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S. 803—E-GOVERNMENT ACT OF 2001

WEDNESDAY, JULY 11, 2001

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS,
Washington, DC.

The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:32 a.m., in room
SD-342, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Joseph I. Lieber-
man, Chairman of the Committee, presiding.

Present: Senators Lieberman, Carper, Carnahan, Thompson, Ste-
vens, Voinovich, Cochran, and Bennett.

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN LIEBERMAN

Chairman LIEBERMAN. We will now convene the hearing on elec-
tronic government. The bill before us is S. 803, the E-Government
Act of 2001.

I want to welcome our witnesses and guests and thank you for
joining us today to examine the new universe of possibilities that
the Internet and other information technologies are providing for
government and the people whom we serve.

I think we have a strong consensus in this country, in both par-
ties, as President Clinton said about 5 years ago, that the era of
big government is over. Our goal is not to make government bigger
but to make it smarter, less wasteful, and more efficient. That
clearly is the responsibility of this Committee as the Senate’s major
oversight committee, and it is the purpose of the bill that is the
subject of this hearing, because today and in the years ahead, I
think there is no better way to make government smarter and
more effective than by using the Internet and information tech-
nology (IT).

The reach of the Internet and the speed with which that reach
was achieved may be the big story of the last decade and, notwith-
standing the falling fortunes of dot-com stocks, I think it may be
the big story of the next decade and beyond.

In order to get ahead in today’s world, you pretty much have to
be plugged in and powered up, connected and ready for business
24 hours a day, 7 days a week. The result is that just about every
aspect of society in America is undergoing major transformation,
and it is our obligation to see that government does not lag behind
in that transformation.

Information technology offers an unprecedented opportunity to
redefine the relationship between the public and its government
just as it has redefined the relationship between retailers and con-
sumers, teachers and consumers, and in fact in a very different
area, soldiers and their foes.

o))
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The idea is to apply the lessons of the on-line private sector to
the missions of government. That means providing better services,
more accessible information, and greater accountability at signifi-
cant cost savings.

At its best, next generation government would exchange what is
now cumbersome, static, and often bewildering for a dynamic,
interactive, and user-friendly government. In the end, hopefully, a
more efficient and more effective government will emerge.

I think this Committee has an important role to play in that
transformation. Today we are going to be considering the E—Gov-
ernment Act of 2001, bipartisan legislation that our guest and
friend and colleague, Senator Conrad Burns of Montana, and I,
along with 12 other cosponsors introduced 2 months ago to bring
focused leadership to electronic government. Our goal is to use in-
formation technology to bring about a revolution in current bureau-
cratic structures so that we can engage the public, restore its trust,
and ultimately increase participation in the democratic process.

As it stands now, electronic government at the Federal level
lacks a unifying vision. Fortunately, though, we are not beginning
at square one. A variety of projects are underway, and several
agencies have created imaginative websites that provide a wealth
of information and numerous services on-line. For instance, tax-
payers may submit their income tax forms on-line, and millions do
so. Students may apply for loans electronically. And some agencies
have actually instituted electronic rulemaking already.

But overall, progress in digital government at the Federal level
is uneven. We have a looseknit mix of ideas and projects that are
often poorly coordinated, sometimes overlapping, and frequently re-
dundant.

Remarkable innovations dreamed up by visionary Federal Gov-
ernment employees can be found in some quarters, but elsewhere,
innovations are hampered by regulatory and statutory restrictions,
the inability to move beyond traditional models of governmental
management, and stovepipe conceptions of agency jurisdiction.

The result is that the progress of electronic government at the
Federal level has been inconsistent, particularly in areas that re-
quire intergovernmental coordination.

One of the most important impediments to progress is the lack
of concentrated high-level leadership on these IT issues. That is
why our bill creates a Federal Chief Information Officer (CIO), in-
side OMB to implement information technology statutes, promote
e-government, and foster innovation.

The CIO would not replace the agencies’ authority to pursue
their own IT programs but rather, would provide a much needed
strong, government-wide perspective. Among other things, the CIO
would address privacy and computer security issues, develop e-gov-
ernment initiatives with State and local governments, the public,
private, and nonprofit sectors, and oversee a fund to promote cross-
agency projects which are central to the kind of integrated service
delivery and consolidation that will truly transform government.
We want people to be able to go to a single site and do a host of
different forms of business with the Federal Government, and that
requires interagency coordination.
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We also want information and services offered over the Internet
to be accessible to citizens through a single Federal on-line portal,
building on the progress that has already been made by the exist-
ing FirstGov.gov website which was launched by the Federal Gov-
ernment last year.

Based on the experience of the private sector, we expect major
cost savings from more efficient agency-to-agency interactions. But
progress in this area requires that we establish standards for elec-
tronic compatibility between the agencies and within the agencies.

As the government steadily moves information and services on-
line, I think we have to be wary of what Senator Thompson has
warned against, and that is automating existing inefficiencies. If
we take this moment of opportunity to reexamine our existing proc-
esses, then I believe we must also implement performance meas-
ures to determine which e-government applications are successful
and cost-effective so we are not duplicating government’s existing
inadequacies.

The task is not going to be without some headaches, but fortu-
nately, we have excellent models in the private sector that have
transformed their practices and now serve customers so much bet-
ter while saving literally billions of dollars in the process, and we
are going to hear about two of those models today.

As I said when we introduced this bill, and I want to emphasize
it again today, this piece of legislation is a work in progress. It re-
flects the insights of many people and organizations. But we are
going to continue to seek comments and feedback, especially from
the administration, which is represented here today by Mr. O’Keefe
and also, of course, from Members of this Committee.

I personally expect that the bill will change as we work to
achieve a broad consensus, and I hope everyone involved will main-
tain an open mind as we strive for that compromise. This is a step
forward that is within our reach, and I think that if we work to-
gether, we can take that step together for the benefit of our govern-
ment and all the citizens whom we serve.

Senator Thompson.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR THOMPSON

Senator THOMPSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I think that was an excellent summary of where we are. I have
certainly enjoyed working with you in regard to the interactive
website that we established a while back for this Committee. You
are absolutely right that we are all becoming more and more aware
of not only the need to move in the direction that you suggest but
the need to do it better.

I am struck by the fact that, according to the GAO, we have 809
initiatives right now to disseminate information, which is the sim-
plest facet of e-government; 88 initiatives to provide downloadable
electronic forms; 460 initiatives to allow people to complete a trans-
action like submitting a patent application. This is all going on
right now, so there are an awful lot of things going on out there,
but we are not doing it well enough. So the question is, what do
we do about that, and where do we put the management responsi-
bility to handle all that; and I think that is what your legislation
addresses.
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I look forward to these hearings because hopefully I will be able
to put into a little better context for myself the obvious need that
you are addressing with an equally obvious problem that I have
been dealing with for some time. Just before my last day as Chair-
man, we put out a report which was basically a compilation of
studies of the GAO, Inspector Generals, and others, as to the man-
agement situation in our government, and we have a pitiful situa-
tion as far as government management is concerned that has devel-
oped over several years.

We have a list of areas, government-wide areas, that the GAO
delineates as high-risk areas that continue to be endemic problems
that we seemingly can do nothing about. One of them is informa-
tion technology. We have shown a remarkable inability to manage
large information technology projects. We have wasted billions and
billions of dollars in starting these big information technology
projects that either did not pan out or were abandoned altogether.
We have human resources problems that are going to be much
greater in the future. Half of our work force will be eligible for re-
tirement in 5 or 6 years. Many of these human resources problems
are in the information technology area. We need some sophisti-
cated, knowledgeable people to deal with these things that we are
talking about. Financial management—hardly any department of
government can pass an audit—waste and duplication, and so
forth.

So that is the context in which the e-government initiative finds
itself. So the question is are we trying to arrange it so that a cit-
izen can get bad information from the government faster; are we
paving over the cow path? What do we do about this circular prob-
lem of trying to come up with some new information technology ini-
tiatives, when information technology management itself is a major
governmental problem; it is a circular kind of thing as to how we
break through that. Is it essentially a management problem? I
think that in large part, it is. Where should that responsibility lie?
That is what your bill addresses with a new chief information offi-
cer. The administration has some different views; they think it
ought to stay with the deputy director for management. That is a
good question we should discuss and debate.

The Clinger-Cohen Act decided at that point that for this general
area, the responsibility should be vested in the various depart-
ments and that we could get more responsibility and accountability
that way.

We have just recently received a GAO report saying that the de-
partments are not doing it; they are not meeting this legislative re-
quirement as far as managing their information technology prob-
lems.

But we do not want to create a new bureaucracy on top of this
mess and feel that just because we rearranged the boxes this will
cure the underlying systematic, endemic management problems of
government.

So I honestly do not know how all that relates to the various
components. Do we need to solve one before the other? Will the
other help solve the former? Do we need to travel down the road
of trying to do what, I believe, the administration is committed to
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doing—better management in these areas—as we proceed with a
new e-government initiative?

Those are all questions that you have brought to the fore with
this legislation, and they are good questions that need to be dealt
with. So I look forward to this hearing.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Senator Thompson.

I wonder if any of my colleagues want to make a brief opening
statement?

Senator CARPER. I do, Mr. Chairman. May I?

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Go right ahead, Senator Carper.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR CARPER

Senator CARPER. This is one that I wrestled with as governor not
too long ago, and unlike the United States, which has over a quar-
ter of a billion people, we have only 750,000 people in Delaware,
and it is a small, manageable operation, but we still struggled with
this. In my last couple of years as governor, we put in place the
ability to provide folks the chance to file their taxes over the Inter-
net, to incorporate in our State, to get many of their permits and
licenses, whether it is auto-related stuff, drivers’ licenses, hunting
liﬁenses, fishing licenses, and we made a fair amount of progress
there.

This is such a rich vein for us to mine. Government has many
jobs and many responsibilities, but foremost among them is serving
people. It is so hard for people to get the kind of service they want,
need, and deserve. A lot of them come to us, to our staffs back in
our respective States, and that is all well and good, but if we can
do this right, we can do our constituents, our taxpayers, a huge,
huge favor.

There are 50 laboratories of democracy out across this country to
look to to see how are you doing this, how are you doing it at your
own level, and to see what lessons we can draw from them. I do
not know if we have reached out to the States to identify just a
handful of States, maybe larger States that, given their size and
scale, might serve as a better example to us, but that is something
that I would suggest we consider.

Two other points and then I will stop. One, if we come up with
an idea about how we think this should be organized and struc-
tured and try to impose that on the Executive Branch, which may
not be supportive, welcoming, or cooperative, it will die. We will
have wasted our time and created turmoil for them.

The point that you made about inviting the full participation of
the administration in conceiving of the structure, I think, makes all
the sense in the world.

The last thing I would say is that I always felt that the people
who are best able to come up with some of these ideas are the folks
who are closest to our customers. The idea of folks here in Wash-
ington, the people who are running the operations, somehow fig-
uring out what is best to serve people down in the individual
States and at the community level—that is not going to happen. To
the extent that we can avoid trying to mastermind it from Wash-
ington, infuse and push down incentives to the local level, to the
folks closest to the customer, to enable them to do that better—ter-
rific.
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Here in Washington, we need to keep in mind that there are
many different moving parts out there, and they need to be coordi-
nated, but to somehow coordinate them all without taking away
the incentive to be innovative and think outside the box at the local
level. It is a tough balancing act, and hopefully, the hearing today
will help us figure out how to do that balancing.

Thank you.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Senator Carper.

Senator BENNETT. I have no statement, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Senator Burns, we are honored to have
you here, and I am honored to have you as a cosponsor. You have
become a leader on technology issues in the Senate, and we wel-
come your presence here this morning.

TESTIMONY OF HON. CONRAD BURNS, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF MONTANA

Senator BURNS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I want to respond to Mr. Carper. Even though Delaware is a
small State, I have a recommendation from those of us west of the
100th Meridian. Several of you smaller States back here should get
together and make one real State; that would help our situation
out.

Senator CARPER. When you have as many people as we do, we
might do that. [Laughter.]

Senator BURNS. We have got that.

Also, responding to what Senator Thompson said about the re-
tirement of the work force and how close we are to a turnover, I
am not so sure that that is not a good idea, because when we try
to introduce new ideas on doing things in a new way and using the
tools of technology, we run into this situation in the bureaucracy,
whether it be corporate or government, that “I have done this ever
since I worked here, and my Daddy did it like this, and this is the
way I am going to do it.”

We are ready for a new generation, I think, whenever we start
looking at things. So I thank the Chairman for inviting me to tes-
tify today on the E-Government Act of 2001. I have enjoyed work-
ing with the Chairman on some critical issues on technology, and
of course, we have introduced the CANSPAM bill, recently intro-
duced, and we are looking forward to that.

I have long believed in the power of information technology in
general and the Internet in particular making government more ef-
ficient to open up the public policy process to everyday citizens.

I want to recommend a study which was released, and we looked
at it yesterday. The Marco Foundation released a study which I
would recommend to the Members of this Committee as you con-
sider this legislation, because it tells you a lot about the Internet,
the attitudes toward the Internet, what people think about it, and
how they use it, and who uses it, and some challenges that we have
in front of us.

Those challenges are the same today as they were a year ago,
and they have to do with privacy, security, and those kinds of chal-
lenges. I would recommend that study, and you can check with our
office, and we will be happy to try to get it to you in some fashion.
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On dJune 12, 1996, I chaired the first ever interactive Senate
hearing which dealt with the need to reform the Nation’s then ob-
solete encryption policy. The hearing was cybercast so that anyone
with Internet access could follow it. Citizens were also able to sub-
mit proposed questions, several of which the members of the Com-
merce Committee were asked during that hearing.

I have long shared the Chairman’s drive to make government
more widely accessible on-line. In 1999, I launched a live, first of
its kind, weekly Internet video broadcast where I answered ques-
tions from Montanans. For the past couple of years, I have often
posted drafts of my bills on-line so that everyone has access to the
legislative process.

I should add that it is only fitting that the e-government bill
itself is in many ways a product of a collaborative process made
possible through the use of the Internet. Several key provisions
were the result of feedback offered by citizens over the Internet.

So that clearly, the Internet offers unique capabilities which help
break down the boundaries between government and the citizens
it serves.

The future of democracy is digital. It was with this in mind that
I included the e-government bill as an element of my Tech—7 slate
of high-technology bills I announced at the beginning of the 107th
Congress, and I am very enthusiastic to be able to join forces with
the Chairman to move this particular bill forward.

The e-government bill’s guiding philosophy is a simple and prac-
tical one—the Federal Government should take advantage of the
tremendous opportunities offered by information technology to bet-
ter serve its constituents. The bill calls for the adoption by the Fed-
eral Government of the basic best business practice of the private
sector—the creation of a chief information officer. This Federal CIO
would serve as a central guiding force to coordinate information
policy across agencies and would allow the government to fully le-
verage the power of the latest communication technologies. I should
add that industry has been fully supportive of the creation of a
Federal CIO and that the GAO has recommended the establish-
ment of a Federal CIO for several years. And I share some of the
concerns that Senator Thompson has—do we create another mess
to deal with a mess. I think that basically, this is one small step
in the right direction.

The second key aspect of the bill is the creation of a centralized
on-line portal to serve as a one-stop shopping website for citizens.
The Federal CIO would direct the establishment of this portal,
which would build on the work done by the GSA in creating a sin-
gle, simple website featuring all available governmental resources
on-line. The bill authorized $15 million for the portal for the first
year—2002—which is a small investment in the Nation’s inter-
active future of digital democracy.

The third key component of the bill is the creation of an inter-
agency technology fund. This fund would help break down the tra-
ditional and often arbitrary divisions created by agency boundaries
and focus government resources on meeting constituent needs. I
was interested in your statement about how do we get rid of the
turf wars; how do we get people working in a single direction? A
collaborative approach on information technology issues is far more
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effective than the silo-by-silo way of doing business favored by the
traditional budgetary process. The bill authorizes $200 million a
year to accomplish this aim for fiscal years 2002 through 2004.

In short, Mr. Chairman, I thank you for your leadership on this
particular issue. The e-government bill would bring the Federal
Government fully into the age of the Internet.

I thank the Chairman for moving this legislation with such swift-
ness and enthusiastically support, his ongoing efforts to address
this critical issue, and I thank you for having me this morning.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Burns, for
an excellent statement. I do not believe I could have said it better
myself, and I probably have not, so it is good that you were here
to do it.

Senator BURNS. Thank you very much.

I shall now go and spend your money.

Senator THOMPSON. Just make sure you spend it in the right
places; that is all I have to say.

Senator CARPER. And do not forget the little States.

Senator BURNsS. It is “pork” to Tennessee, “infrastructure” to
Montana.

Senator THOMPSON. You are excused. [Laughter.]

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Conrad.

I will now call our next witness. We are delighted to have the
Hon. Sean O’Keefe, Deputy Director of the Office of Management
and Budget.

Good morning, Mr. O’Keefe. We welcome your testimony at this
point and appreciate that you are here.

TESTIMONY OF HON. SEAN O’KEEFE,! DEPUTY DIRECTOR,
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

Mr. O’KEEFE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate it.

If you would permit me, I will submit my statement for the
record and just quickly summarize.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Without objection, please.

Mr. O’KEEFE. Thank you, sir. It is a pleasure to see you and Sen-
ator Thompson and Members of the Committee. It is a delight to
be with you all again since my last opportunity to appear here a
couple of months ago.

I particularly want to thank you for your attention to a very,
very important initiative, one that certainly this Committee and
certainly the leadership of the Committee has championed for sev-
eral years. It is a critical element, I am very proud to report, of the
President’s management agenda.

Indeed, the five elements of the President’s management agenda
are designed to take advantage of the management tools that Con-
gress has enacted in the past and that this Committee in large
measure has been in the forefront of establishing the parameters
as well as enacting those tools over the course of the last 10 years.

Let me briefly describe those five initiatives and then talk about
the relevance of the e-government initiative in that regard.

The five specific issues that the President has elected as the pri-
mary focus of his time in this administration of the management

1The prepared statement of Mr. O’Keefe appears in the Appendix on page 66.
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agenda that will be focused on and that has been handed to the
Office of Management and Budget for the purpose of shepherding
through this particular administration are to be found in the Feb-
ruary blueprint that was initially the basis upon which the Presi-
dent’s budget was organized, as you will recall, and were fleshed
out very specifically in a Cabinet session that he had with each of
the Cabinet officers about 6 weeks ago where we delved into these
five particular questions at great length.

Each of them are interrelated, and e-government is an essential
element or mechanism to accomplish the tasks that are designed.

