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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: 

I am pleased to be here today to discuss our evaluation of 

the effectiveness with which the Paperwork Reduction Act of 

1980, P.L. 96.511, has been implemented. 

Our work has not proceeded smoothly. The Office of 

Management and Budget has denied us access to documents and in- 

formation essential to reaching a full understanding of its proc- . 

esses and an assessment of its efforts. As a result, we cannot 

report to the extent we otherwise might have been able to at this 

point in our evaluation on how well OMB has done, particularly 

with regard to the correction of weaknesses which appear to exist 

in many agency information programs. 



The Paperwork Reduction Act's primary objectives are to re- 
. . . .'J' 

duce Federal paperwork burdens on the public and to achieve ~ ' "' ~ 

savings and increased productivity by better management of all 

Federal information resources. To accomplish these goals, the 

Act created a management structure, and established mile- 

stones and an accountability mechanism to assure that the 

stated goals and tasks are met by OMB and the agencies. 

The management structure consists of three key elements. 

First, the Congress established the Office of Information and 

Regulatory Affairs (OIRA) within OMB. This Office was directed 

to provide the policy, leadership and oversight needed to reduce 

paperwork and improve Federal information management. Although 

not required by the Act, the Office has also been given a key 

role in reviewing regulations under Executive Order 12291. 

The second element is the assignment of specific agency 

responsibilities for carrying out the law. Agency accountability 

is ensured through the designation of a senior official respon- 

sible for all the agency's information management activities. 

The third element is the involvement of the General Services 

Administration and the Department of Commerce, both of which have 

important information management roles in support of OMB and its 

implementation of the Act. 

Mr. Chairman, we believe OMB's efforts to implement the 

Paperwork Reduction Act can be characterized as lacking the visible 

and forceful leadership necessary to achieve the Act's objectives. 
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A sufficiently high priority has not been given to implementing 

the Act. Little or no effort has been directed to key require- 

ments of thi Act.' AS' recently*‘as 'October I'6;"198'1,' OMB'had" : .*' ', 

approved no formal plans for implementing the Act. Resources 

have been allocated to other functions, and a growing workload 

of paperwork clearances is resulting in little or no effort 

being devoted to other key requirements of the Act. 

Many of the agencies' plans for implementing the Act are 

inadequate and generally failed to lay an adequate groundwork 

for the more substantive efforts to follow. 

No progress has been made toward developing the Federal 

Information Locator System, a key management tool required by 

the Act. The General Services Administration and the Department 

of Commerce, both of which have key responsibilities under the 

Act, have not been involved in the limited planning which has 

occurred. Critical Government-wide information management pro- 

grams in both agencies are facing budget cuts, which may render 

them incapable of performing the functions envisioned by the Act. 

Attached to my statement is a summary showing the status of 

37 key requirements contained in the Act. You will note that only 6 
three are considered complete, including establishment of the 

Office, and five show signs of some progress. For the remaining 

29 requirements, we could find little or no sign of progress by 

OMB. 

3 



OMB'S PRIORITIES, RESOURCE ALLOCATIONS, AND 
A GROWING WORKLOAD ARE 
CAUSING DELAYS IN IMPLEMENTING THE ACT 

A substantial portfon:~of..OIRA..resourceshave. been devoted / 

to regulatory review activities which are outside the scope of 

the Act. Also, a growing workload of individual paperwork re- 

view cases has resulted in delays in completing reviews of 

agencies' implementation plans. This heavy workload will 

require many short-term, conditional approvals. 

Reviews of regulations containing reporting and recordkeeping 

requirements were required by the Act: 23 such reviews have 

occurred. Review8 of regulations under,Executive Order 12291 

were not required: over 2,000 Executive Order reviews have 

occurred. Further, OIRA officials stated they gave priority 

to the Executive Order reviews in the months immediately 

following establishment of the Office. 

