‘4—1*-41*

R R Y NN ¢ TN PR Y VR | b ki o

LA

[5073$

COMPYROIALER GERERAL OF THHE UNIYED STATES
WASHINGTON, D.C, 20M8

B-197921 Man 5 1980
CEDO"'IBO . ! O.Q'U;.

The Honorable Howard W. Cannon ,
Chairman, Committee on Commarce, gy

Science and Transportation "
United Stuates Senate it

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This letter is to providp our views on- a requiremcnt
included in the Motor Carrier peform Act, introduced
February 1, 1980 (S, 2245). Section 13 of the Act would
require the Ynterstate Commerce Conmissinn, the Secretary
of Transportation, and the Comptroller General to submit
separate repoits to the Congress'on the probuble effect
of eliminating antitrust immunity for the discussion of
single-line rates and on the need for continued antitruset
impunity with vesppct to joint rates. The reports are to
include: )

x\\

(1) A des¢ription of the preparation taken by
(1) the motor carrier industry, and
(ii): shippers
for tha transition to elimination of Buch
immunity, .

-

}

(2) An estimate of the impact of the elimination
of such immunity upon
($) rxate levels and
(i1) rate strinctures, and ‘
! .
(3) A descripkion of the impact ot the elimination
of such immunity upon the Intexstate Comnerce
commisgion and its staff,

We recommend that this requirement not ke adupted for
the following reasons.

Useful Estimakes Are Not Feasible

l‘w"l

We believe ?he general subject maLter ¢f the required

reporte can not be effectively addressed because it concerns
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only the individual effect of collective ratn-maktng. Since
all the elements of regulation Of the truckiihg industry have
complex, interactive am joint effects on industry perform.
ance, we believe it is not practizal to analyze and discugs
the effects of collective raté-making as something ceparable
or distinct. . from rate regqulation, entry regulation, or other
factors, Vhat we would wind up reporting would be a recapit-
ulation of what micro-economic theébry suggests would hanpen
it jeint rate-making were eliminated, which is already known,

G = ‘ \

Speirifically, item (1) asks for an assessment that will
be nécessarily out-of-date before it is reported, The target
for eliminatihg antitrust immunity is a'year after cur report
would be issued. Consequently, motor carriers and shippers
will only have done a small part of the preparaticn they
would do as the deadline drew nearer, and data collected
vould be' questionable because it would have to be based in
part on what the respondents planned to do, rather than what
thay had eslready done.

ltﬁm {2) calls for us to estimate the impact of the
elimipaf:ion of antitrust immunity upon rate levels and rate
structu;ea. Again, we do not believe we could reasonably
estimate the possible efZfects ol changing only one or two
characteristics of current Interstate Commerce Commission
regulation. We can only describe what theory predicts
will happeri. 1In fact, the various elements of regulation
are 80 intertwined that substantial rate regulation and
entry ¢hanges may undermine motor carriers' willingness to
use rate-bureaus so that the cuestion may be moot,

Item (3) would probably be possible, but the Commission
is in a much better position to produce such an estimate
than GAO,

substantial Duplication Would Result

ﬁ The prbposéd legislatioh would require three different
agencies to do the same task, a potentially wasteful ap-

- proach. A preferable alternative would be for one of the

organizations to carry out the task imn consultation with the
other two,
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GAO Will Respond \o Committee
withont Legal Requirement

“-l.q.

The legal ;equlrement for a General Accounting Office
astudy is unpecessary, Our Office alreddy has sufficient
anthority to carry out such studies, and alternative methods
exist for Congressional cemmittees to obtain neeced infor-
mation with less risk of precluding or disrupting our other

work.,

As you Know, undeﬁ section 204 of the Legis]ative Re-
organivration Act of 197;, as amended,’ we.perform requasted
reviews for committees having jurisdiction, We believe use
of this provicsion is preferable to a leyislative raquirement,
because it permits us to''agree on specific ininrefits.ard
thereby concentrate ofi the matters of greatest collcein,
Further, our report timing can be more flexible and may, as
a result, be more helpful than a fixed reporting requirement,

Although we think the\study Jequired by the act is
largely not. feasible, we believe thece /are some analyses
possible that could shed sone light on''the issues the Com-
mittee is interested in, an\ our staff would like to dis-
cuss some of these posslbilities with the Committee. We
want to assure you that we will assist the Committee in
whatever way is practical, ritmembering that entimating the
effects of changes in regula\ion of an industry as complex
as trucking is a difficult problem.

I

We are also sending our' 'comments to Senatov Rugssell B.
Long, Chairman, Subcommittee on Surface Transportation, and
Senator Bob Packwood, Ranking Minority Member, Committee on
Commerce, Science and 1ranspnrtation.

