDA program missions, S.3076
could adversely affect certain national security functions and
activities performed by ERDA. In particular, ERDA has importantrespon-
sibilities under the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, for
ensuring that ERDA personnel and ERDA contractor personnel involved
with Restricted Data are appropriately cleared. Under the present
system, as many as fifteen or more persons (other than Federal
employees) may be contacted for background information concerning
a particular individual before a clearance is granted. However,
Section 4. of S.3076 would appear to impose the above-mentioned
restrictions upon each of these clearances, thereby adversely
affecting this important ERDA function.

With respect to the new subsection 5.(b) of the Federal Reports
Act proposed by Section 4. of S.3076, ERDA believes that enactment
of this legislation would create much unnecessary paperwork in
federal agencies merely to process and file extensions of the
one-year limitation. As a minimum, OMB should have authority to
grant longer-term approvals for collection of information where
there is a clearly recurring need. Moreover, this subsection,
together with a requirement for specific legends on each form



133

Hon. Abraham Ribicoff, U.S.S. JUN 1 6 1976

(as called for by the proposed new subsection 5.(d) of the Federal
Reports Act) would result in uneconomical printing practices,
since each form would have to be reprinted each year.

Finally, enactment of Section 5. of S.3076 would result in a
study of the feasibility of a single standard federal report form.
While this may be a laudable principle, it would appear to be
totally impractical in view of the variety and complexity of
information which is required by the various federal agencies.
In lieu of this proposed study, ERDA would favor a broader study
to develop mechanisms for the reduction of the number of such
forms, as well as procedures to assure responsible Federal
agency management of the use of such form.

In summary, ERDA opposes S.3076 because of its possible adverse
impacts upon our program mission, and because we believe its
requirements would serve to create additional paperwork without
any corresponding significant reduction of current paperwork.

N.,
The Office of Management and Budget has advised that there is
no objection to the presentation of this report from the stand-
point of the Administration's program.

Sincerely,

il . Willeflo,--k

(44/14-1::mes A. Wilderotter
General Counsel

)
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EQUAL EMPLOYMIENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSK)141

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20306

May 5, 1976

Memorable Abraham AibLooff
Chairman
Committal(' on Government Operations
Waited States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON

MA Y 12-1976

L_LL5L.-Z171-OVERSIGHT 
PROCEDURES

Thank you for your letter of April 5, 1976, requesting
this agency's comments on S. 3076, "The Peporwork Review
and Limitation Act of 1976 .

The equal employmont Opportunity Commission will not be
affectod by them' amendmonts to The Federal Reports Act.
44 U.S.C. 350111, egg. Under the provisions of Section
409 of U.L. 93-153, the collection of information by this
Commission is reviewed by the General Accounting Office
since it has been determined that we are an "independent
Federal regulatory agency" as defined in 44 V.S.C. 3502.

The Commission would liks to note, however, that the
requirements of Section 4 of S. 3076, if applied to this
Commission, would create substantially more paperwork
than is now necossitated. The provisions of Section 4
would require annual approval of all forms and an annual
report of all information forms used or withdrawn. tinder
the mandate of Section 709(c) of the Civil Rights Act of
1964, as emended, 42 U.S.C. 2000*-8(c), the Commission is
to roquire reports, as are reasonable or neoessary, from
every employer, amployment agency and labor organisation
subject to Titlo VII. To comply with this mandate the
Commission has developed mix information forms to be completed
by different entities. Currently, GAO has granted this
Commission a three year approval for the information forms
now used, provided that no changes are made in the forms.
Annual approval and annual reports would only serve to
increase paperwork and limit the resources of this eemmission
for carrying out the other mandates of Title WI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, as amended.
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We appreciate tho opportunity to comment on this piece

of logislation, and hope that theme comments will be of

assistance to you.

inOWSsiya

Xtbol Boot Isaiah
Tice Chairman



136

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20405

MAY 261976

Honorable Abraham Ribicoff
Chairman
Committee on Government Operations
United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

The purpose of this letter is to make known to your Committee
the views of the General Services Administration concerning
S. 3076, 94th Congress, a bill "To improve congressional oversight
of the reporting and paperwork requirements of Federal depart-
ments and agencies."