The five specific focuses or issues are, first and foremost—and all
of them will have resonance with this Committee again, given the
leadership that you all have demonstrated over the years in enact-
ing a range of different management tools to specifically implement
these particular management agenda items, and they have been se-
lected with that set context in mind, with the purpose of taking ad-
vantage of those tools and this unique opportunity now that they
have fully matured to the point where we can actually utilize them
in a different and more creative way.

The first one is a specific, very concerted effort to integrate per-
formance criteria into the budget format. Beginning with the fiscal
year 2003 budget, you will see a very specific outline of perform-
ance criteria relative to budget requests that are made to Congress
in the fiscal year 2003 budget request that will be identified by pro-
grams and within select agencies and departments, depending on
very specific criteria for how we are going to accomplish that.

The second one is very much in line with that—and again, all of
these are in concert and designed to be complementary for the pur-
pose of achieving the agenda itself—is to focus very specifically on
the strategic management of human capital, an issue again that
this Committee has delved into at great length and has concerned
itself with very specifically. The actuarial tables tell us that indeed
we are going to see a dramatic change in the work force over the
course of the next 3 to 5 years even if we do nothing at all to shape
that work force very actively—but we intend to do just that, to ac-
tively deal with those particular questions, and again, e-govern-
ment has a specific applicability that I will get to in a moment.

The third one is to look at competitive sourcing procedures,
which again is an element that this Committee has delved into and
worked with many different provisions of the law over the course
of the last several years that you have been championing, as a
means to specifically attain the most efficient delivery of public
service and accomplishment and administration of public programs
by competitive means, be that through public or private accom-
plishment. So our agenda and our focus in those five issues, this
third one, is to very actively pursue an effort to accomplish those
particular tasks by whatever the most efficient, most cost-effective,
and most appropriate method would be.

The fourth is to tackle a series of issues that, again, this Com-
mittee has been in the forefront of in dealing with financial sys-
tems. That is at the very locus of every matter that we are ulti-
mately going to be dealing with because heretofore, the approach
has been to look at financial management as a series of accounting
systems as opposed to a more comprehensive management deci-
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sionmaking tool for the purpose of examining all those. That in
turn leads to the propriety of the fourth, which is the e-government
initiative itself.

There are three primary features of the e-government initiative,
which is the fifth feature and is encompassed in all five of these
particular approaches. It is an essential mechanism to accomplish
three primary agenda items in addition to all the other aspects of
the President’s management agenda as well.

First and foremost is that it be citizen-centric; that it be focused,
as I think several of the opening statements have very strongly
suggested, that it has to be a transparent system that facilitates
the means by which Americans can access information, not just fa-
cilitate the faster accomplishment of looking at poor information,
but that we organize it, as you suggested Senator Thompson, in a
more comprehensive way.

Second is that it facilitate the means for business-to-government
transactions and mechanisms to simplify that process and make it
far more efficient as well as expeditious.

Third and most important among all is to look at the intergov-
ernmental relationships between and among agencies, depart-
ments, and the State and local communities which in turn are
interacting with those agencies and departments in a more com-
plete way.

Forty-five billion dollars is what we spend every single year on
information technology, and in large measure, the attempt in this
particular initiative and in all the other four that accompany these
five in total of the President’s management agency, is to specifically
focus on how to leverage that $45 billion to accomplish something
that you referred to, Mr. Chairman, very succinctly in your opening
statement—to accomplish interoperability, transparency, and
standards and applications that are at present, at best, uneven.
And as a consequence of that, we see a wide-ranging set of cir-
cumstances that we seek to standardize through this approach.

The e-government fund that we propose and that the President’s
budget incorporates is an attempt to start that effort to leverage,
and certainly that is an effort which is encompassed in S. 803 as
well.

I think the Chairman’s and Senator Thompson’s description of
the circumstances that exist today on this was quite accurate. It is
a very uneven, very disparate set of initiatives which need to be
pulled together in a more comprehensive way.

Indeed, today’s objective, and I guess part of the management
focus I can report to you today, is that this afternoon, we intend
to meet as part of the President’s Management Council, which is
the deputy Cabinet officers across the Federal Government, on an
agenda which incorporates the information technology and e-gov-
ernment initiative, one of these five major issues, to lay out an ag-
gressive management plan to implement the President’s vision
which has been outlined very briefly here and in the statement in
a more comprehensive way.

I urge the Committee’s support of the President’s initiative in
this regard and look forward to working with the Committee to
fashion S. 803 in a manner that facilitates the realization of that
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vision, and I appreciate the opportunity to be here today, Mr.
Chairman.

Thank you.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. O’Keefe, both
for the detail and the content of your remarks.

As 1 said before, I am very eager to have a dialogue and a good
working relationship with the administration in developing this
bill, because it is obvious that we have common interests and com-
mon goals here. So I appreciated your comments, those that were
positive and those that were more skeptical, in your prepared testi-
mony.

Let me say, for instance, that your testimony mentioned one area
of concern, which was that the legislation as proposed lacks suffi-
cient performance standards. I want you to know that I absolutely
agree with that comment. It is a point that we have heard now
from others since the bill was introduced, and we are going to ad-
dress that shortcoming.

I think that perhaps the major point of difference that we have
at this juncture is in how to organize and place and define the re-
sponsibilities of the Federal Chief Information Officer. The bill that
Senator Burns and I have proposed, along with others, as you
know, creates a separate Federal CIO within OMB, reporting di-
rectly to the director of OMB. In doing so, it builds first on the very
broad experience in both the private sector and in State govern-
ment, where enterprise-wide CIO’s has been, as I think we are
going to hear from some of our witnesses later on.

I think it also builds on the statement of policy in the Clinger-
Cohen Act that requires each agency to establish a CIO and speci-
fies that the CIO has information resources management as that
official’s primary duty.

So my concern with the model that the administration thus far
seems to have established here, which is by naming Director Dan-
iels’ naming of Mark Forman as Associate Director for Information
Technology and E-Government. While he is not explicitly a CIO,
his responsibilities at this point, as I understand them, appear to
encompass all the things that we would expect the Federal CIO to
do, yet he would then report to the deputy director for management
and CIO, who would then report to the director of OMB.

This leads me to a series of questions which relate to why that
choice has been made and, more particularly, why that choice,
when in the private sector, the choice generally has been to elevate
and separate the position of chief information officer.

Mr. O’KEEFE. Indeed. Well, first and foremost, we concur in your
assessment that the focus on information technology needs to be
elevated within the context of the larger management agenda. And
certainly, within OMB, that is part of our charge. As you correctly
cited, Director Daniels, by selecting and establishing the position of
Associate Director for Information Technology and E-Government,
I would argue is very, very compatible and comparable to how most
corporate industry standards, that I have been familiar with, have
operated for the following reasons.

First and foremost, the President’s very strong statement about
this question over the course of the last year or so has been to
focus very specifically on identifying the deputy director for man-
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agement as the Federal CIO, to reside within that office coordina-
tion of the Government Performance and Results Act, the Chief Fi-
nancial Officers Act, Clinger-Cohen—all of those particular efforts,
those tools for management are all means to facilitate better deci-
sionmaking. In and of themselves, they become stovepiped.

My personal experience in this matter is that each time we seek
to look at either financial systems or information technology or pro-
curement systems or anything else as an individual, separable
function with direct reporting requirements to the chief executive,
it inevitably becomes treated as if it were a program element as op-
posed to a tool or a management process for the purpose of facili-
tating better, more comprehensive decisionmaking.

So in that regard, having that locus for the purpose of residing
within the deputy director for management, the attention of all
those particular issues and coordination across all elements of the
Federal Government is the primary objective of this particular ap-
proach to this.

It also has the practical effect, too, I think, of avoiding what is
again a propensity on the part of any large organizational entity
to focus on information technology as if it were a set of stand-alone
systems and programs for its own use. It is there; it is a means,
as you appreciate better than anybody, to facilitate better manage-
ment information and, therefore, decisionmaking to accomplish
those tasks, and that is what we are focused on.

In that regard, on par with information technology is the focus
on financial management incentives as well as Federal procure-
ment policy, regulatory focus. All of those issues are ultimately
tools for larger management objectives, which is the primary rea-
son we have organized in the manner that we have.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. I hear you, and I guess I would say that
my concern about locating this activity with the deputy director for
management, apart from what I have already said about that, is
that is a busy office already, and I fear that, therefore, the unique
opportunities here in the chief information officer may be lost be-
cause of all the other responsibilities that the deputy director for
management has and that we would be better served if we sepa-
rated the office but gave it wide-ranging governmental authority to
coordinate with other offices and then bring it all together under
the director of OMB.

So I am going to consider what you have said, and I am going
to keep my mind open. I hope you will keep your mind open. I
think this is a point that we will have to continue to see if we can
work out as we go forward.

Mr. O’KEEFE. If you will permit me, Mr. Chairman——

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Please.

Mr. O’KEEFE [continuing]. I guess the plea I would make in this
case is that this was very much an administrative and manage-
ment kind of attention question, and as a consequence, given the
initiative that the President has launched in a very comprehensive
manner for the President’s management agenda, of which this is an
essential element, our intent is to follow through. We have some
very specific guidance from the President on how to conduct this.
And as a consequence, to the extent that you see that there is a
deficiency in the management and administrative functions in ac-
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complishing that task within some period of time that you would
consider to be a reasonable gauge, then by all means, let us re-
enjoin on this question. But we are quite confident that this is
going to be the organizational approach that will accomplish this
particular vision and do it in a way that is most efficient as well
as integrated so as not to create a separate, stand-alone, poten-
tially difficult circumstance of a stovepipe management focus,
which I think is always the most dangerous element. But your in-
dulgence on this point would be most appreciated.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Yes, we will have to work closely together
on this. My hope has been that we could move this legislation fairly
rapidly. I know that Senator Daschle has listed this as one of the
items on a longer list, all of which is not possible to take up in the
fall, but he has listed it as one of the priority items for taking up
on the Senate floor in the fall. So we will continue our discussions.

Let me briefly, in the minute and a half or so that I have left
on my time, ask you about the e-government fund. We, both in our
approaches to this, have the idea of an e-government fund. The
numbers are a bit different. Senator Burns and I include $200 mil-
lion for each of the next 3 years; the administration has proposed
$100 million over 3 years, with $20 million available in fiscal year
2002.

I just wonder if you could speak for a bit about whether the ad-
ministration believes there is value in setting aside money specifi-
cally for interagency projects that might not otherwise receive
funding; and more pointedly, whether under the administration’s
plan, the fund that you have in mind, leaving aside the amount of
money in it, will be used primarily for those interagency projects
or for something else.

Mr. O’KeEErFE. Well, first and foremost, the objective is to utilize
the fund for the purpose of leveraging the $45 billion that we have
budgeted across the entire Federal departments and agencies.

Again, I could not agree with your assessment more, that what
we have is a very uneven application of standards; so until we com-
plete the review this fall, I cannot attest to the fact that the $45
billion is on comparable standards. If anything, some agencies and
departments just anecdotally that I can see are definitely on cut-
ting-edged, current-generation technology acquisition efforts. Oth-
ers are still trying to wrestle their way into the 20th Century on
some of these issues.

So as a consequence, there is no relative measure of merit on
how much or how little needs to be spent across the board. The e-
government fund, we believe, is going to be a great opportunity to
leverage those opportunities which have greatest interoperability
and interface between and among different systems across Federal
agencies and departments—and my personal obsession is within
disciplines, so that we do not have a stand-alone procurement sys-
tem, a stand-alone financial system, or a stand-alone personnel sys-
tem. To the extent that they are more integrated, those are the
kinds of things that will qualify best for financing under the e-gov-
ernment initiative.

The difference that we have between the amounts is again cer-
tainly arguable. This is not a point of great contention. I think we
are about in exactly the same framework, which is to use it as a
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leveraging mechanism against that larger set of resources involved.
And with all deference to the ranking member of the Appropria-
tions Committee, the determination of exactly how much that will
be is certainly more within the Appropriations Committee’s juris-
diction, and we will certainly negotiate with them for the max-
imum amount we can possibly attain.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. That is true. We propose and they dis-
pose.

Mr. O’KEEFE. Indeed, sir.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Just out of curiosity, a quick question. On
first glance, to stress the positive, have you seen one or two govern-
ment agencies that you think are applying information technology
really well? Do you see any early stars is what I am asking?

Mr. O’KEEFE. Again, very preliminary; we just dove into this
here in the last few months. But I would say that the most aggres-
sive application of current technology that is there in a way to try
to get ahead of what has been an historically difficult set of defi-
ciencies is certainly the IRS. They have aggressively gone after
this, and certainly the commissioner there has identified as con-
temporary an application of information technology uses across a
wider spectrum as opposed to single dedicated purpose that I have
seen.

Now, would there be better examples of that—I suspect there
certainly are—but the commissioner has identified some of the visi-
ble examples of that.

Certainly within the Defense Department, there is a series of lo-
cations where you can see the very best and, I daresay, some of the
very worst applications of information technology utility, and some
of the most historic kinds of stumbling blocks that are created by
what I would suggest is the same kind of stovepiping approach that
we have looked at and that has been perpetuated in the past.

Certain elements of the financial community will be out, aggres-
sively attempting to implement current applications of information
technology whereas others will slavishly adhere to what has been
in place for so long because it is a so-called legacy system that they
cannot bear to give up.

So you have the range of those, and unfortunately, within de-
partments and agencies, there are both great examples of its appli-
cation as well as very poor ones.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thanks. That is very helpful.

I commend for your review—it just comes to my mind—the De-
partment of Transportation, which has put some of its rulemaking
on-line, inviting the public to comment on it. It has been very inter-
esting and very interactive.

Mr. O’KEEFE. Thank you for jogging my memory on that one.
You are exactly right. That is a superb example of a system that,
frankly, many of us just “dumbed onto.” Just looking at various
systems around, it is one that really is a very cutting-edge system
at the Department of Transportation—not a place where we would
have naturally gravitated and said there should be residing one,
but it has done an extraordinary job.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Agreed, and to state the obvious, it pro-
vides the opportunity, again 24 hours a day, for someone to come
home, log on, and offer a response to a proposed rule.
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Mr. O’KEEFE. Thank you for the prompt.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Senator Thompson.

Senator THOMPSON. I will give Senator Stevens 1 minute of my
time.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Well, since I have described him in God-
like terms, I think I will have to yield; of course.

Senator STEVENS. That reminds me of the story about Lyndon
Johnson when the policeman stopped him, opened the door and
said, “Oh, my God.” Johnson said, “Yes, son, and do not ever forget
it.” [Laughter.]

I came because the person across the table here looks like the
gentleman who used to sit on my left hand as staff director of the
Defense Appropriations Committee, and I could not pass up the op-
portunity to ask him a very pertinent question.

Mr. O’KEEFE. Thank you, Senator. It is a pleasure to see you.

Senator STEVENS. I happen to be chairman of the Joint Com-
mittee on the Library, the Congressional library, and we have
found that we have two libraries now. We have the printed world,
and we have the e-world libraries. And we are trying to run them
with the same amount of money we provided for the old printed li-
brary. We have found that we cannot go too fast, because there are
generations out there that do not use the e-world.

My question to you is are we going too fast in government? We
still serve a lot of people who do not have e-capabilities, and yet
we seem to be moving all of our people into the e-world very rap-
idly, including the IRS. Very soon, everyone is going to be asked
to provide a disk, and that will be their total submission for their
taxes. But there are many people up my way who cannot provide
that, out in rural America—and beyond that, even in the cities,
who are of my generation.

Are we going too fast? Are you going to accommodate those peo-
ple in your planning, and will this bill push these people too fast
into the e-world?

Mr. O’KEEFE. Thank you for the question, Senator. I think the
approach that we are after here, I would characterize more as an
attempt to make up for a lot of lost ground of where the commer-
cial sector is now, which is by no means a fully e-commerce-ori-
ented kind of approach to things. If anything, we are still moving
through that process in society in a way that is just beginning to
tap the potential of what the information technology can yield.

If anything, the government is probably more responsive than
most public institutions toward the more standard requirements for
information, and we certainly need to retain those for exactly the
reasons that you cite. To assure access of all citizens to informa-
tion, however the means and method to accomplish that task, is
what our objective ought to be.

But in this particular case, I think we are way behind in a lot
of respects in terms of an across-the-board kind of application of
where the electronic commerce and transaction information process
needs to go within the Federal Government. Some have attained
that standard that is as good as commercial; others are so far away
from it as to be not even generationally in the same area.

So if anything, I think that our attempt is to at least try to level
that playing field a bit more, rather than try to make a further ex-
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panse and eliminate access through more conventional, traditional
means. I think we are extremely mindful of the point you mention
and will continue to be so.

Thank you.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Senator Stevens. Let me point
out that the bill itself tries to respond to your concern by at least
stating the standard that no advances in e-government pursuant to
the bill should result in a loss of services to those who do not have
access to e-government. But my understanding is that it continues
to be a problem.

Senator STEVENS. If you are not careful, you will have to double
the budget. That is why I am here, because you cannot be fully pre-
pared for both e-world and non-e-world. If you are looking at inter-
nal management and saying we are going to push them toward
standards and toward total integration of the Federal Government
into an e-capability, I am for that; but if you are saying that all
services must be delivered and all submissions must be received in
terms of e-commerce, then I think you are going too far.

I would like to work with you, and I would urge you to look at
the Library of Congress to see how we have staged this. They are
ahead of the rest of the world in terms of digitizing materials, but
they are still providing the world with our printed word, and I
think they have done that without doubling their budget. They
have had an increase in their budget, but they have not doubled
it.

So I hope it is a cost saving device rather than an increase in
expenditure.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. That is certainly our hope. Incidentally,
we have a witness from the library community who will testify
later on.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much, Sean O’Keefe.

Mr. O’KEEFE. Thank you, Senator Stevens.

Senator THOMPSON. May I pick up from here, Mr. Chairman?

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Please.

Senator THOMPSON. Mr. O’Keefe, you heard my opening state-
ment, I guess.

Mr. O’KEEFE. Yes, sir.

Senator THOMPSON. And I am sure it was very enlightening to
you.

Mr. O’KEEFE. Indeed; always.

Senator THOMPSON. Picking up on what you said a moment ago
in response to one of the Chairman’s questions about some bright
lights, you mentioned the IRS, which of course has spent billions
of dollars in times past trying to modernize its computer system
unsuccessfully. And you mentioned the Department of Defense as
having some of the best and some of the worst; but it also has
clearly some of the worst problems in terms of financial manage-
ment. GAO keeps reminding us of that and remains on the high-
risk list and so forth—which gets to an overall concern of mine.