Sincerely yours,

FLLTOU 3agor

;v . Comptroller Genetal
' of the United States

I
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The Honorable Howard W, Ci:non
Chairman, Commjttee on Conmerce,

Scien¢e and Transportation
United States Sznate

Dear Mr. Chairman: | '

. o, Thig letter is to provide our views on a requiviment
inclyded in the Motor Carrier Reform Act, introduced
February:\, 1980 (S. 2245)., Section 13 of the Act would
requive the Interstate Commerce Commission, the Secretary
L £ TraQde:tation, and the Comptroller Genaral to submit
separate reports to the Congress on the probable effect
of elimiraliing antitrust immunity for the discussion of
single~line rates and on the need for continued antitrust
“immupfity with respect to joint rates. The reports are to

; B

include: .

(1) A description of the preparation taken by
. (1) the motor cavrier industry, and
' '(ii) sbippers
“for the transition to elimlnation of such
imﬂunity,

{2) An\bstimate of the impact of the elimination
cf puch immunity upon
&1) rate levels and
L ($1) rate structures, and

:‘“‘: (3) A de%cription of the impact of the elimination
' of silch immunity upon the Interstate Commerce
commizsion and its staff,
' i
v A
‘We vecommend that this requireirent not be adopted ior
the following rvasons,

‘Useful Estimates Are Not Feasible

We betieve the general subject matter of the required
reports can not be effectively arddressed kecause it concerns
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only the 1nd1vidua1 effect of collective Late-makingi,haince Ry
all the elements of regulation of the trucking industry: have
complex, interactive and joint' effects on industry perform-
ance, we believe it is not practical to analyze;and discufs
the cffects of collective rate-making aso aomething separable
or distinct from rate rcgnlation, entry regulation, ¢r other
factors, . What we would wind up reporting would be a recapit-
ulation of what micra-eqoromic theory suggests would happen
if joint ratc-making were eliminafed, which is already known.

Specificalky, iten (1) askﬁ for an assessment that will
be neceasarily ont~vf-date before it igs reported. The target
for eliminating antitrnst immunity is a year after our report
would ke issued. ' Consequently, motor carriers and shippers
will only have done a small part of the preparation they
would do as the deadline drew nearer, and data collected
wohild be questionable because it would have to be based in
part ¢cn what the respondents planned to do, rather than what
they had already done.

i Item (2) calls for us to estimate the impact of 'the.
e]im1nation of antitrust immunity upon rate levels and rate
sbructures Again, we do not believe we could reasonably g
estimate tﬂe possible effects of changing only one or two |
characteristics of current Interstate Commerce Cemmission
regulat.ion. We can only describe what theory predicts
will happen. In fact, the various elements of regulation
are 80 jantertwined that aubatant:al rate regulation and
entry changes may undermine mc.cr carrlers' willingness to
use rate~burcaus s0 that the{ fe#rxon may be moot, .

Item (3) would probably be pbasible, but the Commission
is in a much better position to produce such an estimate S
than GAO. .

Substantial Duplication Would Result

The proposed legislation would require three'different
agencies to do the same task, a potentially wasteful ap-
proach. A preferable alternative would be for one of the
organizations to carry out the task in consultation with the
other two. ~

i
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GAO-wii}’Respond to_CommitﬁLe
Without Legal Requirement

ot : The legal requirement for a Genera2l Accounting Office
~atudy is.unnecessary, Our Office already has sufficient
authority to carry out such studies, and alternative methods
exist for Congressinnal committees to olhitair needed infor-

I | v\ maﬂionlw;th less risk of precluding or disrupting cur other
work.

A8 ‘you know, under section 204 of the Leqgislative Re-
orgahiaation Act of 1970, as amepded, we.perform requested
reviews for pommittees having juricdiction. W believe usa
of, tpis provi fon is nreferable to a législative requictement,

 beczdse i t. permits us to aqree on specific interests and

. theréby concentrate on the mutters of greatest concern,

| ,  Further, our report timing can be more flexible and may, as
a result, be anore helptul than a fixed reporting reguxreman

Althcugh we think  the study required by the det is’
largely.riot feasible ,ye bnlieve there are some analyses
possible that could shed some light on the issues the Com-
mittee is infehested in, and our staff would like to dis-
cuss’fome;of these possibilities with the Committee. We
> wopt ‘to assuré’ you that we will assist the Committee in
! whatever way is practical, (emembering that estimating the
effects of changes in regulation of an induscry as complex
us trucking is a difficult problen.

. o e e g

We are“a:so sending our conments to Senator Russell B,
Long, Chairman, Subcommittee on Surface Transporkation, and
.Senator Bob Packwood, Ranking Minenrity Member, Committee on
t.ommerce, Science and Transportation.