Concern regarding the possible diffusion of effort to regu- 

latory reform matters was expressed in both House and Senate 

Committee Reports on the Paperwork Reduction Act. The Congress 

also expressed its intent in the language authorizing funds for 

the OMB Office. The Act provides for funds to be appropriated 

for carrying out the provisions of the Act but for no other 

purpose. The OMB appropriation request, however, did not pro- 

vide a separate line item for OIRA operations in carrying out 

the Act. 
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.  
.  

W e  d o  n o t w ish to  m in imize th e  impor ta n c e  o f r egu la tory  

rev iew fo r  pu rposes  o f re fo r m . O u r p o i n t h e r e  is sim p ly to  

b igh l’igh t.- th e  fac t th a t.. resources~  p r ,ov ided ,. to  0 .IR A .ar .e ~  n o t ., - , :. . ,. 

b e i n g  u tilize d  pr imar i ly  fo r  P a p e r w o r k  R e d u c tio n  A ct pu rposes . 

Tasks crit ical to  tim e ly i m p l e m e n ta tio n  o f th e  P a p e r w o r k  

R e d u c tio n  A ct h a v e  a l ready  b e e n  d e l a y e d . O IR A  rev iews o f th e  

agenc ies’ sen io r  o fficia l  d e s i g n a tions - -due  to  O IR A  o n  July 1 - w  

h a d  n o t b e e n  c o m p l e te d  as  o f O cto b e r  8 , 1 9 8 1 . O IR A  rev iews o f 

agenc ies’ eva lua tio n  p lans- -  d u e  to  O IR A  by  S e p te m b e r  l - -had  

bare ly  b e g u n  a t th e  e n d  o f S e p te m b e r . 

As  y o u  k n o w ., th e  P a p e r w o r k  R e d u c tio n .A ct spec i fies  th a t th e . 

pub l ic  n e e d  n o t r e s p o n d  to  a n  u n a p p r o v e d  Fede ra l  in fo r m a tio n  re-  

q u e s t a fte r  D e c e m b e r  3 1 , 1 9 8 1 . O M B ’s p a p e r w o r k  c lea rance  work-  

l o a d  is expec te d  to  r ise sharp ly  as  agenc ies  stru g g l e  to  o b ta in  

app rova l  by  D e c e m b e r  3 1  o f th e  th o u s a n d s  o f prev ious ly  u n a p p r o v e d  

repo r tin g  a n d  reco rdkeep ing  r e q u i r e m e n ts. 

Th is  p ro jec te d  sha rp  inc rease  m a y  resu l t in  fu r the r  de lays  

a n d  cer ta in ly  w ill requ i re  m a n y  cond i tio n a l  approva ls  w h ich w ill 

h a v e  to  b e  rev iewed  a g a i n  a t a  la te r  d a te . O IR A  o fficia ls  in-  

d ica te d  th e y  p l a n n e d  to  g r a n t shor t-te r m  approva ls  to  p rov ide  

fo r  th e  u s e  o f a l l  n e e d e d  repo r tin g  a n d  reco rdkeep ing  requ i re -  

m e n ts by  D e c e m b e r  3 1 . H o w e v e r , th is  ac tio n  sim p ly sh i fts th e  

work load  to  a  la te r  pe r i od . In  th e  in te r im, p rogress  o n  

o the r  aspec ts o f th e  P a p e r w o r k  R e d u c tio n  A ct w ill b e  s low 

a t b e s t. 



. 

OMB BAS ISSUED MINIMAL GUIDANCE TO AGENCIES 

OMB has issued minimal guidance to the agencies for im- 
_1 plemenhfng the Aat because of its. -csse-by-cass;r~nagemant ,_. .... :. ..% ,. . . 

approach. OMB officials believe the case-by-case approach 

is an effective mechanism for implementing and enforcing 

the minimal guidance which has been provided. They therefore 

believe there is little or no need for prescriptive Government- 

wide policy guidance. 

A basic objective of the Act was to establish OMB as the 

central policymaker and overseer for the Federal Government’s 

information .management activities,. Specific provisions were 

included to allow OMB to eventually remove itself from much of 

the case-by-case review work required to control burdensome 

Federal paperwork. The approach taken to date, however, has 

not furthered this objective and, in fact, has resulted in 

additional case-by-case reviews by OMB staff. 