Your personal opinion overview—just sit back and tell us what
you think, big picture—how do these management problems that
we have and these year-after-year inabilities to get our arms
around these information technology problems and these financial
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management problems—how do these relate to what we are trying
to do as far as e-government is concerned? I guess it kind of relates
to what Senator Stevens was talking about. Strictly from a man-
agement standpoint, are we kidding ourselves here? Do we really
have the ability—regardless of whether we have a chief informa-
tion officer inside or outside or cross-ways or wherever he fits in
the box. Did you ever see the chart that we had showing the De-
partment of Defense acquisition process, that maze?

Mr. O’KEEFE. Yes, sir.

Senator THOMPSON. If we put that on-line, are we accomplishing
anything? [Laughter.]

What is the relationship between these problems and what we
are trying to do in terms of e-government?

Mr. O’KEEFE. A range of responses to whether we would be ac-
complishing anything by putting that on-line raced through my
ming, and I have elected to offer none of the answers I had in
mind.

I think in part what you put your finger to is, again, my strong-
est bias on this particular question, and it is the basis of the col-
loquy that the Chairman and I had a few moments ago. Any time
you set up a condition in which information technology for the serv-
ice of any individual community, be it financial, personnel, logis-
tics, acquisition—whatever—if it is set up as a means to service
that individual community in and of itself, self-contained, you have
created a marvelous stovepipe that positively self-preserves and
therefore

Senator THOMPSON. Even if it works.

Mr. O’KEEFE. Even if it works—that is exactly right. And as a
consequence, it realizes Senator Stevens’ worst nightmare, which is
that you spend at least double—it is usually worse. Again, thinking
back to a previous incarnation in public service, my greatest mis-
take in the financial management community in an opportunity of
dealing with financial management question in the Department of
Defense was not looking at the integration of those individual in-
formation systems and forcing, requiring, that there be an inter-
operability. Instead, we perpetuated, permitted, institutional con-
cerns to continue to preserve individual stand-alone systems as if
somehow those communities were sacrosanct for financial systems,
for personnel, for inventory control—whatever.

There is not a corporate around that survives today with that
kind of approach, at all—which I have subsequently learned a lot
more about. And if there is an opportunity to really reinforce that
in this initiative, that is the approach we are taking to it.

So if anything, I see not necessarily e-government as much as
the application of information technology within an e-government
framework as being the approach we are looking at to facilitate the
accomplish of all those management agenda items identified at the
beginning.

Senator THOMPSON. Well, what does that say about having
standards, government-wide standards, best practice standards?
This legislation has some requirements, as I recall. What does that
say about letting every department find its own salvation with
strong management at the top, versus having best practices or dif-
ferent kinds of standards, or mandates that, government-wide, ev-
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erybody has got to do certain things because there are certain com-
monalities with regard to the needs and problems.

Mr. O’KEEFE. Well, again, I am extremely reticent to dictate or
to advocate that anyone dictate what a common system ought to
be. Instead—I think you put your finger on it exactly right—if you
identify with a degree of precision and real clarity exactly what
performance standards you expect, that in turn will facilitate the
decentralized management discipline that you have outlined very
succinctly.

A quantum, dramatic improvement that we could do that would
be a real order of magnitude change all by itself is just to bring
it up to commercial standards and to implement and requirement
that those performance standards across the board for information
technology be applied to commercial standards. That would be a
major improvement. It would be a cake walk for some departments
and agencies to accomplish. Certainly, as the Chairman described,
the Department of Transportation system would be an ideal model
for that kind of a case—and on the other side of the equation, to
elevate it to at least those standards would be an improvement.

To look at cost savings objectives of what you anticipate in busi-
ness operations to meet commercial standards would be a very en-
lightening approach to it, and to require that the technology be no
more than two generations behind, which as this Committee well
appreciates, we are therefore talking about not more than 3 years
old, because that is how fast the technology moves, would be a
major improvement in performance standards all by itself.

But if you look across the government, you find systems at the
Health Care Financing Administration—until they changed their
name, I guess—where they are operating data collection systems
that trace their genesis back to the sixties and are still maintain-
ing those kinds of systems for those purposes. It is incredible.

Senator THOMPSON. We are told by Silicon Valley that technology
is changing so rapidly that they cannot go through a 30-day licens-
ing process, that that is too onerous for them, and yet you are say-
ing that our systems date back to the sixties.

Let me move on to another question. We keep talking about man-
agement. At OMB, the deputy director for management position is
still not filled; controller is still not filled; OIRA is pending a Sen-
ate vote. We have spent quite a bit of time lately addressing the
Presidential appointment process, and I think everybody agrees
that that situation is badly broken, and we are trying to do some-
thing about it. The Office of Government Ethics testified that one
way to improve the process would be to simplify the financial dis-
closure requirements, and they have come up with some sugges-
tions. I understand that that is within the bowels of the adminis-
tration somewhere, over at the White House for counsel’s review,
I suppose.

Do you know where that is and how fast we can expect some
kind of response so that we can move that initiative down the
road? We have got to have White House cooperation with regard
to the FBI background checks. We have got to have Senate co-
operation with regard to our forms. We need to review our whole
policy and how many nominations we really want to have hearings
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on. But a key part of it is the ethics requirement, and it has been
a while since we have had a chance to look at that.

Do you know where that is?

Mr. O’KEEFE. First and foremost, I want to commend you for
championing that initiative. On behalf of all others who are sub-
jected to the confirmation process, that is a

Senator THOMPSON. About 25 percent of top-level appointees now
are in place—25 percent—and some are saying that it will be well
into next year.

Mr. O’KEEFE. Yes, sir. It is a slow, difficult process which, again,
you have shed a lot of light on through the hearings you have con-
ducted, and I think it prompted the Office of Government Ethics
to move to the legislative initiative and the rules changes that you
have suggested that are under way right now on financial disclo-
sure. As a result, they have pushed that forward. It is in fact in
the coordination process now. I am advised it is with White House
counsel, and they are due to meet on it, I guess, within the next
week to work that through. So there are an awful lot of us who are
very enthusiastic about moving this along expeditiously, and who
thank you for your efforts on this issue.

Senator THOMPSON. Finally, let me ask you very quickly—the
Chairman mentioned the Associate Director for Information Tech-
nology and E—-Government. How is that going to relate to the Office
of Information and Regulatory Affairs that has statutory responsi-
bility for information technology?

Mr. O’KEEFE. In concert with it, but probably not much more so
than what we see across all the statutory offices—for Office of Fed-
eral Procurement Policy, within OIRA, as well as the controller’s
position. I think all of those are going to be, as we discussed a mo-
ment ago, the kinds of interdisciplinary functions that will require
a lot of coordinated effort with an information technology focus to
facilitate greater decisionmaking and management coordination.

So in that regard, I think there is going to be as extensive a de-
gree of interrelationship with OIRA within the Office of Informa-
tion and Regulatory Affairs but also with other elements of that as
well. So it will be very extensive in that regard.

Senator THOMPSON. I am not sure what that means, but it
sounds pretty good.

Mr. O’KEEFE. Can I try again?

Senator THOMPSON. But if I were taking over OIRA, I would be
asking you some follow-up questions.

That is all I have. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. O’KEEFE. John Graham seems to be content, if he is ever
confirmed, assuming the Senate moves in a manner in which that
is successful.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Senator Thompson. Senator Car-
per.

Senator CARPER. Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. O’Keefe, welcome back. I think the last time you were before
us was for your confirmation hearing. We are glad that you are
where you are and delighted that you are joining us today.

Mr. O’KEEFE. Thank you, Senator.

Senator CARPER. I want us to back up just a little bit. Describe
for me if you will the approach in the current administration, the
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new administration, for e-government and what—this is a three-
parter—just as status quo, where are we right now? What you have
inherited?

Second, what would the administration like to do in this arena?

And third, how does that mesh or not mesh with what is pro-
posed in the legislation before us?

Mr. O’KEEFE. First and foremost, the e-government initiative is
part one of five in an interrelated set of initiatives that the Presi-
dent has selected as his management agenda for this administra-
tion and for this term. And it is an integral piece of that; the sum
of the parts is far greater than any individual combination that
Wouldd make that work, so they all have to be interrelated in this
regard.

It is primarily focused on three areas that the President is com-
mitted to. First and foremost is a citizen-centric focus, which is to
facilitate the information flow with all Americans who want to ac-
cess through this particular means the information that is avail-
able throughout the Federal Government for that purpose and to
make it available for transactions for individuals as well.

Second, is to transact commerce between individual business and
government, to improve the efficiency in that regard as well as
make information reporting requirements and all the other factors
that we require of industry through Federal regulation as well as
through statutory compliance to be reported through that mecha-
nism.

Third, is to facilitate government-to-government relationships,
State and local transactions as well as the Federal interrelation-
ship with those offices for block grants, for a range of different
kinds of direct intergovernmental kinds of activities that occur—re-
porting requirements, and so on.

Senator CARPER. What was the second one?

Mr. O’KEEFE. Between government and business, again to trans-
act business as well as facilitate faster, more comprehensive report-
ing compliance.

So those three areas are the means by which it leverages the ac-
complishment of the other elements of the President’s management
agenda very specifically, which I outlined at the beginning.

In terms of where we are now, again, to borrow a term that the
Chairman used in his opening statement, it is an uneven applica-
tion right now. At very best, I think you can say that we can see
throughout the Federal Government some of the very best exam-
ples of comparable commercial compatibility in some agencies and
departments, and it is not necessarily even dependent upon wheth-
er you think they naturally ought to fit in those agencies or depart-
ments; it sometimes turn on the aggressiveness or the focus or the
attention of the senior management and leadership of those agen-
cies and departments more than any other variable.

We can also see some of the ultimate examples of information
technology Luddite throughout the Federal Government in other
areas. So I think it is an uneven application across the board, and
where we are now is an attempt to at least raise all boats to at
least that top common standard which we experience within com-
mercial enterprise. That is a very ambitious goal in and of itself
but one that is achievable.



21

In terms of how do we intend to mesh this with S. 803, which
is as I understand the third part of your question, it is to take the
Chairman and Senator Thompson up on their very gracious invita-
tion to work with the Committee to fashion this as a means to fa-
cilitate this larger agenda and vision that the President has out-
lined as part of his management objective for this administration.

Senator CARPER. I want to revisit the structure that you have set
up within OMB. Is there a person who reports to you who is in es-
sence the CIO? I am sorry—you are the CIO; right?

Mr. O’KEEFE. Well, the approach that the President has outlined
is that he will delegate and seek to have the deputy director for
management serve as the Federal CIO, and we are in the active
process right now of recruiting for a deputy director for manage-
ment. In that regard, that individual will be the Federal CIO——

Senator CARPER. And whom would that person report to?

Mr. O’KEEFE. To the director and myself; the director, the deputy
director, and the DDM would all operate within that process.

The Associate Director for Information Technology and E-Gov-
ernment, Mark Foreman

Senator CARPER. Who?

Mr. OKEEFE [continuing]. Mark Foreman—who has been
brought on board and who is no stranger to this Committee, with
industry experience as well as a lot of time here——

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Tom is new; you will have to forgive him.

Senator CARPER. Is he from Delaware? [Laughter.]

Mr. O’KEEFE. One of those 750,000, sir.

Senator CARPER. And counting.

Mr. O’KEEFE. Yes, and counting.

The approach that we have taken there is again on par with and
comparable to the associate directors who have recognizance for in-
dividual parts of government review as well as with the Office of
Information and Regulatory Administration, the Office of Federal
Procurement Policy, and the controller. So those are comparable or-
ganizational standing for the purpose of facilitating this initiative
in information technology across the Federal spectrum.

Senator CARPER. I guess the person who you will get to fill this
position is the deputy for management?

Mr. O’KEEFE. Right.

Senator CARPER. You need someone who can actually reach out
to the other departments and get their attention, someone who
knows his stuff but can actually reach out and talk to Cabinet sec-
retaries, and they will listen. You need someone who has your ear,
who has the director of OMB’s ear, and also to some extent, the
President’s ear.

Mr. O’KEEFE. We concur. That is exactly the job description we
are looking at.

Senator CARPER. The idea of the approach that you are taking
here of putting this power in OMB, I find attractive, because there
is probably no agency as close to the Presidency as OMB. You have
the money; you control the budget in OMB, and OMB has the clout
to be able to reach out across the government and get people’s at-
tention, and to the extent that we want standards and adherence
to those standards, that would seem to work.
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I would go back to a point that I made earlier. There is a lot of
innovation going on down at the grassroots that you may or may
not be aware of, and I am probably not aware of, but there are
some really good things going on down there, and part of what we
need to be able to do is to encourage and to incent that innovation.
To the extent that you have agencies that are doing an especially
good job—we alluded here earlier to some things that are going on
in Department of Transportation—to find ways for them to serve
as role models, to get other people excited.

As my last point, I will just build on what you said earlier. If you
look at an agency, and you find that exciting and innovative things
are going on with respect to harnessing the power of e-government
to serve people and do our job more effectively, the leader of that
agency is really important in that arena. And often in the case of
the leaders of those agencies, this is not their shtick. It is not
something that they have grown up believing in or really knowing
about. We find with our schools back in my State, that the schools
that do the best job of harnessing technology in the classroom to
raise student achievement are the ones where the principals under-
stand, and the principals get it. So that somehow, we have to fash-
ion a system here where not just the principals get it but where
the folks who are leading our agencies get it and will say to the
people who work to them: This is important; it is important to me,
and it is important for those whom we serve.

Thanks very much.

Mr. O’KEEFE. Thank you, Senator. I appreciate it.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thank you, Senator Carper.

Senator Bennett.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR BENNETT

Senator BENNETT. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I appre-
ciate the opportunity to be involved here. I have been writing down
questions, and my staff have been writing down questions, and I
am going to ignore all of them—well, not all of them—and go to
an area that has become something of an obsession with me, be-
cause I think the other questions that I would ask are being ade-
quately asked by Members of the Committee.

As you may know, Mr. O’Keefe—we have had this conversation
privately—I am very concerned about security, and not just cyber
attacks and terrorism and the kinds of things that give rise to
those sorts of scenarios, but let me talk for just a minute about
interruption-in-service attacks. We have seen the “love bug” virus
which cost the economy $8 billion or more, depending on whose es-
timates you read. We have seen the interruption-of-service attacks
that hit Amazon.com and some other commercial entities. The vul-
nerability that the government might have if there were an inter-
ruption-of-service attack levied by someone who was more than a
hobbyist—and the attacks that I have described have been very un-
sophisticated and almost sophomoric in their technology level—the
exposure that the government would have if you moved to the level
of e-government activity that you are talking about here would be
pretty high.

Could you address that general question, and then I would like
to get down to specifics about the role of the CIO and so on in deal-
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ing with that. But first, if you become as accessible for e-govern-
ment as, say, Amazon.com is accessible for e-commerce, what kinds
of vulnerabilities are there for someone who wants to create mis-
chief?

Mr. O’KEEFE. I guess my personal bias is that we are going to
be vulnerable; there is just no question about it. There are just so
many steps that you can take to be preventive in these cases; there
are defense mechanisms that you can create for those purposes.
But I think the key to the problem is to remain as attentive as you
have suggested we need to be to the fact that it is a vulnerability
that is out there all the time. There is no question that that is
going to be a real challenge.

The approach that we have taken to this, rather than simply say
here are the defensive mechanisms that we think are necessary or
the particular approaches that ought to be used for security, given
the fact that there are lots of different ways to go about this, and
the nature of those attacks are varied, is first and foremost what
we have done in development of even this first budget submission.
But it will really be aggressive in the 2003 submission, and that
is to require the agencies and departments to demonstrate how
they have built in both security and privacy features in the infor-
mation technology initiatives that they are championing prior to
our advancement of those requests to the Congress for funding of
those initiatives, so that at least we can identify what their plan
is, how they intend to deal with it, and be cognizant of what the
problem is. Because again, I think the lion’s share of the problem
in this circumstance is to be aware of the fact that that vulner-
ability exists and that it is a fairly easy proposition to break. Given
the fact that we are looking for transparency, that opens us up
even further. So we need to be more cognizant of that, and work
on it very hard.

The second one I would offer to you is that our greatest challenge
in this case is, again, back to some organizational stovepiping that
exists. If it is not in some department’s jurisdiction, they consider
it to be somebody else’s problem. So part of the approach that has
been taken on is to create an interagency effort in this regard that
is about to be codified in an executive order that the President will
consider that has been in the vetting process for several weeks
now, through the National Security Council and all the appropriate
players involved.

Senator BENNETT. I am very familiar with that one.

Mr. O’KEEFE. OK. That is the two-prong approach we are trying
to take with this.

Senator BENNETT. We held a hearing in the Joint Economic Com-
mittee on the vulnerability of the economy as a whole, and just to
repeat as background for my next comment, 85 percent of the
things that are vulnerable in our society are in private hands; so
even if we had the very best of security on the government level,
we would still be vulnerable to someone who wished us ill by at-
tacking the phone system or some other key infrastructure cir-
cumstance in the United States. I have had some preliminary con-
versations with Chairman Lieberman about this, and I understand
that he wants to pursue it further, as I do.
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One thing that came out of the testimony before the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee is that the witness from—I believe it was the
CIA, but there were enough other witnesses that I may have it con-
fused in my mind—he said we are approaching this challenge
tactically, and we are not thinking strategically. We are not back-
ing away from it to get the whole picture and understand the stra-
tegic vulnerability and opportunities that are there for the United
States with respect to this world.

And let us understand, as Chairman Stevens has indicated, that
we are living, whether we like it or not, in a full new world, and
we have the old paradigms that are constricting us.

So if we are talking about a Federal CIO, wouldn’t the responsi-
bility to view this whole question strategically lie primarily with
him or her, and would OMB be in a psychological circumstance
where they could accept that kind of a strategic view, so that we
are not just talking about from one agency to the other, but we are
talking about the whole economy here and some Federal leadership
that says, OK, we have to recognize the new world in which we
live; it has potential for enormous productivity increases, enormous
increases in sharing of information, enormous increases in effi-
ciency, but at the same time, concomitant increases in vulner-
ability. And someone who either wants to shut down the govern-
ment because they do not like us or steal money—organized crime
is finding that unlike Willie Sutton, who robbed banks because
“that is where the money is,” they can rob the Internet sites, be-
cause that is where the money is, and we have had examples of or-
ganized crime, not in this country but from other countries, trying
to break into American banks and steal money electronically. You
are talking about putting an enormous amount of Federal informa-
tion now available on the Internet and the vulnerability of people
coming in and saying, OK, let us screw up the Federal Government
by coming back at it.