The General Services Administration reviewed this bill and believes
that legislation affecting reporting and paperwork requirements is
premature at this time because of the effort in process to examine
the entire problem.

The Commission on Federal Paperwork was established by Congress
specifically to study the issue of the reporting burden placed on
the public by the Federal Government and is expected to make recom-
mendations to reduce the 'paperwork burden, includlng the need for
additional or revised legislation. We would prefer to see legislation
affecting Federal paperwork requirements delayed until after the
Commission's work is completed.

In the meantime, this agency believes improvements in paperwork can
be initiated through such activities as the President's program
currently underway to reduce public reporting by 10 percent by June 30, 1976.
This kind of initiative will complement the Commission's work. On the
other hand, legislation to amend the Federal Reports Act or create new
requirements such as the paperwork impact statement, before the Com-
mission has a chance to study all aspects of the problem, may be
counterproductive.

In addition, we believe there are fundamental problems with S. 3076
which would cause difficulties if the bill were enacted. For example,
the bill limits the approval period for public reports to on* year
which we think is unrealistic. A substantial burden will be put on
both the agencies and OMS if new approvals have to be obtained annually
for reports which clearly must be continued. 010 now has the flexi-
bility to establish the approval period and GSA feels this flexibility
should continue.

Keep Freedom in TOUT Future With U.S. Savings Bonds
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Finally, Section 5 of the bill is totally unrealistic. It appears
to be saying that the purpose of the study will be to determine if
all Federal agencies can use a single form to collect information.
From our experiences with forma management, it is frequently
possible and desirable to consolidate forms, but requiring a single
standard form for the collection of information by all Federal
agencies is clearly not possible. The various programs of the
Federal agencies affecting the public are simply too diverse and a
study is not needed to reach that conclusion.

The Office of Management and Budget has advised that, from the
standpoint of the Administration's program, there is no objection
to the submission of this report to your Committee.

Sincerely,

TERRY CUMBERVilift,
Deputy Administrator
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH. EDUCATION. AND WELFARE

The Honorable Abraham Ribicoff
Chairman, Committee on Government
Operations

United States Senate
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

MAY 2 4 1976

This is in response to your request for a report on
S. 3076, a bill "To improve congressional oversight _
of the reporting and paperwork requirements of Federal
departments and agencies."

In summary, we oppose the bill because it would mandate
ineffective and unnecessary procedures of a highly minis-
terial nature, limiting flexibility to improve procedures

to better carry out objectives stated, and duplicating or

ignoring existing OMB policy and mechanisms.

The proposed legislation would require each congressional

bill or joint resolution to be accompanied by a "Paperwork

Impact Statement" which would provide detailed estimates of
the data collection burden on the public; require annual
reports to be prepared by each congressional committee on
the number and character of reporting forms issued and
withdrawn by the departments and agencies within their
legislative jurisdiction; limit OMB approval of forms to
periods of one year; require agencies to submit annual
reports on form usage to OMB and the Congress; and require
the Director of OMB, in consultation with the Comptroller
General, to undertake a study of the feasibility of requiring
a single standard form for the collection of information by
all Federal agencies.

While it is recognized that some legislation has resulted
in excessive, duplicative and unstandardized data collection
activities, the requirement for "Paperwork Impact Statements"

SUBCOMMITTEE ON

171- FPIT RFP'‘
MAY 26 1976
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is likely, in most instances, to prove ineffective and

unnecessarily burdensome. First, most of the reporting

associated with a program is not identifiable until the

implementation stages. Moreover, the nature of management

problems and associated evaluations change over time.
Consequently, it would be impossible to identify with
particularity reporting requirements at the time proposed

legislation is being considered. Second, in the great
majority of cases, there will be little reporting burden.
However, even in those cases in which there is a substantial

burden, that burden may be necessary and justifiable in terms

of program benefits. For example, the largest single burden
imposed by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

lies in the social security retirement program--a burden
necessitated by the need to administer tax collections
and benefit payments efficiently and with accuracy. Hence,

44. a great number of statements would be prepared and little

change would result--the requirement would itself be an
unduly burdensome paperwork exercise.