Under the Paperwork Reduction Act and Executive Order 

12291, agencies routinely submit information collection requests 

and proposed regulations, creating a flow of individual cases 

between agencies and OMB. These cases constitute a reviewing, 

negotiating, approving or disapproving process. 

These case-by-case reviews are unavoidable because of OMB’s 

role in approving information collection requests under the Act, 

although as discussed elsewhere, the Executive Order reviews 
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are not part of the Act's requirements. However, the Act pro- 
. “idea tha’t .bMB &y’ $&-<; h;;t-&ri;y ‘.;t’-, a~~ticf~s”f.~ “d;ppiijbin~ ., 3::. . *‘,{ + 

their own information collection requests if OMB determines 

the agency has demonstrated sufficient capability. 

OMB has not, however, developed the necessary criteria or 

issued any guidance to the agencies on what they should do to 

obtain such a delegation. Consequently, the resources required 

to perform the case-by-case reviews will continue to be drained 

away from implementing other elements of the Act. 

OMB.has’ also applied'a.'case&y-ca&e"approaoh to iitllljlementing" 

elements of the Act where it was not required. It is being 

followed in connection with the designation of a senior 

official in each agency who will be accountable for all of the 

agency's information management activities. A similar approach 

is being taken for agencies' plans for evaluating their informa- 

tion management activities. 

We analyzed both of these submissions and found them in- 

adequate. While several reasons may have contributed to the 

submisaions being inadequate, we believe OMB's lack of early 

prescriptive guidance is one significant factor because the case- 

by-case approach only allows OMB to react after the agencies act. 

Moreover, the results of such minimal guidance make OMBjs 

task more difficult than necessary. Faced with inadequate sub- 

missions, the case-by-case process necessarily becomes protracted 

because more extensive reviews and negotiations are required 

before a satisfactory result is achieved. Some agencies, mean- 
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while, must wa it their turn for guidance because the cases 

can not all be reviewed simultaneously, as OMB personnel must 

weave. the reviews into.an- already heavy. schedule. : '_. 

In our judgment, O IRA should balance its case-by-case ap- 

proach w ith  more definitive policy guidance. W e  would readily 

agree that the case-by-case approach is an e ffective enforce- 

ment mechanism and should be ma intained. It is clear, however, 

that more definitive guidance is also necessary if agencies are 

to institutionalize operations under the Act more readily. 

AGENCY SENIOR OFFICIAL DESIGNATIONS AND 
INFORMATION MANAGEMENT REVIEW PLANS ARE INADEQUATE 

', 
Two key requirements under the Paperwork Reduction Act are 

(1) for each agency to designate by July 1 , 1981, a  senior 

o fficial w ith  responsibility for all information management 

activities, and (2) for each agency to review periodically its 

information management activities. 

To  implement these requirements, OMB issued Bulletin No. 

81-21, wh ich requested each agency to submit information about 

the senior o fficial, descriptions o f agency information re- 

sources and activities, and plans for reviewing its information 

activities. In our opinion, these submissions generally failed 

to lay an adequate groundwork for the more substantive e fforts 

to follow in implementing the Act. OMB has not yet completed 

its reviews of these submissions so we are unable to determine 

. 

if the serious deficiencies were corrected. 



The overall response to OMB’s request for information about 

senior agency officials was poor from the standpoint of con- 

formity,.anda timeliness,., .0&B.. aequeqted. 70 agencie.8 ,to,,provide. ,. .? ’ 

submissions designating senior officials. As of September 30, 

61 agencies, or 87 percent, had responded. Less than half met 

the July 1 deadline, and only about one-fourth provided the docu- 

ments requested. Some designated senior officials failed to 

report to the agency head as required by statute. Many of 

the agency responses failed to clearly delineate the senior 

official’s responsibilities in accordance with the Act’s require- 

.ments., we believe that, .in general., agencies’ submissions 

setting up their senior officials were inadequate to comply with 

the Act. 