Are any of these concepts on OMB’s radar screen or are you say-
ing, as you did in your earlier comment—and I am not being crit-
ical about it; I am just pursuing it—that this belongs to
Condoleezza Rice’s level—

Mr. O’KEEFE. Oh, no.

Senator BENNETT [continuing]. And she has spent a lot of time
thinking about it—I have had several conversations with her about
it—so we at OMB can stovepipe to the extent that we can say no,
our mission is just to get it efficient, and we will leave this other—
or are you and your potential CIO thinking in these strategic
terms?

Mr. O’KEEFE. I appreciate the further clarification. I did not
mean to suggest that this was something that we considered on
somebody else’s table. If anything, OMB has this as a dominant
issue in the equation. I can assure you that just in the last couple
of weeks, having spent several hours with an intergovernmental
group co-chaired by me and Condy Rice’s deputy, Steve Hadley,
working through the very issues you are talking about here—so if
anything, I associate myself with your remarks very directly, be-
cause I think we have failed to consider this on a strategic level
and consider it to be more of a coordinative function and one that
requires a lot more proactive stance to it. That is part of what the
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President’s initiative—the executive order pending that you are fa-
miliar with—is intended to deal with.

So we spent a lot of time vetting through that, and again, really
pushing through the colander the kinds of requirements that I out-
lined on what the department and agencies have in mind, at OMB
looking specifically at how they intended to address security and
privacy issues, is a criterion we have pursued there.

So if anything, Condy Rice has done a tremendous job of leading
the charge in this regard, convening the National Security Council
sessions, with Steve Hadley as the deputy, but it is one that we
have a very active part in at OMB and in which we are involved
very closely in accomplishing that task.

That is a lot of the reason as well why our effort to recruit the
Associate Director for Information Technology and E-Government
was so essential, is to coordinate this on a more strategic level as
opposed to continually looking at it as individual programmatic
kinds of questions that fail to have that interrelationship.

So we concur with your assessment entirely.

Senator BENNETT. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thanks very much, Senator Bennett, for
raising this subject. You and I have talked about it, as you said.
I appreciate your interest and concern, and I share it. The obvious
fact is that the Internet and information technology open up ex-
traordinarily exciting new possibilities to communicate in every
way, and the more we do it, the more we become dependent on it
and the more, also, there is a vulnerability. And of course, it pro-
vides people outside the United States who may for one reason or
another wish us ill an unprecedented opportunity to strike at us di-
rectly. This evokes some of the thoughts that have been bouncing
around here for a while about homeland defense, but we have be-
come vulnerable in a very different kind of way.

So I hope the Committee can find a thoughtful and constructive
way, and I look forward to Senator Bennett playing the leadership
role in it, to pursue these issues and again, of course, to work with
the administration. So I thank you.

Senator Voinovich.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR VOINOVICH

Senator VOINOVICH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

As the Ranking Member of the Subcommittee that oversees the
management practices of the Federal Government, I am very inter-
ested in discussing the future of electronic government and how in-
formation technology can improve the delivery of services.

I think we all agree that the Federal Government lags behind
the private sector, but Mr. Chairman, one thing—and maybe it is
because I was a mayor and a governor—that I have noticed in Con-
gress is that we have a tendency to mandate on the administrative
branch of government how we think the management side should
get the job done. I think the most positive thing I have heard today
is that the administration is going to work with this Committee to
try to figure out how we can best help. And I would hope that the
final result of that is not that we impose something on the admin-
istration that it does not think it needs to get things done. So we
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will be anxious to hear from Mr. O’Keefe how he thinks we can
help.

I think we also cannot forget the fact that e-government is going
to require a technologically savvy work force and that we would be
remiss if this hearing did not include a discussion of how the Fed-
eral Government is going to recruit and retain the high-tech work
force of the future. I would suspect that one of the reasons why
many Federal agencies are not as competitive as the private sector
side is the fact that we have not been able to retain and attract
the kinds of people that you need in those agencies. I would re-
spectfully suggest that hiring somebody to be the top person to run
this show is in itself not going to get anything done unless you
have capable troops out in the agencies.

I think I have talked to Mr. O’Keefe about this before, but I real-
ly think that the most important thing the administration should
be doing is doing an inventory of the human capital resources that
you have in respective departments, including the status of your
capacity in the information technology arena, trying to make sure
that you keep the folks that you have and also try to figure out
how you can attract the folks that you do not have.

One of my first legislative priorities when I came to Congress
was the passage of the Federal Financial Management Assistance
Act. This act streamlines the application process for financial as-
sistance by consolidating Federal paperwork requirements.

I would really like to receive from you a status report on the im-
plementation of that Federal Financial Management Assistance
Act. It is my understanding that OMB has designated the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services as the lead agency to coordi-
nate the efforts of the various grant-making agencies and that a
joint implementation plan has been drafted by the agencies that
promotes the use of electronic grant projects.

My questions are: Do the agencies have sufficient resources and
training to administer these grants electronically? What, if any,
barriers prevent this act from fully implemented? And what assist-
ance can this Committee give you?

The only reason I bring it to your attention is that here is an ini-
tiative that we started a couple of years ago, and I know that when
we were talking about implementing that legislation, I had an ar-
gument—or, let me say a discussion—with the House sponsor
about how fast the agencies would be able to move forward, and
as we looked at the time line, part of it went from one administra-
tion to the next, and I suggested that the next administration
might be going through a transition period, and it might be dif-
ficult to reach the time line.

But I think that if you looked at that legislation and where it is
at, it would give you a very good insight into just how difficult it
may be to do some of the things that this Committee thinks can
be done if we had some person who was just dedicated to making
it happen.

You have mentioned in your testimony that “E-government ini-
tiatives must be linked with other management reform initiatives
such as the strategic management of human capital, budget and
performance integration, competitive sourcing, and improved finan-
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cial performance.” I would be interested in how the administration
proposes to integrate these various management reform initiatives.

The other thing that you talked about was the issue of stand-
ards, that you felt this proposed legislation does not provide the
performance standards to be effective.

So if you could, in the few minutes that you have left, share with
me—maybe the best way to start off is with the standards. What
are your suggestions on how those standards could be put in place?

Mr. O’KEEFE. As usual, Senator Voinovich, you have posed an ex-
tremkelly challenging set of questions that I will try to tick through
quickly.

Let me start with the standards question at your request and
then move through the balance of the other questions as well. First
and foremost, the standard that we are seeking is to at least make
an order-of-magnitude leap to a commercial standard, which would
be an improvement in and of itself; if we could establish that again
as a more level kind of approach to things, that would be an accom-
plishment that I would be very, very pleased with in and of itself,
because there are so many cases in which we are woefully behind
even commercial standards.

The second one is to think more in terms of how to achieve cost-
efficiency in just basic, garden-variety business operations. To
achieve a cost-efficiency target or objective in that regard, which is
a standard commercial practice anywhere, to just adopt that ap-
proach would be a useful mechanism as well.

The third one, very generically, is to look at the accomplishment
or the attainment of a generational condition that is no more than
two generations old which, by definition, is no more than 3 to 5
years. As a matter of fact, given the speed with which information
technology advances are introduced, 5 years is probably way be-
yond two generations—it is probably much earlier than that—but
I just use that as a general benchmark. So that would be an ap-
proach to start with and to flesh out even further than that, but
it is one that the Chief Information Officer’s Council, the CIO
Council, will be charged with trying to establish what those stand-
ards ought to be and agree to terms that make more specifically
who would apply in those three cases.

Let me work through a couple of other points you raised as well,
because they are very important ones, and they cut directly to the
issues that we are involved with.

First, in working with the Committee, I agree with you whole-
heartedly, there is no question that we are dedicated to the propo-
sition of making S. 803 a bill that will facilitate and help accom-
plish the President’s initiative in this regard. So there is no doubt
about it, this is a very helpful move and initiative in that regard.
We are anxious to work together to do that and appreciate very
much your sensitivity to the administrative and managerial reali-
ties of how this has to be done relative to legislative imperatives,
and we seek to combine those and make them as compatible as
possible.

Second, as far as the work force and the overall strategic man-
agement of human capital question, you are exactly right. Our ob-
jective is to inventory, and we are about that business right now.
We have asked each agency and department to produce a work
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force planning objective which, as a matter of fact, is due right
now; we are seeing it coming in from each of the departments and
agencies. They have been working on it for the last 3 months, to
produce exactly what their objectives and targets are for not only
overall personnel levels but specifically what skill sets and exper-
tise requirements and training efforts are necessary, all of which
we have asked for now as a means to factor into the fiscal year
2003 budget review and the 2003 budget presentation that we in-
tend to make before Congress next winter.

So this is our effort to try to accomplish that task, get the infor-
matlifgn that is necessary, and try to factor that into the budget
itself.

Finally, on your question on the Financial Management Assist-
ance Act, indeed HHS has done a tremendous job of pulling this
together and taking a leadership role that I heard about, as a mat-
ter of fact, just this morning in terms of an update of where they
are on that.

Secretary Tommy Thompson has really taken this on personally,
has been actively involved in it, and has, as I gather, assembled
some 26 different agencies for the purpose of trying to pull together
all the information necessary to comply and to work through
this

Senator VOINOVICH. I might make a suggestion that just by doing
that, it will give you an insight into where those agencies are in
terms of the personnel that you need.

Mr. O’KEEFE. Absolutely, and as I understand it, that was one
of his observations, that this has demonstrated some of the glaring
issues that are required there. And apparently, they have worked
through this in the course of the last several months with the in-
tent of developing a very comprehensive response to the require-
ments of the act that will go through not only what the training
requirements are, what the funding requirements are, but also
identify whatever statutory as well as administrative impediments
and barriers may exist that we will identify for you and accompany
all of that as part of the fiscal year 2003 budget submission.

So it was a very important initiative and one that has been
taken seriously, and I was delighted to learn that Secretary
Thompson has embraced this with a lot of enthusiasm.

Senator VOINOVICH. Thank you.

Mr. O’KEEFE. Thank you, sir. I appreciate it.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Senator Voinovich.

Senator Carnahan, welcome.

Senator CARNAHAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to take a brief moment to make a few opening re-
marks, if that is all right.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Please.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR CARNAHAN

Senator CARNAHAN. I would certainly like to applaud you for
your leadership on this very forward-looking proposal. The time
has come for government agencies to follow the example set by the
private sector. We must begin to use the Internet and other infor-
mation technology to increase efficiency, bolster accountability, and
cut wasteful spending.
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E-government will enable users to interact with government
agencies at their convenience, 7 days a week, 24 hours a day. This
is exactly what Americans have come to expect on-line from the
private sector.

Electronic access provides a means to avoid trips to government
offices and to avoid the aggravation of standing in line. We want
to allow citizens to be on-line and not in line.

I am glad that one of today’s witnesses will testify about States’
efforts in regard to e-government. I am proud to say that the State
of Missouri is engaged in an aggressive effort to deliver digital gov-
ernment services, and I look forward to hearing about the status
of e-government in other States around the Nation.

Mr. Chairman, I am extremely pleased that this initiative con-
tains provisions designed to protect users’ on-line privacy and secu-
rity. I have just come from a Commerce Committee hearing where
the topic was the collection, use, and dissemination of personal in-
formation by commercial websites.

I believe strongly, however, that government must take the lead
in guaranteeing on-line privacy protection. Especially as we move
government into the digital age, we must pay particularly close at-
tention to guaranteeing privacy and security on-line. I believe
strongly in the importance of e-government. I am concerned, how-
ever, that the benefits that e-government promises to deliver will
only be available to those Americans who have a computer and ac-
cess to the Internet. As such, today’s discussion must also address
the so-called digital divide. Digital government must engage every-
one, not just those who have the means to access the Internet.

Your legislation today, Mr. Chairman, begins to address this con-
cern by calling for the Department of Education to evaluate the
best practices currently being used by Community Technology Cen-
ters that receive Federal funds. These centers focus on providing
Internet access to all visitors with the goal of making on-line serv-
ices available to everyone. The bill also promotes the availability
of Community Technology Centers through a variety of assistance
measures.

But more needs to be done, and I am committed to finding ways
to bring the benefits of Internet access, particularly high-speed ac-
cess, to more Americans. E-government is a perfect example of the
type of opportunity that is unavailable to Americans who do not
have access to the Internet.

I am extremely supportive of your efforts to provide an on-line
government that is seamless and efficient and secure, and I am
convinced that digital government will provide countless benefits
for the American people.

I look forward to working with you, Mr. Chairman, to ensure
that digital government is accessible to all Americans. I have a
question for the witness.

Mr. O’Keefe, we can create a solid e-government foundation and
a complex service network, but citizens will not use these on-line
services if they do not know how to access them or if they are un-
aware of their existence. What can be done once digital government
is fully implemented to ensure that the American people are in-
formed of the new service that is available to them?
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Mr. O’KEEFE. I think that first and foremost is to keep it simple.
Accessibility is in and of itself simplicity. I think the information
technology industry has evolved to the point where they have em-
phasized accessibility. And again, its virtue is the simplicity of it.
If it is complicated, any of us as humans then end up looking at
the problem, whether we are interested in information technology
or not, and do not want to go through the mechanics of making
that happen. So it is one of the greatest advances in the industry.

What has, I think, made the market for the products of this in-
dustry so appealing to us as humans is that it is so much easier,
much more—the old shopworn phrase—“user-friendly.” That has
got to be the first guide, and that has got to be the first funda-
mental premise, to make this as transparent and as “user-friendly,”
to use that old term, as we possibly can.

That therefore means it has got to be more interoperable with
other systems. It cannot be a stand-alone proposition, and it cannot
be something that only a department or an agency can maintain
or operate or deal with for the purpose of advertising its own objec-
tives.

One of the great advances that this Committee was on the fore-
front of initiating is the establishment of the FirstGov.gov system.
It is a nascent effort, it is a beginning, but it nonetheless is in-
tended for that purpose of portability, interoperability with a num-
ber of different systems, and a means to access a wide range of dif-
ferent government efforts just be a very simple, basic accessing,
click-on kind of approach to things that they have designed in that
site.

We have to take more and more of those kinds of cues to make
this a user product, one that citizens and citizen-centric kind of
focus can always emphasize but that also has the sophistication to
it necessary to make business and government transactions and
government-to-government transactions. All those things are
achievable, and the state of the industry, the state of the commer-
cial products that exist out there now, is such that this is an at-
tainable objective and one which we ought to be able to aspire to.

Senator CARNAHAN. Thank you very much.

Mr. O’KEEFE. Thank you, Senator.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Senator Carnahan. I look for-
ward to working with you on this subject.

Mr. O’Keefe, we have no further questions. Thanks very much for
your testimony. It has been a good interaction.

I just want to repeat my commitment to working with the admin-
istration on this, and I would really like to do it soon. In other
words, to state the obvious, this technology is moving so rapidly,
and we have great opportunities. If there are differences—and
there are some differences, but I do not consider them by any
means unbridgeable—we ought to try to bridge them as quickly as
we can so that the country can enjoy the benefits of the best infor-
mation technology in the Federal Government that we can manage.

So we are going to be in touch with you real soon to see if we
can begin the process of going forward with the legislation.

Mr. O’KEEFE. I am anxious to do that. I appreciate your gracious
hospitality as always, Mr. Chairman. It is nice to see you.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thank you. You, too. Have a good day.
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We will now call the third panel, which includes Anne K. Alt-
man, Managing Director, U.S. Federal-IBM Corporation; Dr. Costis
Toregas, President of Public Technology, Inc.; Aldona Valicenti,
President of the National Association of Chief Information Officers
of the States; and Greg Woods, Chief Operating Officer of the Stu-
dent Financial Assistance of the U.S. Department of Education.

Thank you all for being here, and I appreciate your testimony.

Ms. Altman, why don’t you begin?

TESTIMONY OF ANNE K. ALTMAN,! MANAGING DIRECTOR, U.S.
FEDERAL-IBM CORPORATION

Ms. ALTMAN. Thank you, Senator.

Chairman Lieberman, Senator Thompson, and Members of the
Committee, I am delighted to be here today to speak to you about
IBM’s views on e-government.

I am Anne Altman, the Managing Director for IBM Federal. I
was really eager to testify today, because we believe the E-Govern-
ment Act of 2001 will truly speed the transformation of the Federal
Government to a more contemporary enterprise, a government that
can improve services for its citizens, improve efficiencies, reduce
costs, and continue the leadership of the United States into this
networked society.

S. 803 also hits very close to home for those of us at IBM. We
have gone through our own transformation out of necessity. So I
would like to spend a moment talking a bit about IBM’s trans-
formation.

Incorporating Internet technology into our core business allowed
us to be successful in today’s very global and changing economy.
We have become an e-business leader, and we have done so by
breaking down silos or the walls between our own business; we
have integrated across business through our processes and sys-
tems, and we now approach the market as one IBM, a single inte-
grated organization rather than the 20 separate business units
that we had several years ago. The results of that transformation
were well worth the risk and the discomfort that we experienced
along the way.

To regain control of our IT environment, we consolidated 155
data centers across IBM. We replaced segregated networks into one
global network. We appointed a single, enterprise-wide CIO respon-
sible for defining consistent architectures and standards. And we
restructured our IT strategy to be consistent with the overall busi-
ness strategy of IBM—and that is something that has been brought
up today—very important in aligning that IT strategy with the
mission and objectives of the business of government.

These changes enabled a lot. We did $23 billion over the Internet
last year. That is nearly one-quarter of all of IBM’s revenue.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. That was business-to-business or busi-
ness-to-consumer?

Ms. ALTMAN. Both business-to-business and business-to-con-
sumer. That is up 350 percent in just 2 years.

1The prepared statement of Ms. Altman appears in the Appendix on page 72.
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We also provided a means to handle 99 million self-service, self-
customer service over-the-web transactions. That was up from 14
million just 2 years ago.

But that is not all. We did 96 percent of all of our procurement
with paperless invoicing.

The benefits of these changes were truly significant. We save
now 70 percent of the cost of every service transaction that we do
over the web versus the old paper way. Seventy percent is tremen-
dous.

All told, we saved $377 million in 2000, and beyond the hard sav-
ings is the actual cost avoidance. That was $2.4 billion for IBM, or
nearly 2.7 percent of our revenue. If you were to apply these
metrics to government, you begin to focus on the size of the oppor-
tunity that e-government offers.