The requirements in section 2 and section 3 which mandate
annual congressional committee reports and agency reports,
respectively, on the nature and extent of reporting requirements

is unnecessary as this information can readily be obtained

at the present from OMB. On a monthly basis, OMB provides
each agency with a report indicating which forms are currently

approved and those that will expire at the end of the month.
Each month the Statistical Reporter lists all forms approved
in the prioi. month. Recently, OMB has automated its forms
clearance filing system and routinely generates a series
of reports which analyze the nature of the Federal reporting
burden from a number of perspectives.

The proposed amendments to the Federal Reports Act would
substantially affect the manner in which the Act is pre-
sently administered by OMB as called for in Circular A-40.
The bill would require OMB to approve forms to be used in
data collection rather than requiring it to not disapprove 
the collection. Under current procedure, forms not disapproved,
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may, subject to OMB guidance, be used for data collection
for periods in excess of one year. This discretionary
policy permitting the multiple year use is considered by
the Department to be an enlightened approach which eliminates
the need for unnecessary annual review.

We do not believe the undertaking of the feasibility study
called for in section 5 will be profitable. A single
standard form is not going to serve the diverse data collection
needs of all Federal agencies. Information needed to
administer programs vary from agency to agency as well as
from program to program. The kinds of information needed
to evaluate a health delivery system will be very different
from information used to evaluate a pre-school education
program. Countless examples could be provided to indicate
the diversity of information collected by Federal agencies,
and such diversity obviates the utility of a single standard
form.

We therefore recommend that the bill not be favorably
considered.

We are advised by the Office of Management and Budget that
there is no objection to the presentation of this report
from the standpoint of the Administration's program.

Sincerely,

/2

', Under Secretary
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A.ES,TANT ATTORNEY GENERAL

LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS

Brpartnunt of -liuBtirr
Iliashinoutt. J.Q. 20330

Honorable Abraham A. Ribicoff
Chairman, Government Operations Committee
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This is in response to your request for the views
of the Department of Justice on S.3076, a bill to be
cited as "The Paperwork Review and Limitation Act of
1976.

S.3076 would amend Part 5 of the Legislative Reor-
ganization Act of 1970 by adding two new sections. The
first of these new sections would require that a paperwork
impact statement be included with each bill or joint
resolution reported by any committee of the Senate or
the House of Representatives, other than the respective
Committees on Appropriations. The second of these sec-
tions would require that each committee of the Senate and
the House review and report annually on the reporting
requirements of the departments and agencies within its
legislative jurisdiction.

S.3076 would also amend Section 5 of the Federal
Reports Act, as amended (44 U.S.C. § 3509) by requiring
Federal agencies to obtain approval of the Director of
the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) before collecting
information "upon identical items from ten or more persons,
other than Federal employees." Any such approval would be
limited to one year. Each Federal agency would also be
required to submit annually to the Director of ONE, the
Senate, and the House a status report on that agency's
forms.

One year after the date of enactment of S.3076 the Direc-
tor of ONE would be required to submit the results of a study
on the "feasibility of requiring a single standard form
for the collection of information by all Federal agencies."
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The Director of OMB would be required to consult with the
Comptroller General when preparing this study.

The Department of Justice defers to the Office of
Management and Budget on the desirability of this legislation.

The Office of Management and Budget has advised that
there is no objection to the submission of this report from
the standpoint of the Administration's program.

Sincerely,

(Signed) Miala0 M. Uhlmann

Michael M. Uhlmann
Assistant Attorney General

7
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