The agencies’ plans for inventorying and evaluating their 

information management activities-- a key function in implementing 

the Act-- are seriously inadequate. OMB requested 70 agencies 

to submit by September 1 their plans for conducting the periodic 

reviews required by the Act. As of September 30, 1 month after 

the OMB deadline, only 31 agencies, or 44 percent, had submitted 

plans. 

The agencies’ plans vary widely in the degree tQ which they 

can assist either the agencies or OMB in clearly identifying 

the full range of information activities and functions to be man- 

aged and reviewed. Most of the activities were outlined in 

rather generalized terms so that it was difficult to identify 

specific activities or relate them to evaluation goals and 

9 



criteria. The agencies' plans did not consistently identify or 

quantify the staff '&our&b to be*commit&d ;'o"'the r&i&s,“ 
1 4 ,,. 

and more importantly, the plans generally did not conform with 

the agency responsibilities mandated in the Act. 

FAILURE TO INVOLVE GSA AND COMMERCE 

The General Services Administration (GSA) and the Department 

of Commerce are to assist OMB in implementing the Act. OMB has 

yet to provide them leadership or formal guidance. Further, 

proposed budget cuts for certain programs within GSA and Commerce 

could have serious adverse effe&s'on achieving the Ac<!s 

objectives. 

The GSA and the Department of Commerce have key information 

management roles which were reemphasized by the Act. GSA's 

Automated Data and Telecommunications Service (ADTS) and National 

Archives and Records Service (NARS) have major responsibilities 

for the acquisition and use of automatic data processing (ADP) 

and telecommunications equipment and Government-wide records 

management, respectively. Commerce's National Bureau of 

Standards (NBS) is responsible for developing and recommending 

Federal information processing standards, conducting research 

in computer technology and providing scientific and technical 

advice to both OMB and GSA in support of ADP policy development. 

One major new responsibility requires that GSA assist OMB 

in the review of agencies' information management activities. 

This responsibility was given to GSA because of its expertise 
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in the ADP/telecommunications and records management areas. 

GSA’s fulfillment of this role is a crucial part of the manage- 

ment. strnct’ur.a cryted. by .the law., . ‘. ., / ii . (‘.. I’ -. .., . ,( 

Only minimal advice and assistance were sought from GSA and 

Commerce in developing the OMB guidance provided the agencies. 

No specific role has been assigned as to how GSA will participate 

in the OMB reviews of agencies’ activities. Further, NARS has 

adopted the position that until guidance from OMB is clear, its 

programs will remain unchanged. Key officials of NARS are unaware 

of any specific role for their agency. 

Apqther ,..f,,actor facing NARS and ,NBS ..is proposed ,bud,get ,cuts 

for programs which are to support OMB in carrying out its func- 

tions. These are the Federal information processing standards 

program in NBS and NARS’ information and records management 

program. 

We are unaware of comparable expertise and resources with- 

in OMB or other agencies which could be applied to carry out 

these programs. Without such resources, we seriously question 

the ability of OMB to meet the mandates of the Act in 

the areas of standards development for ADP and records 

management. 

OMB should work more closely with both GSA and Commerce in 

implementing the Paperwork Reduction Act. In our opinion, the 

continued absence of heavy involvement by these agencies will 

inevitably have an adverse effect on achieving the goals of the 

Act. 
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NO PROGRESS TOWARD DEVELOPMENT OF A 
FEDERAL INFORMATION LOCATOR SYSTEM - 

The Act requires OMB.to have an operational Federal '_, ', . . . 
Information Locator System ('FILS) by April 1, 1982.' FILS is 

a critical management tool needed to identify and assist in 

eliminating duplication in Federal paperwork. OMB does not 

expect to meet the April 1, 1982, milestone. 