Consider, for example, the discretionary spending in the HHS
budget alone, at $55 billion—2.7 percent cost avoidance there
would be nearly $1.5 billion; or for HUD, with discretionary spend-
ing in their budget of $30 billion, that cost avoidance would be
around $810 million.

So for the Federal Government, transformation will not be easy.
There will be problems. We have talked about some of them this
morning—technical, political, bureaucratic problems. But I assert
that the results will be well worth it.

To create transformation, government leaders have to focus on
several critical policy issues and choices surrounding leadership, in-
tegration, and infrastructure. In addition, you have to address
human resources, privacy, security, and resistance to change. This
bill successfully addresses the most crucial of these.

Developing a transformation plan in the starting point. The E-
Government Act of 2001 begins the process and will address the
most important issues in creating linkages to integrate the entire
government enterprise—interoperability, funding, and leadership.

The most fundamental aspect of the transformation is creating a
technical foundation that will enable the agencies to communicate
with each other and with the outside world. With the breadth and
size of the technology currently used in the Federal Government,
I think that this interoperability is key.

To that end, those serious about e-government must create and
maintain standard, spaced information infrastructure. The speed of
technological advancements in our networked world demands this,
and the technology exists today to do it.

The second major aspect of the bill is the e-government fund.
Once you recognize the need for connection between or within
agencies, you then have to get them to actually do it. Our experi-
ence has shown that starting in small steps through pilots projects
such as those anticipated with the e-government fund helps break
down resistance to change.

Pilot projects reduce risk, they create momentum, and they allow
success to breed success. It results in providing an example and
raising the bar of success for everyone involved.

The fund will promote interagency cooperation, it will provide an
incentive for savings to the people doing the saving themselves, it
allocates money based on the value of a project, not on the basis
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of a fiscal year time line. All are excellent means to drive coopera-
tion which is necessary for the success.

The funding level proposed in the bill is a start. It is a minimum
necessary to have impact. But I believe that to truly implement
transformation, agencies must have their skin in the game within
their ongoing IT budgets.

A third point regards the Federal CIO provisions of the bill. In
our experience, executive leadership is the critical element in en-
terprise-wide transformation; without it, nothing really happens.
This is especially true in large organizations with great inertia and
the ability to wait it out, wait until the next, less demanding leader
comes along.

We believe that the title “CIO” is not as important as the ac-
countability and the strategic leadership of the position. To move
forward quickly with interagency cooperation, visionary, aggres-
sive, top-down leadership is required. This leader must be ap-
pointed by the President, recognized by most senior leaders in the
government as a peer and a partner. This leader must focus on
cross-government IT infrastructure and on implementation.

The E—-Government Act of 2001 is a giant step toward closing the
growing gap between e-transformation in the public and the pri-
vate sectors.

Chairman Lieberman, Senator Thompson, and Members of the
Committee, I thank you for the opportunity to be here today. IBM
is ready and able to work with you on this issue.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thanks very much, Ms. Altman, for a
very thoughtful statement.

Dr. Toregas, thanks for being here. Please proceed.

TESTIMONY OF COSTIS TOREGAS, Ph.D.,! PRESIDENT, PUBLIC
TECHNOLOGY, INC.

Mr. TOREGAS. Chairman Lieberman, Senator Thompson, and
Members of the Committee, I am very pleased to be here rep-
resenting the voice of local governments.

Public Technology, Incorporated is a nonprofit, tax-exempt insti-
tution created over 30 years ago in the belief that technology has
a role to play for cities and counties—the very rubric of our society.

Our mandate is to focus on technology, and you will not be sur-
prised to hear that cities and counties have been experimenting
around the edge of this e-government opportunity since the early
1990’s when the City of Palo Alto and the City of San Carlos and
a few other small communities set up what they thought was an
experimental thing called a “website” on the Internet. This was 7
or 8 years ago, before most of us appreciated the power that was
to be an electronic government potential.

I would like to share with you a couple of lessons that the local
governments, the cities and counties of this country, have learned
in the true hope and belief that we can learn from one another.

First, we have found that in order for e-government to work,
there has to be an e-citizen. I think the Committee has already
heard quite a lot about the concerns about accessibility. The only
slightly different answer that I would give to the answer that was

1The prepared statement of Mr. Toregas appears in the Appendix on page 82.
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given to Senator Stevens on the question about how about the peo-
ple who cannot access is that I would just overturn the order and
make that my priority. I would make it my priority to make the
system, the technologies, become more and more accessible to those
who do not have it today.

I think that allowing the systems as currently existing to sepa-
rate people from their government is not right. So I would urge the
Committee and I would urge this bill, S. 803, to enhance the oppor-
tunities for the elderly, for the young, for those who do not have
the financial resources to find access to the Internet.

Second, the opportunity from e-government is massive in the
area of reengineering. The consultants would call it “business proc-
ess reengineering” or BPR. We have found at the local government
level that it is not as important to have a beautiful website as it
is to do the work behind the website and to get the departments
and agencies to begin to butt some heads and change the way they
have traditionally done their business. I believe that Ms. Valicenti
will also speak to that from the State perspective.

That opportunity to reengineer is a tremendous opportunity,
speaking to Senator Thompson’s concern about how can we get the
whole government mandate reformed. E-Government is an oppor-
tunity and a tool for government reform.

The fund that the bill contemplates is a wonderful idea for what
I would call horizontal systems, where you try to integrate systems
across departments and agencies. But I would add the little foot-
note that it is across departments and agencies of the Federal Gov-
ernment. The States have exactly the same concerns, and the cities
and counties have exactly the same concerns.

So what we have are three parallel platforms, each spending bil-
lions of dollars, each committed to some kind of organized and inte-
grated approach. I would say that instead of thinking only hori-
zontally, we have to start thinking about the vertical dimension,
the intergovernmental dimension. And more important is the di-
agonal dimension, because the citizen does not really care whether
it is the Federal Government, the State Government, or a county
or a city that provides the service; they simply want the service,
and they want it quickly, cheaply, and efficiently.

So that imperative for diagonal systems development and imple-
mentation I think is a tremendous opportunity that S. 803 has a
great chance to focus on.

My final quick remark—and Mr. Chairman, I do have prepared
testimony, and I believe it will be made part of the record

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Yes, indeed, Dr. Toregas. We are going to
accept testimony from all the witnesses, and it will be printed as
part of the record.

Mr. TOREGAS [continuing]. Thank you, Mr. Chairman—the last
point I want to make is about the opportunity that e-government
offers us to learn how to work together in a more collaborative
fashion and in a nonhierarchical fashion.

The Internet is a very strange animal. If I have a website and
you have a website, and you attach my website to yours, you do
not lose control of your website, but all of a sudden, you become
enriched with what I have. It is that horizontal, that networked
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feeling of connection between agencies, departments, and levels of
government that I think the American public will really enjoy.

If I can, I would like to end with my own definition of e-govern-
ment, because it is very difficult to have a bill on e-government
without knowing exactly how you feel that e-government should be
defined.

Our own definition of e-government at the local level has three
very important components. The first one is service delivery—mak-
ing sure that the residents, the citizens, and the taxpayers receive
prompt and efficient service.

But there are two other components. The second one is economic
activity. I believe you touch on it when you speak about the mas-
sive investments that we make in IT overall. Those investments
have to produce economic activity, jobs, happiness, and food on the
table. I think that e-government has a great opportunity to do just
that in the area of trade promotion, in the area of job creation at
the local level.

Finally, democracy is the third and most important component
that e-government has to begin to address. This very hearing here
today is a hearing done in old style. We are here physically, we
speak with you—but imagine the thousands of people who would
like to contribute.

I will tell you a quick story. In Des Moines, Iowa, they set up
a communication system for their city council. Traditionally, they
would get about 40 or 50 e-mails per week from residents of Des
Moines. One significant issue came up in front of the council, and
they received 5,000 e-mails in a week. Now, that says two things.
One, we had better make sure that our democratic systems are
able to accommodate that kind of surge of people who want to be-
come involved in democracy once again. On the other hand, how do
you deal with 5,000, or 10,000, or 100,000 e-mails in a week’s time?
The very mechanisms of government that we have may not be
quite ready for it. So I would say that the e-government direction
also has to begin to prepare us to change the democratic principles
and institutions that we have.

Mr. Chairman, the localities and the counties of this country
stand very, very ready to work with you and the Members of the
Committee and with the private sector, which is an important
counterpart, and our friends at the State level, to implement the
results of your bill.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thanks very much, Dr. Toregas. That was
very helpful.

Next 1s Aldona Valicenti, who is President of the National Asso-
ciation of Chief Information Officers of the States.

Welcome.

TESTIMONY OF ALDONA VALICENTI,! PRESIDENT, NATIONAL
ASSOCIATION OF CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICERS OF THE
STATES (NASCIO)

Ms. VALICENTI. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and thank
you for the opportunity to be here.

1The prepared statement of Ms. Valicenti with attachments appears in the Appendix on page
86.
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Senator Thompson, in this Committee, it is great to have an op-
portunity to talk about what the States are doing.

I bring to you probably a blend of experiences, and as President
of the National CIO organization, very much about what the States
are doing. I bring to you the experience of Kentucky, because I am
the CIO for the Commonwealth of Kentucky. And third, in my past,
I come from the private sector, so I bring to you a meld of experi-
ences.

First of all, I very much appreciate the opportunity for the orga-
nization to comment on this bill, because we in fact have spoken
out on various parts of the bill over the last few years in terms of
direction for the Federal Government.

I would like to do that by commenting in a couple of areas—first,
the leadership issue, the integration issue, consultation and what
has gone on in the last couple of years, the investment part that
is addressed, and last but by no means least, that this is now a
citizen-centric world, and we are in the service business.

The leadership issue is one where I would like to draw from my
own experience. I was specifically recruited into the State of Ken-
tucky to become its first CIO, to sit at the executive cabinet level.
So I have enjoyed the luxury of actually creating my position. The
vision for the position in many ways is very similar to what you
have envisioned in this bill. It is someone who will have not only
the budgetary accountability, but someone who will have the vision
and the responsibility to look forward at how to best manage the
information technology process.

Technology waits for no one. It turns over every few weeks or
every few months. It is our ability, though, on when we invest in
it to make it useful.

We have looked at various models, and I would suggest to you
that much of what I heard this morning was very interesting dis-
cussion. Ultimately, I think it is not so much about titles, but it
is very much about accountability and whether the constituency
will buy into that leadership.

At the State level, we see more and more States creating a CIO
position. In many cases, that position reports directly to the gov-
ernor because it is viewed as being so important, not only from an
expenditure perspective but also from a perspective of leadership
and how technology will be used to serve not only the citizens but
to make government much more efficient.

The integration issue is a very important issue. We have heard
various facets of that this morning. Traditionally, departments,
agencies, and cabinets tended to have their own control and viewed
the IT direction strictly from their own perspective. We cannot
serve citizens that way. Citizens do not know our structure, do not
want to know our structure, and should not need to know our
structure. All they need to know is, from a functional perspective,
where can they get the service and how quickly can they get the
service. And by the way, that is not confined to State boundaries
any longer or to county boundaries or to city boundaries. In fact,
it is not confined to any boundaries.

So that how we work together is very important, and that is one
reason why the Federal CIO position is so important, because it
has to continuously drive that.
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Some of the discussion this morning was about whether things
can be done from a departmental perspective or an enterprise per-
spective. I suggest to you that this is not an and/or proposition. We
have to do both, and we have to figure out how to do both.

Our organization very much appreciates the part of the bill about
the consultation process. It is only through consultation, because it
is not just a horizontal integration but is also vertical integration.
So the ability now for the Federal Government to actually propose
legislation, which in many cases is really enabled through informa-
tion technology, and the States actually become the implementers
of that technology. Consultation is vital to that process.

On the investment portion, I will refrain from speaking about the
amounts, because frankly, I am not sure that I am the best person
to comment on that. But I think investment is critical, and I would
like to use the example that we actually had in Kentucky. We set
up a technology trust fund, not only to talk about enabling the new
processes but also about reengineering processes. I would suggest
to you that that is probably the most important part that we have
discussed here today. We need to redesign how we work, not nec-
essarily enable how we work today and do it much faster.

The last point is on citizen-centric and service delivery. I have
brought you a piece of technology to show you a couple of State por-
tals, because I think there is an opportunity to look at the portal.
And by the way, a portal is described as nothing more than a gate-
way to services. If we think of it as a gateway or a doorway—hope-
fully, you can see them on the screen.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Yes, we can.

Ms. VALICENTI. Let me address the first issue. Citizens really are
consumers first—I want to do it myself, on my own schedule, fast
and easy. I think you have already heard that this morning.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Senator Thompson and I both identify
with those three things. [Laughter.]

Ms. VALICENTI. The first one that you see up there is Con-
necticut. The portal is not organized according to the traditional
lines of structure, but according to services.

Let us move on to the next one—I think I have chosen the right
two—Tennessee.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Excellent. I understand this was a ran-
dom selection.

Ms. VALICENTI. Very random, Mr. Chairman.

I think you can see the idea that citizens do not have to know
the organizational structure; they really need to know what it is
they would like to do.

The third one is the State of Washington, and one must give
credit to Washington, which has been viewed very much as a lead-
er in the digital State. They have been very successful. And by the
way, we borrow from each other, very proudly; it is called sharing
of best practices.

Pennsylvania has been very instrumental in organizing their
website to services. What you see now is true portals and examples
of portals.

The State of Michigan very recently unveiled their portal, and
again, it is all about services.
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North Carolina is one where the citizen can design it, so it be-
comes my portal, and I will see my information. Again, many of us
will probably repeat that in what we are doing at the State level.

Utah recently unveiled a new portal which is all around citizen
services.

The last but hopefully by no means the least is Kentucky, “Ken-
tucky Direct.” We do the same. You can get your hunting or fishing
license. You can sign all kinds of forms to start a business. You can
order birth certificates and death certificates; tax filings.

We have one more, and I would like to address this one specifi-
cally, because it is also an opportunity to educate. It is the Ken-
tucky Virtual University. We now have over several years enrolled
almost 10,000 students. This is another way to learn—not only to
use the technology but to upgrade your skills.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Is that 10,000 from within Kentucky or
outside as well?

Ms. VALICENTI. It is available to anyone.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. That is great.

Ms. VALICENTI. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Ms. Valicenti, for sharing your
experience. I look forward to asking you some questions.

Mr. Woods, thank you for being here.

TESTIMONY OF GREG WOODS,! CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER,
STUDENT FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF
EDUCATION

Mr. Woobs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Senator Thompson.

I am the Chief Operating Officer for the Student Financial Aid
Program within the Department of Education, and I was asked to
testify about our use of the web and our e-commerce strategy.

The context for this story is a new kind of government organiza-
tion, the “performance-based organization.” Congress made us the
first PBO. The heart of the PBO idea is a contract where we are
held accountable for results and given control over the things that
determine those results.

Congress wanted our organization to improve service, cut costs,
to get off the GAO high-risk list, and to do it by modernizing what
was a tangle of old computer systems.

Most of my career was spent in the private sector, where I ran
businesses in the technology community, so these kinds of chal-
lenges were a natural for me.

Secretary Paige has made systems modernization one of his six
major management goals in his Blueprint for Excellence, his plan
for correcting the management problems and restoring the con-
fidence of the Congress and the American public in the Depart-
ment.

To get all this done, we do not just do websites, but we are
changing practically everything. We changed the people, we
changed the organization, we changed the financial systems, how
we make investments, how we contract to buy new systems. By the

1The prepared statement of Mr. Woods with attachments appears in the Appendix on page
101.
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way, we are already using share-in-savings contracting to finance
our modernization.

We have built numerous award-winning web products in the
process, and we have had a number of firsts. We tied all this to
a strong use of back office operations and systems proven in the
commercial financial sector, tools used by Wells Fargo, Bank of
America, and others.

The idea behind all this is to be able to integrate customer serv-
ices—and this is a key point I would like to make—so that once
we get an electronic customer, we keep him as an electronic cus-
tomer. We do not chase him back to paper.

We do this with a series of websites. Let me show you what this
means for students, who are our primary customers. The first busi-
ness that a student does with us is the completion of his applica-
tion for aid. This is known as a FAFSA. A few years ago, prac-
tically nobody filed the FAFSA via the web, but customers vote
with their mouses, and this year, half of our applicants, about 5
million, will file electronically. The counter on my slide shows that
we have a visitor to this site every 1.1 seconds.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. So that 5 million people will apply for fi-
nancial assistance this year electronically.

Mr. Woobs. Five million, yes, sir; half of our population.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. That is great. How old is this site?

Mr. Woobs. We are trying to operate at web speed, so we are ac-
tually on the fifth iteration of our website, our fifth iteration of this
application. We change it not just annually but within the year
whenever it is appropriate.

To get a loan to make this whole thing happen, people have to
sign a promissory note. This is the toughest piece of litter to get
off the information highway, because of its legal standing and its
importance in enforcement. Thanks to GPEA and the E-Sign legis-
lation, they can now even sign with us on-line. This application ac-
tually went live last week; it is the first of its kind in government
and probably the first of its kind in the world. Private lenders use
our system to make their student loans. The e-signature promis-
sory note process, because it has inherent checks, balances, and ex-
tensive electronic recordkeeping, actually produces a lower-risk sys-
tem for us than a paper version.

Next, we keep these e-customers in the system with our direct
loan site, where direct loan borrowers can service their loans on-
line. They can see their account status, including the private sector
loans, not just the government loans; they can change the payment
schedule and see what the impact will be on them; they can opt
for automatic debit payments, which is growing exponentially; and
they can get deferrals and forebearances. They can also do a num-
ber of other things. Customers using this website have climbed to
3.5 million this year.

We have similarly reengineered the process for how we deal with
schools and members of the financial community. It is all tied to
another one of Secretary Paige’s priorities, that is, to completely re-
tool and modernize our financial system so that we can produce
auditable reports, the kinds of reports that you need for oversight
and that we need in order to manage this operation.
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I think a key question is whether e-commerce really saves
money. My answer to that is yes, it does, but it is not that simple.
I know from my business experience that you cannot just automate
a current system and assume that you save money.

Look at that FAFSA process that I talked about, that application
for student aid. If you look at the electronic application itself and
compare it to the paper version, you will find that the electronic
application costs about 50 percent as much as the paper one.
Good—it looks like a victory for e-commerce—but not so fast. If you
look at the total system, you will find paper everywhere; we are
mailing out and printing signature pages; we are printing and
mailing out PIN numbers; we are printing and mailing the results
from the web application itself. And even though millions more ap-
plicants file with us electronically, the schools were still ordering
the same number of paper applications to distribute to their stu-
dents. And we found that the web applications were calling our 1-
800 number, asking simple questions but being connected with our
most expert and most expensive operators to get those questions
answered.