. ——— -

Sincerely yours,

. opl—

° A o .
[ AN .- '..lt\ .\‘.':Dr-'"'-'.-

Comptroller General
of the United States
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
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. Q’,a.l‘z
The Honorable Howard W, Cannon I
Chairman, Committee on Commerce, o ,

Science and Transportation ! *‘-"ua

United 5states Senate w;ﬁh'&

Dear Mr., Chairhans

., Thigetter is to provide our views on a requirement
included 1! the Motor Carrier Refcrm Act, introduced
February 1, 1980 (S, 2245). Section 13 of the Act would
require the 'Interstate Commerce Commission,.the Secretary
of Transpcrtation, and the Comptroller General to submit
separyte reporis to the Congress on the probable effect
of eliminating antitrust immuanity for the discussion of
ningle-line rates and on the need for continued antitrust
immupity with respect to joint rates. The reports are to
include: |

(1} A description of the preparation taken by
(1) the motor carrier industry, and
(1i) shippers
for the transition to elimination of such
immunity,

(2) An estimate of the impact Gf the elimination
of such immunity upon
(1) rate levels and
(i1) rate structures, and

(3) A description of the impact of the elimination
of such immuniuy upon the Interstate Commerce
Commission and its staff.

We recommend that this requirement not be adopted for
the following reasons.

Useful Estimates Are Not Feasible

We believe the general subject matter of the required

reports can not be rffectively addriessed because it concerns
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only,»he 1lJiv*dtal effuct of coilective rate-making, Since

“all,the elemgiits nLkregulation of the trucking industry have

rom}leﬂ ,*wturactive ‘and jojnt effects on industry perform-
anrft;, we bélieve it is not jpractical %o analyze and discuss
tha affects of collective -rate-making as something separable
oL distingt from rate regulation, entry regulation, or other
factors. What we wouril wind up reporting would be a recapit-
ulation of vhat micro-economic theory gtuggests would, happen
if joint rate~making were eliminated,,vnxch is alreaay known,

Spec iftcally, itewitl) asks for un assessment that will
be necessarily out-of-date bpfore it is reported. The target
for. el iminating antitrust 1mmunity is a year after our report
would be issued, Consn%uently, motor carriers and shippers
will only nave done a g:tall part of the preparaticn they
would do as the deadlirnp drew nearer, and data collected
would be questionable because¢. it would have to be based in
part on what the respondents plnnned to do, rather than what
they had already done, .

| AItem {2) callyn  for ﬂﬁ to estimate the impact of the
eliminabion of antiLstL immunity upor rate levels. and rate

structiires. Again, we:do not /)lieve we could rba -sonably
estimate the possible effects of chﬁng* g only one or two
characteristics of current Interatate Commatce cormission
regulation. . We can only describe what thwory predict
will happen. . Infact) 'the vatious elements of regulagiou
are B8O intertwinnd that substantial rate regulatinn and:
entry changes may undermine motor carriers' willingness to
use ratenhureaus go thnt the question mey be moot.

Item (3) would probably be pwssible, but the Commission
is in a much Y%e%ti: position to produce such an estimate
than GAO. ‘75“1

Substantial Dﬁg\lcation WOpld Reaul*

The propoaéd legtslatlon would require three different
agericies to. do the rare *aek, a potentially wasteful ap-
proach. A preferable titerfiative would be for one of the
organizations to carcry.out the task%. in consultation with the
other two,
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GAO Will Respond to Committee -
Without Leqgal Requirement

The legal requirement for a General Accounting Office
study ls unnecessary, Our Office already has sufflcient
authority to carry out such studies, and alternative methods
exist for Congressional committees tu obtain needed infor-
mation with less risk of precluding or disrupting our other

work.

As you know, under section 204 of the Legislative Re-
organization Act of 1970, as amended, we, perform requested
reviews for committees having jurisdiction. We/believe use
of this provicion is preferable tn a legislative requirement,
because it permits us to agree on specifiic interests and
thereby concentrate on the matters of greatest concern,
Further, our report timing can be more flexible and may, as
a result, be more helpful than a fixed reporting requirement,

: Although we think the sktudy required by,,ae ﬂct is

largely not feasihle, we believe there'lare sumé' analyses .

possible that could shed some light on the issues the Com- |

mittee is interested in, and our staff would like to dis- .

cuss some of these possibilities with the Committee. We

want to assure you that we will assist the Committee in. . .

whatever way ig practical, remembering that estimating the - :

effects of chahges in regulation‘of an industry as complex :

as trucking is a difficult problen, '
We are also sending our comments to Senator Russell B,

Long, Chairman, Subcommittee on Surface “'ransportation, and

Senatot Bob Packwood, kenking Minority Member, Committee on

Commerce, Science aiid Transportation.

Bincerely yours, L ]
' |

..II(I‘ jct\r na.
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; '3 . Comptroller General
i " of the United States

SV = A ;,}

i me el P . .. _‘ ' “ T :"'.‘4‘.':-/