The need for a capability to rapidly identify duplication 

and eliminate it on the thousands of Federal information 

requirements has been recognized for years. Although a great 

deal of preliminary work on development was done prior to 
/ " . .., ,I . !, ; 

passage of the Act, OMB has made no progress towarbs'estab- 

lishing FILS. 

The Commission on Federal Paperwork completed extensive 

research and provided recommendations for a locator system in 

1977. As a result of the Commission's recommendations, OMB 

convened an interagency task force to further examine the con- 

cept of a locator system as a tool to identify and eliminate 
I 
I unnecessary duplication in Federal information collections. 

Recommendations on the system's development were made by the 

task force in a report to OMB in December 1979. 

OMB requested $800,000 in its fiscal 1982 budget for FILS 

but it is doubtful that full funding will occur. In addition 

to the budget problem, OMB has not hired a FILS manager. 

The FILS manager is a key person in developing the system. 
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We recognize thqt OMR must live with budget constraints. : .,a,. ,' .-. . . .,., ;: ,. * ;.,. ,,.. ,.. 
However, priority has been given to other areas, despite the 

fact that Congress mandated development of the Federal Information 

Locator System. 

Mr. Chairman, I would now like to summarize our views on the 

status of implementation of the Paperwork Reduction Act. Progress 

has been slow and in many areas it has been nonexistent. OMB has 

failed to provide the forceful leadership and guidance needed to ,. . . . ,. :. b,' 
create the momentum for timely and effective implementation of the 

Act. OMB is entangled in case-by-case reviews of individual agency 

actions and is not giving overall guidance to the agencies. In 

addition, little or no attention is being given to many critical 

elements of the Act. 

Mr. Chairman, we believe that if the problems we have 

discussed today are not corrected, the reduction in Federal 

paperwork burdens, the savings and the improved productivity en- 

visioned by the Congress will not be achieved. 

Action is needed: 

--To ensure that OMB gives priority to implementing fully 

the Paperwork Reduction Act: 

--To balance OIRAfs case-by-case management approach with 

more definitive policy guidance to agencies: 

--To ensure that agencies develop the management structure 

essential to achieving the objectives of the Act: and 
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. 
--To ensure groper coordination with GS+, the Department (. I' ,* 1 . . .,. . ..*, :. *'.,,.' ,. . . . 

of Commerce, and the agencies to achiev6 '& bfc&ts'o~j&~' ' 

tives. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared statement. We 

would be happy to answer any questions you or other Members 

of the Subcommittee may have. 

Attachment 
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ATTACHMENT' ATTACHMENT 

PROGRESS REPORT ON 0MB:S TASKS AND 
RESPONSIBILITIES UNDER THE PAPERWORK 

REDUCTION ACT OF 1980, P.L. 96-511 

Description 'of'.Ta& '. " : ..:. 

Define OIRA structure. 

Delegate Act functions to OIRA. 

Arrange for transfer of per- 
sonnel, by 4/l/81. 

Establish agency burden 
reduction goals. 

Issue guidance to agencies on 
establishing their senior 
official. 

Issue guidance to agencies 
for conducting their informa- 
tion management reviews. 

Review agency information 
management activities 
and report to the Congress. 

Coordinate records manage- 
ment with other related 
information programs. 

Obtain advice and assistance 
from GSA. 

Develop and oversee ADP/ 
telecommunications policy. 

Oversee ADP/telecommunica- 
tions acquisitions. 

Coordinate and make uniform 
Federal information policies 
and practices, by 4/l/83. 

. . . ., 

. . ., . ‘., ; .; 
Statu; Y’ 

. ; . . . . . 

Completed. 

Completed. 

Slow progress, statistical per- 
sonnel transfers not completed 
until August 23, 1981. 

Completed. 

Minimal guidance provided. OMB 
Bulletin 81-21 simply restates 
P.L. 96-511. 

Poor guidance provided.' 'CMB ., 
Bulletin 81-21 simply requests 
agencies to submit their plans. 

No reviews or evaluations made. 

No progress. 

No formal arrangements have 
been made. NARS' records 
management program facing 
budget cuts. 