So we attacked this issue. We revamped the phone system. Now,
most of the calls are handled by a voice response unit. We are
weeding the paper and mailings out of the web process, and we are
working with schools to cut down on their demands for the paper
FAFSAs. When I am done with all this, I expect that my electronic
version will cost one-third or less compared to the paper version.

The lesson in this that I want to leave is that e-commerce is a
powerful tool in this battle of the budget, but you cannot win this
battle from the air. This thing is trench warfare, and you have got
to get down there and change the system.

Thank you for listening to the story. I believe it is one of the suc-
cess stories that the deputy director of OMB has not gotten to yet.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. I agree.

Mr. Woobs. Thank you for the E-Sign and GPEA legislation.
They have made a huge difference in reality and attitude about
how you do this business. And thank you for making SFA a PBO
and giving us a chance to improve this important system for Amer-
ica.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Mr. Woods. In fact we invited
you because we think you are one of the success stories. We appre-
ciate very much your story.

How many are filing today in paper as opposed to the 5 million?

Mr. Woobs. Five million each.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Five million each. And I presume you
have no doubt that the number filing electronically will go up in
the years ahead?

Mr. Woobs. We make people very much aware of that. Our goal
is to get that number as high as we can. Our particular population
will include people who do not have computer access. We are mind-
ful of that, but we believe that with the population that we serve,
numbers up in the 90 percent utilization range for the electronic
aspect of our business are well within reach, so that is where we
are headed.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. We have had discussion throughout the
morning about the digital divide. I know it exists, but I saw num-
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bers recently over the last 5 years which showed a remarkable in-
crease in the percentage of people who are now on-line. But you are
the experts in this. Does anybody have a number of what it is
today and what it is projected to be?

Ms. VALICENTI. Mr. Chairman, I think it really depends on what-
ever survey you look at and how recently it was done, but that
number is probably well over 50 percent in many cases. I know
that Kentucky has had a digital divide and continues to have a dig-
ital divide issue, but 53 percent of our population can actually get
to the computer through work, home, school, or the library.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. This is somewhat to the side of the e-gov-
ernment program, but obviously not, really, if the aim is to extend
services and involve more people. We are talking in this bill about
support for Community Technology Centers, which Senator
Carnahan pointed to in her statement.

Let me ask any of you what you think about those, and what
other ideas do you have for rapidly closing the digital divide?

Dr. Toregas.

Mr. TOREGAS. We asked cities and counties, and about 2,000 re-
sponded in a survey about 3 months ago. One question we asked
was what are you doing to implement a digital divide bridge. Not
surprisingly, about 83 percent of the cities and counties that an-
swered—and this included about 2,000 cities and counties, so it is
a very large percentage of the major cities and counties in the
United States—provide Internet public access at government facili-
ties. More important, 45 percent are working with local schools to
establish bridges and provide the capability not only for the stu-
dents but for their parents to come in, sign on, and become part
of the e-generation. In addition, 22 percent are funding technology
technical support efforts for the citizens out of their own local
budgets.

Those are three numbers that might give you some examples of
ways that you can begin to look at the digital divide. A smaller
number, about 13 percent, is using the Community Technology
Centers. Perhaps what this indicates is that we need to make sure
that these programs are well-understood and easy to get to by the
localities.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Ms. Altman.

Ms. ALTMAN. I will just make one comment which is really more
on the technology side. The transformation of technology is occur-
ring at such a pace that the device we think of as interacting with
government or with business today, we think of as a PC, but very,
very soon, devices like the handheld telephone and other devices
will be the means for accessing information, and through that, ac-
cessing our government.

So I think that although the digital divide is real, it is going to
be shrinking based on the fact that technology will be so accessible
to everyone.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. That is great. Thank you. I agree.

There was some testimony here and I think a good-natured, good
faith discussion between Mr. O’Keefe and members of the panel
about how to construct the CIO office. I take it from your testimony
that you feel that the closer the connection between the CEO and
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the CIO, the better off we are, and the more you can highlight and
separate the CIO functions, the better it is going to be.

Based on your various experiences, Ms. Altman, Dr. Toregas, and
Ms. Valicenti, could you respond to that point?

Ms. ALTMAN. Yes, I would be happy to. Certainly, in industry
and IBM, our CIO is both the business transformation executive
and the CIO, and in that capacity is responsible for defining our
strategic growth with technology, marrying that strategy to our
business strategy as well as executing the overarching information
technology plan, which includes, as you are discussing, an inter-
operable architecture, an overall architecture to allow us to move
our business forward.

I do not know that I can make a real judgment on where this
individual should reside, so as I read through the proposed legisla-
tion, having this individual in OMB is fine; it is really a matter of
is this individual accountable, is this individual a leader, is this in-
dividual going to hold a place at the table with the senior leader-
ship of this government and be able to project the change and be
essentially a change agent for this e-government transformation?

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thank you. Dr. Toregas.

Mr. TorREGAS. I would add to what Ms. Altman said the fact that
it is not only the technology argument that is important in trans-
formation but also the programmatic one. Somehow, whether you
do it in the flesh of another human being or intellectually, you
have to get the programmatic initiatives of the agencies linked
with the information technology question. You cannot address busi-
ness transformation from an IT perspective alone. You have to
have the programmatic people there. In fact, the absence of a table
around which the information technology experts and the program
people who are responsible for delivering programs and the elected
officials who have the mandate to do that is, I think, something
that stymies our ability to transform government. Such a table,
such an intergovernmental, interdepartmental platform to discuss,
dialogue, and make decisions to change the way government is
done is a weakness right now of our system. I think S. 803 could
be strengthened by providing a platform not only for a single
human being, the CIO, but a platform between program people, IT
people, and the elected officials who ultimately hold the will of the
people to discuss how we transform government along the intergov-
ernmental dimension.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Would you write into the law some com-
mittee of that kind?

Mr. TOREGAS. Some ability to dialogue between three levels of
government and across programs. It is almost an impossibility to
imagine as a bill paragraph, but perhaps we need a new process.
We need something. Right now, there is no place to discuss these
e-government issues and opportunities.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Yes, and to state it as a goal.

Mr. TOREGAS. That is right.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Ms. Valicenti.

Ms. VALICENTI. I would like to emphasize a couple of things that
were said before that I would like to put a little different spin on.
I think that being a peer at the table is very important. I think
the investments that have been made in the past have been done
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strictly from a technology perspective—that I now need to auto-
mate the system, and I will put a system in place; I now need to
do e-government, and consequently, I will put up a website.

I would suggest to you that the dialogue that goes on with your
peers is before you implement anything. It is whether the process
is the right one. Do we need to change the process? Do we need
to make two or three agencies work together that traditionally
have not worked together?

I can tell you from my own experience that we would have built
three imaging centers if we had not come to the table and said
maybe we only need to build one and share it, and we need to build
it with standards that all of us can use it. I talk about technology
standards, not just performance standards. Both are important, but
I would suggest that technology standards are as important to
make interoperability work and to have a vision for what we are
going to deliver.

When we embark on what we now call “e-government” or “digital
government,” I think we are at the low end of investment yet. We
are primarily thinking about commerce and commercial trans-
actions. Ultimately, I would suggest, as has already been talked
about, where is e-democracy, how do we involve our people in the
democratic process differently.

I think the only way that we are going to be able to do that is
if we get this part somewhat right.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Amen. Thank you. Those were very help-
ful responses.

Senator Thompson.

Senator THOMPSON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

This is a very good Committee—a very good panel, I should say—
well, it is a good Committee, too.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thank you. We are just trying to build on
the record of the previous leadership.

Senator THOMPSON. It reminds me of several things. Ms. Altman,
we often say that some people say government ought to be more
like business, and other people say it is different because we are
not in the profit business and so on, but I think that at least in
your area, you are reminding us that in some respects, we can cer-
tainly learn from business, because what you are talking about has
been one of the driving forces of the savings that you have achieved
through increased productivity. And while we may not be striving
to make a profit, we certainly need to not have so much in losses
and deficits that we have had in some departments, and we can in-
crease our productivity. I think that that is one of the things that
we are looking for.

Dr. Toregas, I was taken by your comment about the Des Moines
example, and it caused me to think about the Federal Government.
If we are having such difficulties in doing some of the things we
are trying to do, and if we really get geared up the way we are
talking about, are we going to be able to handle the volume that
we may be asking for. We feel it in our own offices now. So that
is going to be something.

Ms. Valicenti, you mentioned accountability. I think that having
someone like you probably in large part accounts for the success
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that Kentucky has had, and that is certainly important and some-
thing that we have not had in times past.

Mr. Woods, your department or your program represents what
troubles me the most about what we are talking about—and I hope
that this is constructive, because to me, it goes to the heart of what
we need to address and some things we need to avoid as we move
forward in a way that we all want to move.

I am talking about this idea of having a shiny, new chassis over
an engine that is not running, and the car is not going anywhere.
The student financial aid programs have been on GAO’s high-risk
list ever since the high-risk list started in 1990. You were made a
PBO 3 years ago and given some additional flexibility to do some
things. There are some positive signs, but you are still on the high-
risk list, in large part because financial management is lacking.

Here is what the GAO said in January, “These student aid pro-
grams, however, continue to be at high risk for fraud, waste, error,
and mismanagement, because education lacks the financial and
management information needed to manage these programs effec-
tively and the internal controls needed to maintain the integrity of
their operations.”

The IG and GAO for some time have addressed this problem. It
is not just yours, but yours is one of the 23 or so on the list, and
one of the few that has been on the list for a decade as subject to
waste, fraud, abuse, and mismanagement.

The GAO said in March of last year, “Beginning with its first
agency-wide audit effort in fiscal year 1995, Education’s auditors
have each year reported largely the same serious internal control
weaknesses, which have affected the Department’s ability to pro-
vide financial information to decisionmakers both inside and out-
side the agency.” That is department-wide.

Talking about the student financial assistance program, “highly
vulnerable to waste, fraud, abuse, and mismanagement”; “have
been on the list since 1990”; “have been included in every update
since then.”

“Student assistance programs,” according to the IG, “have
spawned a cottage industry of criminals who counsel students and
their parents on how to obtain loans and grants fraudulently.” And
they have been very successful. In the Inspector General’s report,
they recount numerous instances of where this has happened, and
these are the ones that we know of.

“The IG recommended that the Department develop a method to
estimate how much it loses each year in improper payments.” Mil-
lions of dollars are sent out by the Department improperly. “Thus
far, the Department has failed to act on this recommendation. Also,
the Department has failed to implement a 1998 law intended to
allow it to verify with the Internal Revenue Service income infor-
mation submitted by student aid applicants.”

In the financial management area, both the GAO and the IG
have reported year after year on largely the same financial man-
agement problems. The IG found many cases that proved the point
of the financial management weaknesses. In October 1999, for ex-
ample, the Department’s system generated several duplicate pay-
ments; one was a $19 million double payment of grant funds.
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There are information technology management problems. One is
the Department’s failure to comply with the Clinger-Cohen Act,
which goes to the heart of what we are trying to do here, because
that has to do with management of information technology. The
Department is not complying yet.

Another problem is its computer systems security. They say the
weaknesses constitute a significant threat. And the last audit of
Ernst and Young, the most recent audit last year, talks about ap-
proximately $859 million, primarily representing funds drawn
down by schools for which the loans have not yet been recorded.
That means that the schools have not yet demonstrated that they
are eligible for those loans—but they have already drawn down the
$800 million.

So you have drawn the short stick, I guess, today by accident. 1
could go through this with a lot of other departments. But here we
are celebrating a website with regard to a program that in many
ways is a basket case in terms of waste, fraud, abuse, and mis-
management.

If you talk about accountability, I do not know where our ac-
countability is in Congress. Long before you got here, and I trust—
I do not mean this personally to you; you do have an excellent
background, and I am sure you are trying your best. Maybe it just
shows how endemic the problem is and how difficult it is to solve,
but you have been dealing with it for 3 years now. But we are talk-
ing about what—making it so that these criminals can rob the De-
partment of Education more efficiently? Could that be part of what
would be happening here?

We clearly have not been able to get a grip on these basic man-
agement problems, and I am worried that if we get more people
using this, and we have the human resources problems that we
know we have and keeping our arms around it, can one guy over
at the OMB ride herd on all this?

As I said, I am talking to you about a lot of problems that you
do not have anything to do with, but some of them, you do. I guess
I am interested in knowing if you appreciate the interrelationship
of these things that I am talking about. It does not matter what
kind of website you have or how many people are using it if your
underlying management is that deficient, it seems to me.

Now, I have laid out quite a lot of charges here, and you should
have a right to respond at whatever length you wish, or as far as
the Chairman is concerned.

Mr. Woobs. May I respond, Senator?

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. Woobs. I take the criticism as constructive. The reason I
started my remarks by talking about changing everything is be-
cause these issues of integrity and program integrity are at the
heart of what we are trying to do. One reason I was reluctant to
testify here about websites is because we are not just about
websites. We are completely retooling these computer systems. The
financial problems, the financial audits that we have had and the
systems that we have had are nothing like the tools I had to man-
age my businesses in the private sector. We do things with spread-
sheets. We are replacing all that. We have half the modules up for
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a brand new system that will kick in for next year’s audit. We are
very proud of things like that.

We do work with the IRS to do statistical matches that allow us
to verify that students seeking Pell Grant monies are reporting the
proper income. We do not have the ability to do individual data
matches with them. Their legal counsel does not believe that the
law allows them to do that. But we have pushed that as hard as
we can.

Across the board, we have hundreds of people reporting and
working on all of these issues, and I can report progress to you in
all of those areas.

Maybe the most important thing goes to where the biggest dol-
lars are. Defaults in this program were by GAO and others viewed
for years as our biggest issue. In the past several years, the default
rates come from 22 percent down to 6.9 percent. I would hasten to
point out that defaults are only dollars at risk; they are not dollars
lost. In the past 2 years, years of the PBO, the collection efforts
have brought more money back in than has gone out in default. We
have turned the corner on that, and the computer systems are part
of that. The systems we use in debt collection, for data matching,
for comparing profiles and identifying addresses for people who owe
us money—those tools are powerful forces in trying to combat ex-
actly the ills that you described.

We are not about websites. We cannot get it done just with
websites. Websites are the customer service window, but the back
end stuff, this back office stuff, the kinds of tools used by the best
banks and the best in the private sector, have to be part and parcel
of it, and I think that given time, sir, I could convince you that we
are making progress in those areas.

Senator THOMPSON. Well, I hope so. The GAO suggests that the
downward trend in defaults may be more attributable to the strong
economy of recent years. They also have a problem with the cal-
culation method used by the Department; they say that it under-
states the default rate.

So we could talk about all of this in detail for a long time, but
the bottom line is—and please take it back to the Department and
let it, hopefully, soak in to you, who have been there for 3 years—
if I were you, I would concentrate on the things that I was talking
about along with the high-tech glitter stuff that we are all inter-
ested in and we need to make progress on, because the bottom line,
we talk about accountability, and we talk about results-oriented
government, and by either of those measures, the student loan pro-
gram has real problems. I would bet that 90 percent of the people
in the audience, or whoever might be watching or listening to this,
are not aware of that because it is part of a much bigger problem.
It is a government-wide problem, and that is the point. Like I said,
you happen to be here today, but I could go through this with any
number of folks.

To me, it shows perhaps a wrong emphasis or not appreciating
that you have got to walk before you can run. I really am con-
cerned with regard to some programs and some departments—if we
put all this emphasis on this stuff, and we gear up, and we have
all these applications coming in that we are dealing with, and all
these programs, we already have numerous schools that are not
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qualified for loans being reimbursed by the Federal Government.
And all that is going on now under the current circumstances. I do
not want to make that easier to do. I want to make it easier for
the ones who need it and deserve it, but that can only be done
while being accompanied by progress in these other areas.

I do not know what else to do. When an area stays on a high-
risk list for a decade, and the GAO—it is not us; it is not just the
Members of the Committee—when the GAO tells us that they
make recommendations for changes that are not being carried out;
you still get funded in the same ways every year; budget time rolls
around, and we take a look at this and say “That is a shame,” and
we give you the same amount of money or even increase it—it is
a real problem.

So I would just ask you to take back from this today, while you
are doing the good things that you are doing in terms of e-govern-
ment, to realize that it is going to create more problems than it
solves unless we do something about the underlying management
of your program.

Mr. Woobs. Yes, sir. We will take it back, and I assure you that
those issues that you have addressed and raised we take to heart,
and those things are being fixed as I sit here.

Senator THOMPSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Senator Thompson.

Senator Thompson makes a strong point. E-government is a
means to an end; the end is government, and government is an im-
perfect instrument that we are constantly trying to make better.
There are obviously ways in which e-government not only allows
more people to more conveniently, for instance, apply for student
loans, but if used properly, as you have all testified and as our ex-
perience suggests, allows us to be more efficient as well—in other
words, not just to improve ease of access but to actually reorganize
internally so that you are doing what you are supposed to do bet-
ter. And of course, both of those are our hopes in this bill.

I thank this panel very much. You have been extremely helpful.
If you have any afterthoughts, we will keep the hearing record
open for a while for you to submit those to us.

Thank you very much.

We will now call forward our final panel today, which includes
Sharon Hogan, University Librarian, University of Illinois at Chi-
cago; Barry Ingram, Vice President and Chief Technology Officer of
EDS Government Global Industry Group, who is here on behalf of
the Information Technology Association of America; Patricia
MecGinnis, who is President and CEO of the Council for Excellence
in Government; and finally, Hon. Joseph Wright, Jr., former Direc-
tor and Deputy Director of OMB and now Vice Chairman of
Terremark Worldwide, Incorporated.

Thanks very much to all of you for being here. Thanks for your
patience in listening to the preceding discussion. I hope you found
it as interesting as I have.

Ms. Hogan, it is a pleasure to hear from you now.
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TESTIMONY OF SHARON A. HOGAN,! UNIVERSITY LIBRARIAN,
UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS AT CHICAGO, ON BEHALF OF THE
AMERICAN LIBRARY ASSOCIATION, THE AMERICAN ASSO-
CIATION OF LAW LIBRARIES, AND THE ASSOCIATION OF RE-
SEARCH LIBRARIES

Ms. HOGAN. Good afternoon. I am Sharon Hogan, University Li-
brarian with responsibility for academic computing at the Univer-
sity of Illinois at Chicago. I am testifying today on behalf of the
American Association of Law Libraries, the American Library Asso-
ciation, and the Association of Research Libraries.