No policy developed. 

No progress. 

No progress. 
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ATTACHMENT 

Description of Tarrk 

Appropriations f?or OIRA 
funding authorization. 

: .*. 

Oversee information research 
practices. 

Oversee agencies information 
collection requests-approval 
process. . 

Complete actions on Commission 
on Federal Paperwork recommen- 
dations, 4/l/83. 

Delegate clearance authority 
for approving proposed infor- 
mation collection requests 
to the agencies. 

Issue guidance and promulgate 
rules, regulations or procs- 
dures necessary to exercise 
the authority provided by the 
Act. 

Develop long-range plans for 
improved performance of 
Federal statistical activities 
and programs. 

Develop and coordinate 
government-wide statistical 
policies. 

Develop ADP/Telacommunications 
Five-Year plan, by 4/l/83. 

Develop a program to enforce 
Federal information processing 
standards. 

ATTACHMENT 

Status ..;.. :,,, t 
OIRA did not appear as a separ- 
ate line item account in OMB's 
budget. The absence of a spe- 
cific amount for OIRA in OMB's 
budget and the failure of OMB to 
designate funding for this Office 
conflict with Congressional in- 
tent. 

No progress. 

Existing process continued. 

Some progress made. OMB anti- 
cipates completion of project 
March, 1982. 

No progress. No delegations have 
occurred ; no specific criteria 
have been developed to consider 
in recommending delegation of 

- clearance authority. 

No progress. OMB has not issued 
guidance beyond that in the law. 

I 

No progress. Statistical policy 
function was not transfered until 
August 23, 1981. 

No progress. 

No progress beyond what was in 
place prior to P.L. 96-511. 

No progress. 



ATTACHMENT 

. I 

ATTACHMENT 

Ducription of Task : status '. : , I.. . . ,. ,.. ,. , , . . . ~ ,. ', f ,.,:.; . e,. .,'. ; :. .: '. '.', : :.,.. . . .,.,L..:......;' 
'No progress. 

,, ').A . 1, . . .' . ..', I.. I.,. 
Revitalize standards dwelop- 

..,,, .,I, r*, ., 
Federal iniioma- 

ment program. tion processing standards pro- 
gram is facing budget cut. 

Identify productivity initia- No progress. 
fives using technology. 

Promote u8e of information pro- No progress. 
cessing technology. 

Report to Congress on major 
paperwork activities. 

Propose needed legislation 
to improve Federal informa- 
tion managementi practices; 

! Establish audit standards and 
I requirements for information 

systems. 

~ Assign responsibility for 
multiagency audits by 4/l/82. 

~ Settle disputes between GSA 
and agencies under the Brooks 
Act (P.L. 89-306). 

Develop a Federal Information 
Locator System (FILS) and have 
it operational by April 1, 

i 1982. 
I Develop a proposal to augment 

FILS to include major inforrta- 
tion holdings of agencies. 

I 
( Develop and implement policy 
( guidance on disclosure of 
~ information, confidentiality, 
~ and security of information. 

Propose legislation to remove 
inconsistencies for privacy, 
confidentiality, and dis- 
closure of information. 

Annual report required. 

No progress. 

No progress. 

No progress. 

_ ,No guidance has been issued. 
No disputes have been for- 
mally referred to OMB. 

No progress. OMB does not ex- 
pect to meet deadline. 

No progress. 

NO policy or guidance issued. 

??o legislative proposals pre- 
sented. 

. 
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ATTACHMENT ATTACHMENT 

Description of Tasks Status 

GAO access to records. GAO has not bean provided full 
sace-esp. to OMB rsco.rdg. GAO is -. ,. -. .’ ., . . , ‘.I : ~praccaedinq~~w~th :prov%sions ..Eor / 
remedy, pursuant to GAO Act of 
1980. 

Designate cantral collection 
agencies. 

None designated. 

Direct agency sharing of 
information. 

No procedures established. No 
formal arrangements made. 

,” . .‘..’ ,I /, , .,. . . .,’ L  