We want to thank you, Senator Lieberman and Senator Thomp-
son, for your leadership on e-government, and we want to acknowl-
edge our appreciation for the work of your Committee staff, espe-
cially Kevin Landy.

We cannot have an effective e-government without access to gov-
ernment information. Our Nation’s libraries are key access points
for the American public and already are and should be members
of e-government teams at the Federal, State, and local levels.

While there are many Federal agency success stories exem-
plifying good practices for public access to Federal Government in-
formation, the move to an e-government has not been accompanied
by the development of a comprehensive policy framework focusing
on the life cycle of electronic government information.

There are three principal points I would like the Committee to
keep in mind as they consider S. 803.

One, centralized coordination is necessary to make government
electronic information accessible, usable, and permanently avail-
able. That is why we support S. 803. Such coordination is ulti-
mately needed for all branches of government.

Two, legislation is absolutely imperative if we are to embody life
cycle principles in e-government dissemination activities. Agencies
are not doing it today. This bill recognizes the needs and puts a
framework in place to accomplish that goal.

Three, the legislation must be adjusted to incorporate and built
on the institutions and activities going on today.

I would like to elaborate on these three points. First, access and
coordination. Librarians, working with the American public every
day, find that locating the government data or document can be ex-
ceedingly frustrating because “finding tools” are inadequate and
not comprehensive. Also, much web-based government information
that one might have accessed a month or a year ago disappears
from agency websites. While many agencies do a great job of post-
ing important electronic documents to their websites, there is often
no recognition of the long-term value of that information and the
need for it to be publicly available for continuous future use and
preservation. In the electronic environment, an Executive Branch
CIO can provide leadership where there is currently a lack of co-
ordination, cooperation, guidance, or a means to oversee and meas-
ure agency compliance with many existing statutes. However, the
fmphasis on technology should be balanced by an emphasis on pub-
ic access.

1The prepared statement of Ms. Hogan appears in the Appendix on page 114.
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Second, build a new framework. We want S. 803 to promote the
teamwork necessary to serve the American public within and be-
tween agencies. A benefit of section 215 will be to bring together
within the planning and policy functions how agencies manage and
coordinate the flow of information within agencies as well as to and
from the public.

Agency CIOs play an important role in issues related to tech-
nology but often do not have the time or resources, do not have a
strong background in information dissemination, nor are they al-
ways aware of the agency’s responsibilities for public use. Agency
records managers, webmasters, privacy officers, public affairs staff,
and agency librarians should work together.

Three, use existing agencies, institutions, and resources. You will
not need to reinvent all services or functions. For example, in set-
ting cataloguing and access standards, librarians and information
scientists—not information technologists—are the specialists in es-
tablishing cataloging, classification, indexing and metadata stand-
ards for government information products. Cooperative inter-
national bodies already set current cataloging and classification
standards.

We are also pleased that S. 803 contains important provisions in
sections 205 and 206 to improve access to information from the
Federal courts and regulatory agencies. However, the courts and
regulatory agencies should not be given permanent opt-out options.
There should be an annual statement of progress each year and a
set time frame for compliance. We support repeal of current statu-
tory language permitting the Administrative Office of the U.S.
Courts to charge fees to access PACER. Congress should appro-
priate adequate funding for this purpose.

We recommend clearer roles for the Library of Congress and the
national libraries as well as the Institute of Museum and Library
Services and the Federal Library and Information Center Com-
mittee. Further, permanent public access can be accomplished
through a comprehensively coordinated program that includes Fed-
eral agencies, the Superintendent of Documents, the National Ar-
chives and Records Administration, the Library of Congress, other
national libraries, depositories, and other library partners.

Effective public access for the American people is the first step
toward effective e-government. S. 803 includes many important
provisions that can improve public access. Collaborative approaches
and government-wide policies across all branches and levels of gov-
ernment will be necessary to fulfill the potential of e-government.
The library community stands ready to work with you.

Thank you for this opportunity to testify.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thanks very much, Ms. Hogan. Just while
it is in my mind, I believe you were here when Senator Stevens
spoke and expressed his concern about the fact that effectively, we
have two libraries now at the Library of Congress—the one that we
are familiar with and the new one which is on-line—and that the
net effect would be to add costs. That was his concern—obviously,
he hopes we would save. How would you respond to that?

Ms. HoGaN. I would say that all libraries are now running two
libraries. We are all running our print libraries and trying to build
electronic ones. And yes, at the moment, it is costing us more. I
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would hope that it would not double our costs, but it absolutely is
increasing it. We are making investments in the new technologies.
Once these investments are made, we hope that increased access
will make them all worthwhile. But yes, right now, it is not cheap-
er.
Chairman LIEBERMAN. So that is the hope, that obviously, you
are involving more people in using the services of the library.

Ms. HoGaN. Correct. We are seeing libraries all over this country
increase access not only to the collections themselves but also to
the electronic collections. There is actually an explosion of use in
libraries as people come to libraries to access the technology, to ac-
cess electronic resources—and, by the way, to use the print.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. From the user point of view, obviously, it
is one of the more thrilling aspects of the whole Internet revolu-
tion, which is that you can suddenly plug into the resources of the
Library of Congress and every other library in America.

Ms. HoGAN. And then you have more questions, because you
have accessed the information, so we are finding that people then
want to ask even more questions.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. I see. Thank you. Mr. Ingram, welcome.

TESTIMONY OF BARRY INGRAM,! VICE PRESIDENT, EDS GLOB-
AL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRY GROUP, ON BEHALF OF THE IN-
FORMATION TECHNOLOGY ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA
(ITAA)

Mr. INGRAM. Good afternoon. Thank you for this opportunity to
testify before you today on this important topic.

My name is Barry Ingram. I am Vice President for EDS’ Global
Government Industry Group. You already have my testimony, so I
am going to give you a slightly shorter version.

I have over 37 years of experience in information technology,
over 20 of those working with governments, and have led many in-
novative e-government initiatives locally, nationwide, and globally
for EDS. This morning, however, I am representing the Informa-
tion Technology Association of America, or ITAA, which is the Na-
tion’s leading trade association for IT industry.

ITAA represents over 500 member companies across the United
States which produce products and services in the IT industry, and
the association plays a leading role in public issues for the IT in-
dustry.

ITAA has been a long-time proponent of electronic government
and, as you know, helped provide input on principles used early on
to develop this legislation. We are particularly eager to generate
the same interest and progress in e-government at the Federal
level that we have witnessed at the State and local levels. We be-
lieve the E-Government Act of 2001 contributes in a meaningful
way to these goals.

Mr. Chairman, we applaud you, Senator Burns, and the col-
leagues who have officially joined you in introducing this E-Gov-
ernment Act of 2001. We are particularly pleased with the impor-
tance that the legislation places on the need for a well-funded
government innovation fund, and with the emphasis on the exist-

1The prepared statement of Mr. Ingram appears in the Appendix on page 124.
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ence of someone at the highest level who has the responsibility and
the authority to move the Federal Government into the e-govern-
ment sphere. It is crucial for this person to have the means, both
the budget and the staffing, to implement and oversee these efforts
for the enterprise, and we hope that those resources can be made
available in the 2002 budget.

However, when I say e-government, I do not mean only Internet-
related efforts, but any efforts where governments are using newer
technologies to improve their business processes and provide en-
hanced services to citizens, businesses, and government employees
or other governments. If we limit our thinking only to Internet-re-
lated efforts, we are limiting the scope of the possible.

In these efforts, I have seen a mixture of successes and chal-
lenges. The challenges are being overcome, and as you are acutely
aware, finding and achieving innovative ways of funding e-govern-
ment is very difficult. Curtailing stovepipe or purely single-agency-
oriented development, while still promoting innovation and produc-
tivity improvements, requires a real vision and a solid execution
plan.

Fortunately also, the successes are many, and in general, I see
that State and provincial governments are leading the charge, for
several reasons. They have more transactional processes, such as
license renewal and property tax payments. They have somewhat
smaller systems than the Federal and national governments, and
the most successful ones have senior leadership in the form of a
chief executive or a CIO who is sponsoring and visibly behind the
e-government efforts.

Some of the most successful implementation are also taking place
at the national level. In the United Kingdom, for example, the In-
land Revenue, the equivalent of our Internal Revenue Service, is
undertaking a massive rejuvenation of the tax system, and they are
already implementing some of the improvements. They have devel-
oped a National Gateway to government and have implemented the
ability for citizens to self-assess and pay their taxes over the Inter-
net, directly to the government, without an intermediary.

Our own portal, FirstGov.gov, is an excellent start but now needs
to be expanded to encompass citizens’ transactions with agencies.

Without going into a lot of detail, I put together a short list of
top 10 lessons learned for e-government, and I want to highlight
just four of those.

The first one is that implementing successful e-government re-
quires sponsorship and visibility from the top, senior leadership
and championing.

Second, we need to ensure citizens’ privacy and security with
good information assurance capabilities, and we need to build this
into the architecture before privacy and security become a problem:;
we cannot wait.

Third, many existing business processes will need to be reengi-
neered—but do not just reengineer—reinvent wherever possible
and look at new ways of doing business.

Finally, provide incentives for citizens and businesses to use the
new e-government processes. Incentives will enable the move to the
new methods.
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In conclusion, as this important piece of legislation moves
through the legislative process, I leave you with two thoughts. E—
Government modernization is the use of technology to transform
government from the silo organizations that many of us have
talked about to a seamless organization, or this one-stop shop. But
it is centered around citizens’ needs and focused on productivity
improvements.

Finally, the success of e-government modernization is not only
experienced in building and operating our websites. It is in the
transformation of government processes, wrapped in the security of
a robust infrastructure supporting and enabling that trans-
formation.

I thank you for your time and attention. ITAA and EDS both
look forward to working with you and answering any questions
that you might have.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Mr. Ingram; well-said. And
thanks to you and the members of the association for the input
that you have given the sponsors of the bill as we have gone along.

Ms. McGinnis, welcome back. We look forward to your testimony.

TESTIMONY OF PATRICIA McGINNIS,! PRESIDENT AND CHIEF
EXECUTIVE OFFICER, COUNCIL FOR EXCELLENCE IN GOV-
ERNMENT

Ms. McGINNIS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and Sen-
ator Thompson, for inviting me to be here today to talk about this
very important issue.

As you know—well know, because there has been a lot of involve-
ment from the Committee and the staff—the Council for Excellence
in Government worked in partnership with 350 leaders from busi-
ness, civic groups, the research community and government to de-
velop a blueprint for e-government, which we released last Feb-
ruary, and I think you all have copies of it. It, of course, can be
viewed on our website.

We call the report “Electronic Government: The Next American
Revolution” because we believe so strongly that information tech-
nology and the Internet have the potential not only to revolutionize
the way that government operates but also to put ownership back
in the hands of all Americans.

This is not only about e-government; it is also about “e-the peo-
ple,” a play on words which I think has a lot of meaning if you
think about it.

Two recent Council opinion polls conducted by Peter Hart and
Bob Teeter over the last year show that Americans today recognize
the potential of electronic government, even those who are not on-
line, amazingly. A large majority, about three-quarters, says that
developing e-government should be a high priority for the new
President. Even the 44 percent of Americans who believe that
government is ineffective—these are the cynics—are bullish about
e-government and say that tax dollars should be invested in it. But
by a margin of 2 to 1, the public says that privacy and security are
its top priorities, so we have to deal with those issues.

1The prepared statement of Ms. McGinnis appears in the Appendix on page 130.
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The people’s vision of e-government goes beyond efficiency in
services to the opportunity to become more involved and to hold
government officials accountable. It surprised us that more people
would rather see candidates’ voting records on-line than renew
their driver’s licenses on-line.

The dot-gov revolution is just beginning——

Chairman LIEBERMAN. That is unsettling. [Laughter.]

They ought to do both on-line.

Ms. McGINNIS. It might have something to do with privacy and
security, but I think it also has to do with this accountability issue.

Even at this early stage in the dot-gov revolution, there are lots
of examples of productive use of the Internet by government. You
heard about a lot of them in the last panel. The growth in student
financial assistance applications—up to 5 million this year—is
amazing and quite a growth. Taxes can be filed on-line not only
with the IRS but in many States. Procurement on-line is growing
at the Federal and State levels, as are regulations on-line. You
know that the Department of Transportation has all of its regula-
tions on-line at this point.

These examples of e-government all fall into two categories—gov-
ernment to citizens, G to C, and I would put that maybe even a
little differently—agency by agency, one agency at a time to citi-
zens—and also government to business, G to B, one agency at a
time to businesses.

What is missing from this? Government to government. At this
point, there is very little cross-agency or intergovernmental collabo-
ration on-line, and this is a very significant problem.

The e-government fund in this bill recognizes, as does the Presi-
dent’s budget, that we need to invest in collaboration across agen-
cies, levels of government, and with the private sector in order to
break down these very formidable stovepipes that now give us e-
government agency by agency, and that is fine if the service or in-
formation you need happens to be organized that way. That is not
true for most people and for most businesses.

The answers may lie in more powerful search engines building
on the FirstGov start portals or on-line exchanges that can inte-
grate and offer a range of services based on need and eligibility.
The innovative know-how to accomplish this vision of e-government
exists in the public and private sectors, but it has to be harnessed
in a new way.

The bill, S. 803, now before you addresses the important issues
required for e-government to succeed. The details of the provisions
are not exactly the same as the recommendations we make—you
can look at all of our recommendations—but we both address the
same dimensions—leadership, strategic investment, a skilled e-gov-
ernment work force, access, education, and privacy and security.

I think you may find, as we did in developing this blueprint over
a period of about 14 months, that the process of engaging the key
players in government, business, and the other communities to re-
fine this legislation will build ownership and commitment that are
necessary to make it work in the end.

I am delighted that the administration is so eager and willing to
work with this Committee to fashion successful legislation.
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I want to highlight three of our specific recommendations for
your consideration. One is creating a public-private council that
would bring the best thinking of private entrepreneurs and a cross-
section of Federal, State, and local leaders to the e-government en-
terprise. S. 803 calls for a number of forums that engage these dif-
ferent communities. I would suggest one conversation, bringing
them all to the table.

Second is establishing a Congressional Office of Electronic Gov-
ernment to help members of the House and Senate connect more
effectively with the public and to advise not only members but com-
mittees on using e-government to achieve policy goals. Senator
Thompson and Senator Lieberman launched the first ever Senate
website to gather ideas and comments used to develop this legisla-
tion. That ought to be commonplace, and there are many more
powerful uses of e-government in the Congress.

Third is organizing public forums around the country to engage
people, including those on the wrong side of the digital divide, in
the design and implementation of e-government.

There is a lot to do. Together, I think we can seize this oppor-
tunity to make e-government a reality, and I thank you very much
for your leadership and the opportunity to be here today.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thank you, Ms. McGinnis. That was very
interesting and helpful information.

Mr. Wright, we appreciate your patience, and we look forward to
hearing from you now.

TESTIMONY OF HON. JOSEPH R. WRIGHT,! FORMER DIRECTOR
AND DEPUTY DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND
BUDGET, AND VICE CHAIRMAN, TERREMARK WORLDWIDE,
INC.

Mr. WRIGHT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Senator Thompson.

I appreciate you including an old war horse from the prior man-
agement improvement wars at this hearing. I have got to say that
I spent many, many hours in this particular room during the
1980’s, and I just want to know why you let Sean O’Keefe go for
2 or 3 months without having to come back.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. An oversight.

Mr. WRIGHT. I have prepared testimony that I would like to sub-
mit for the record and will just highlight some of the points.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Fine. It will be entered in total.

Mr. WRIGHT. Thank you very much.

I believe that e-government is a national priority, as I stated, for
several reasons. First, it is occurring anyway in the private sector
as well as in the State and the local governments, the associations,
and citizens are coming to expect it. As Pat McGinnis said—and 1
congratulate the Council for coming out with a report as early as
they have in the administration; I think they are one of the first
to do this—but one of the Council’s findings was the Hart-Teeter
survey, which said that citizens are beginning to expect the same
performance from their government because they are getting it
from the private sector.

1The prepared statement of Mr. Wright appears in the Appendix on page 135.
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So the pressure is going to start coming in, “on us,” if I may still
use that term, because at this stage, it is going to be not only pres-
sure for improved services, but it is going to be public pressure,
and it is going to be political pressure. So I think the timing of this
is very, very good.

Second, the reason why it is occurring anyway to some extent is
because there is already an extraordinary amount of money being
spent in the IT area. I have $77.6 billion in expenditures here,
while I know the number that you are used to seeing is $40 to $45
billion. The difference is the intelligence community; we normally
do not include the IT work in the intelligence community in this
IT total. So let us back down to the $40 to $45 billion. Of that num-
ber, you have probably heard that on e-government, you have about
$1.5 billion to $2 billion being spent. You add portals and some
modems, and you are going to have another $1.5 to $2 billion being
spent. Now you are up to about $3 billion. But while you have that
$40 to $45 billion growing at about 4 to 5 percent every, single
year, the e-government piece that OMB has been able to identify
1s growing at about 30 percent a year. So you are going to have a
dramatic increase in spending that is basically spending, as my fel-
low panelists here have said, on a stovepipe, or agency and pro-
gram, basis.

We heard a wonderful example here in the Department of Edu-
cation. That is a very impressive demonstration of a citizen-ori-
ented stovepipe.

So the money is being spent anyway, but what is it being spent
on for the most part—and I am saying this from my old home, the
Office of Management and Budget—is for agencies to further auto-
mate their incompatibilities. But the problem is that our citizens
and our businesses are not incompatible. They are a single entities
who are coming in and making a request of his or her government.
And it is going to be tough to get our agencies to think in those
terms. They will say those terms, but will they share files? Will
they share compatibility? Will they share budgets, which is really
what drives program priorities in this town.

I have gone into some of the stages that I think are important
in developing e-government. Some of my fellow panelists have al-
ready talked about some of the States which are doing a very good
job on this. I agree. I think that Washington State has done a ter-
rific job. The State of Massachusetts has joined the group but was
not included in prior statements. They just announced an e-govern-
ment strategy which to me sounds exactly like what we are trying
to do here. It is intentions-based rather than agency-based; citizen-
centric; a portal to break through the stovepipes; break across tra-
ditional agency boundaries. I think that is what we all want to do.

I was in a presentation the other day, Mr. Chairman, in New
York City, where I live right now, where Mayor Guliani surprised
me. He had a group of mayors come in to see what New York City
has done in the whole area of e-government. And to hear the mayor
of a large city speak to the people who are coming in to get licenses
for business and tell them that now, with all those licenses, you
can come in to one location; to hear about how they are allocating
law enforcement assets to where the problems are, using e-govern-
ment and information services, to make a substantial difference, to
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be able to improve the way it will get jobs for people who need
them. I have got to tell you I was very impressed, and I am sure
we can see that in many of the cities as we go across our country.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Excuse me. In other words, in New York
City now, a business can apply for a series of licenses on-line.

Mr. WRIGHT. Yes, sir—which has not been publicized very well.
Again, I live there, and I was not aware of it. A silly example is
if you come in, and you want to open a restaurant—as you know,
in New York City, you cannot keep up with all the new restaurants
that open and close—you have got to go through a whole series of
licensing steps. You can now do that on-line with a single applica-
tion.

Well, if you are the mayor of a city, you want to be able to pro-
vide that simply because of the fact that you want to bring the
business people into your city. So I would imagine that you are
going to see that model being used elsewhere.

You have heard about Britain coming in with e-government. One
thing that was not said is that they have a goal of 100 percent of
government transactions being on-line by 2005. That is tying in all
of their 200 central and 482 local government institutions with all
60 million citizens and 3 million businesses.

Whether that is achieved or not, the planning they will have to
go through and the steps they will have to go through to simply
allocate the resources to achieve that goal is going to make a dra-
matic improvement.

Anderson Consulting has said that the United States ranks third
behind Canada and Singapore—and I guess now, the United King-
dom. Why? Why are we third, with our resources, and more impor-
tant, our inventiveness. Most of all, the Internet was invented
here, in this country. So it bothers me that we are falling behind
others.

In terms of our e-government initiatives right now, you have
heard over and over again, and I think the Council also stated in
their report, that we have such a low success rate simply because
we have not had organized central leadership in this entire area.
That is bothersome, because the Federal CIOs have said the big-
gest problems are not technology, but they are turf wars, and gov-
ernment structure.

The National Electronic Commerce Coordinating Committee also
points out that policy issues, not technology, are the main problems
governments face as they adopt e-government. Pat McGinnis and
the Council said that a barrier to implementing e-government is
government-wide leadership—and so on and so on.

The Congress in many ways has done its part by passing the
Government Paperwork Elimination Act. Mr. Chairman, you know
that there is a deadline of October 2003 to meet the requirements
of the act, and you know what the chances are of the agencies
meeting that deadline. In some cases, you will care about it a great
deal that they did not meet it; in other cases, you will not. But
where is the priority list? I have never seen a priority list. I have
never seen the Congress lay out a priority list. I have never seen
a status in terms of where the agencies are or are not. I have heard
of some of the problems, but 2003 is coming pretty fast.
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FirstGov.gov was one of the first portals, as you know. We have
over 50 million pages on it right now. State and local information
is now on it. It is only information. It has to have an improved
search engine and it has to have improved security features. There
are security programs within the Federal Government that I think
are pretty good, and I know that when Social Security tried to open
up their files last year, they did have problems with hackers com-
ing in. And I know that the IRS has done a pretty good job in
terms of bringing in their e-files system—but that is not on-line,
that is not on the Internet. And, for example, GSA and their ACES
program looks pretty good. The Postal Service, which we have not
heard about today, and their Net Post-Certified Program, also looks
pretty good.

The main thing, I think, is that the FirstGov.gov expansion has
got to be part of a well-coordinated management effort. And I like
what Sean O’Keefe said in terms of including it as part of a total
management improvement program. And Senator Thompson, the
comments that you made about the Department of Education are
exactly what he is talking about. That is, you cannot automate a
program that, for whatever reasons, is not working for other rea-
sons.

Again, I am not picking on the Department of Education, ei-
ther—OMB picks on everybody—but I believe that what Deputy
Director O’Keefe said about making e-government a part of the
overall management review is very important.

I will finish by saying that, I am delighted that you introduced
S. 803. But on the position of the CIO—we should not focus so
much on the “boxes” in S. 803 as on the responsibilities. And it is
the right move, Mr. Chairman, to have e-government responsibility
in the Office of Management and Budget.

This town, whether we like it or not, speaks in terms of the
budget. That is the power structure within this town. In the pri-
vate sector, it is not—but over here, it is. People in Washington do
not ask you so much what you are going to do on a program, but
how much are you going to spend more than you did last year, and
that is a measure of whether you care.

If you do not have the power of the budget, you are not going
to have the power of the implementation. Therefore, OMB is the
right place to do it. But Mr. Chairman, the person to hold respon-
sible for it is the director of OMB—not a new CIO.

I came before this Committee for years, objecting to breaking out
the deputy director of OMB, because I said the deputy for manage-
ment will not have the power of the budget. But it was done any-
way.

Beyond that, there are many parts of S. 803 that I agree with.
I do not necessarily agree with your spending levels, but I do be-
lieve that a fund is needed. The only thing I would suggest in clos-
ing is that it is very prescriptive in too many ways; it adds a lot
of committees and councils. I would look at what is already being
done. It adds too much spending; I think it is about $250 million
in total if you add everything up. It does not say what is already
being spent in those areas in many cases, and I think you may find
the dollars there.
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Finally, I would say that OMB, Mr. Chairman, also has a great
flexibility to be able to what I call “reorient” agency funding. That
is the nicest word I can use for it. If this is a priority, they can
leverage the $100 million over the 3 years that they ask for 5-, 10-
and 20-fold. The key is to agree on the goals, to make sure that
this Committee, which is the oversight committee of the perform-
ance, has a reasonable reporting mechanism to hold the director re-
sponsible and to ask OMB to report on the progress on an everyday
basis, cutting across administrations.

Thank you, sir.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Mr. Wright, for your very inter-
esting testimony.

I started to interrupt to say that part of our hope here in the way
we have constructed this CIO is to focus on the responsibilities and
to make sure that we created an office in which the CIO had re-
sponsibilities that focused almost entirely on information tech-
nology and not one of several as the deputy director for manage-
ment has.

Mr. Ingram, from the point of view of ITAA, do you have any
counsel about the construction—I know you made a few general
statements—of the CIO, and I suppose particularly on the question
of whether the CIO ought to concentrate primarily on IT issues?

Mr. INGRAM. Yes, sir, I do. First of all, let me relate it back if
I could to our corporate structure and how a CIO operates. For
many years, we had multiple architectures throughout the corpora-
tion—this is EDS now—we had multiple architectures, we had
multiple business units. Everybody went their own way, and we
had stovepipe systems.

Now we have a CIO at the corporate level who reports to the
highest position in the company. When he speaks, we listen, and
we follow. It is for several reasons. First of all, he has a position,
he has leadership, he owns budget, and he sets priorities. He sets
priorities by working with business unit leaders, or in this case,
agency heads. But now, through that direction, we have one com-
mon architecture around the entire corporation for all of our
desktops, all of our PDAs and our Blackberries that we are car-
rying around and so forth, and we are very consistent.

We have one single format for our web pages and our Internet
and intranet sites so that everybody knows the common look and
field, and it is easy to navigate. We are sharing data across all of
those, and we have one standard architecture for everything. I
think that that is the way it should work in this situation also, ab-
solutely.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thank you.

Ms. McGinnis, I know that one of the recommendations con-
tained in the Council’s e-government blueprint, which is a very im-
pressive document, is the creation of an e-government strategic
fund which would receive $3 billion over a 5-year period. And I
wanted you to talk to us a bit about how that figure was arrived
at and how you would hope that the money would be used.

Ms. McGINNIS. We used the Y2K initiative as a model for this,
and the amount is comparable to that and represents, when you
look at this $40 to $45 billion being spent on information tech-
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nology, only about 1.5 percent of that per year. So we did not see
it as an excessive investment.

I do not think the exact amount is as important as achieving this
flexibility in using the money across agencies for collaborative ini-
tiatives. If there is a way of tapping into the $45 billion and cre-
ating more flexibility, bringing these agencies together to invest in
initiatives that will go beyond the boundaries of their agencies,
then that is a way of getting at this.

But the notion here is that the E-Government Investment Fund
be focused on cross-agency, intergovernmental, and public-private
initiatives that address the priorities that were identified in our re-
port and making these systems more interoperable, using the best
technology to provide services, addressing issues of privacy and se-
curity.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Let me ask a final and broader question,
which is that one of our expressed hopes in going more and more
to e-government is not only that it will make the government inter-
nally more efficient and make it more convenient for the citizenry,
for instance, to apply for licenses for restaurants or to gain access
to library services, but that in a broader way, it will help to revive
or stimulate the vitality of our democracy. From the point of view
of the Council, I wonder if you think this is pie-in-the-sky or if it
is a practical possibility that will come from better e-government.

Ms. MCGINNIS. I think it is not pie-in-the-sky. I think it is abso-
lutely essential when you look at the symptoms of our anemic de-
mocracy in terms of the number of people, particularly young peo-
ple, who are voting and participating. And we see in our polling—
we saw in this polling, and we have seen in a whole series of polls
that we have done with Peter Hart and Bob Teeter over the
years—that people do want to be more involved. They see them-
selves as part of the solution, and they feel rather frustrated that
they do not have opportunities beyond going to the voting booth in
November in election years, and many are not exercising that op-
portunity.

So in fact I suggested these public forums. I do not necessarily
think that you have to write that into the legislation here; we can
just do it. You will find, as we did in our polling and focus groups,
that people are very willing to engage and say what they would
like to have on-line, how much they think needs to be offered off-
line, what is most important to them.

We were quite surprised, and I know that Bob Teeter and Peter
Hart were, too, quite surprised, to find that people’s vision of e-gov-
ernment goes far beyond this notion of just being able to apply for
licenses on-line or get information on-line. They want to be able to
communicate with you. They want to be able to communicate with
their elected officials at every level and to ask for and get informa-
tion and have input even into the policy process of the Federal Gov-
ernment and other levels of government.

I think that that is the dimension, that is the definition of excel-
lence in government that we see as equally important to making
this all more efficient and operate better.

Chairman LIEBERMAN. That is a very helpful answer. I believe
you are right, and I am encouraged by the fact that the pollsters
found that kind of attitude among the public.
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I want to thank the four witnesses, and I am going to yield to
Senator Thompson. I apologize that there is now ongoing a farewell
luncheon for a long-time employee of my office, and I would be der-
elict if I did not go. So I am grateful for your testimony, and I am
grateful to Senator Thompson for being willing to wrap up the
hearing.

So I now turn the gavel back to Senator Thompson temporarily.

Senator THOMPSON. Do you have that other piece of legislation
that we had? [Laughter.]

Chairman LIEBERMAN. Thank you.

Senator THOMPSON [PRESIDING.] Thank you very much, Mr.
Chairman.

Several comments have been made that I think have been right
on point. Ms. McGinnis, you mentioned in your statement the con-
cern over privacy; we never talk much about that, but that is an-
other hurdle that we are going to have to overcome. The concern
that you mentioned that people have is very well-placed.

Congressman Inslee and I passed an amendment to the appro-
priations bill last year, requiring the Inspector General to report to
Congress on how agencies collect and share personal information
from the Internet site. The IG compiled data from 51 IGs—three
hundred persistent cookies, or information-collecting devices, were
found on the website of 23 different agencies. There were hundreds
of violations. According to one report, 116 of 206 State Department
websites, well over half the Department’s sites reviewed, had no
privacy statements and therefore no means of advising users of any
information collected on the sites.

That is something that we are going to have to deal with. We are
not doing a very good job of that so far. I think they are making
improvements in that now that the spotlight has been focused on
them, but we will have to wait and see.

Mr. Wright, you mentioned the Government Paperwork Elimi-
nation Act, and you are absolutely right; it requires Federal agen-
cies by 2003 to provide the public or businesses that deal with Fed-
eral agencies the option of submitting or receiving information elec-
tronically. But the GAO has recently reported that agency plans for
implementing the act do not adequately address the requirements
set forth in the legislation. They concluded that OMB will be chal-
lenged in providing oversight of agency activities because the im-
plementation plans submitted by the agencies do not document key
strategic actions nor do they specify when they will be undertaken.
So it is another act they are not going to comply with.

Mr. WRIGHT. Well, Senator Thompson, the Government Paper-
work Elimination Act is just part of a huge amount of management
legislation passed during the 1990’s. I just went through it, and in
some ways, I feel a little bit sorry for my successors at OMB. On
the other hand, what a great challenge for them. We did not have
the Internet in the 1980’s, and I can remember the battles that we
had to go through—I do not even want to bore you with it—but it
was difficult just to get agencies to use credit cards or to just try
to get them to use a general ledger system. Now, those are about
the most boring subjects in the entire world—but they will fight to
the death over it. Or it was difficult to get agencies to use AFT and
lockbox systems—but we got that one done because there was quite
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a bit of money involved. We also did not have the advantages then
that the existing Congress has in your oversight.

Senator THOMPSON. But on the other hand, we keep adding lay-
ers of government in all these agencies.

Mr. WRIGHT. Yes, you do.

Senator THOMPSON. We keep adding programs; we keep dupli-
cating and overlapping programs. So the tools are greater, but the
problems are greater too, aren’t they?

Mr. WRIGHT. Well, I was just looking at the GAO report on all
the management improvement legislation, and much of it com-
plements prior legislation and much of it is overlapping. I do not
want to make your life more complex, but if this Committee were
to combine all these former bills into a single omnibus piece of leg-
islation—that would be an extraordinary service.

Senator THOMPSON. That is a very interesting idea. I have often
wondered about that myself. For example, you mentioned the nine-
ties. The Clinger-Cohen Act and the Paperwork Reduction Act, I
am informed, placed the responsibility of the things that we are
talking about now—maybe they did not realize the significance of
it then—but they placed it with the director of OMB. So I some-
times think we spend an awful lot of time rearranging the boxes
and putting new slots in place and so on, all in a vain effort to try
to vest someone with responsibility or figure out a way of holding
them responsible when it has nothing to do with the organizational
structure. It is almost like we need a one-line piece of legislation
that says the director of OMB is responsible, and he had better do
it or else.

Mr. WRIGHT. The problem is the director of OMB is being hit
with a budget issue every 15 minutes that must be resolved. Man-
agement issues are weekly, monthly, and yearly issues. So there-
fore, OMB handles the issue that has to be resolved right then.

The Government Paperwork Elimination Act requires OMB to
submit a report to the Congress as part of the budget—but in addi-
tion, look at all the rest of the reports they have to submit. How
in the world is the director of OMB going to pay attention to all
of those requirements when they are not combined in a “single” or
in a “limited” number that he can focus on?

Senator THOMPSON. So what you are suggesting is that we are
overloading that position. Obviously, the budget is always going to
be the most important part of it. I have been critical in the last
several years that it has been about the only part of it. Manage-
ment has drifted. The budget is going to have the priority. But
after all that is over, with the additional reporting requirements
and additional legislation and complication that we put into gov-
ernment now, maybe it has gotten to be an impossibility for one
person to handle or even have direct responsibility for all that. And
you are suggesting that we simplify at least the management side
of that, maybe, by combining or streamlining all this management
legislation into something that is more manageable. Is that what
you are suggesting?

Mr. WRIGHT. First, I believe that a lot of people have objected to
if you want to call it the heavy-handedness of OMB forever. When
I was up here and elsewhere testifying, I said that is fine—if you
do not want OMB, disband it, but you are going to have to have
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another OMB. You are going to have to have somebody who is
going to be there to carry out the policies, “of the President” and
communicate these through the budget and other terms of the Con-
gress.

I saw the way the National Performance Review was done in the
prior administration, and many of those initiatives were very, very
good ideas, but they separated it away from the budget. And I
knew that that was not going to be long-lasting and the agencies
were not going to pay that much attention to it.

So I think that in terms of this legislation, putting it into OMB
is the correct thing to do, but it is one more piece of management
legislation that is placed on top of another whole group of require-
ments that the director is going to satisfy in addition to around 20
additional reports with the budget.

Senator THOMPSON. So do you think it makes any difference,
really, whether or not we have a CIO as this legislation suggests,
or whether we have the newly-created position under DDM, as Mr.
O’Keefe described it?

Mr. WRIGHT. A newly-created position reporting to the Executive
Office of the President will simply compete with OMB. And I am
not saying this out of——

Senator THOMPSON. Even if it is within OMB?

Mr. WRIGHT. Oh, no, not if it is within OMB. I am sorry.

Senator THOMPSON. I think the legislation has it within OMB.

Mr. WRIGHT. Yes. If it is within OMB, I would make it simple.
I would not create another deputy to the director. It is tough
enough the way it is right now.

I will tell you, Sean O’Keefe is a wonderful man; he is still
geared toward the same 15-minute issues hitting him all the time.
When you now have the deputy for management coming in and
saying, “By the way, we are going to provide management guidance
to the agencies on our data call which is going out in a couple of
weeks—and I want this to be in it,” he is going to be negotiating
with Sean O’Keefe in terms of that guidance.

Now you have a third person come in, and what if you have a
fourth person come in on the next Congressional imperative? What
you are doing is complicating the life of the director of OMB sub-
stantially. That is all that I am saying.

I would hold the director of OMB responsible for performance
under S. 803 and I would make it as clear as possible. I would sim-
plify all of these prior management reform acts—this Committee
could take the lead on that—and make e-government part of that.

Senator THOMPSON. That means we would have to read all of
them first. Therein lies the problem. [Laughter.]

Mr. WRIGHT. Yes, sir, that is your problem, and that is why you
are a Senator.

Senator THOMPSON. We could go on for a long time here with the
other panel members, but it is one o’clock, and I think we should
wrap it up.

I really appreciate your being here and making your contribu-
tion. I think this has been extremely helpful. Hopefully, we have
been able to point out some of the opportunities as well as some
of the potential pitfalls, and we can move in the right direction.
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The record will be held open for 1 week to accept statements on
e-government and S. 803.

We are adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 1:01 p.m., the Committee was adjourned.]






APPENDIX

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR CLELAND

Mr. Chairman, on the 4th of July thousands of Americans lined up at the Na-
tional Archives to pay their respects to a 225-year-old piece of parchment. The
words contained on that faded medium are the words of our independence as a na-
tion and the ideals that have guided this country for its entire history. The Declara-
tion of Independence, along with the other Charters of Freedom, have now been re-
moved from display at the National Archives to undergo 2 years of treatment and
re-incasement to preserve both the fragile medium and the message that we work
every day to protect. I understand that when the documents go back on display in
2003 they will be presented in new encasements, more accessible to all Americans,
including those with disabilities.

Acessibility of government information is why S. 803, the E-Government Act of
2001, is so very important, Mr. Chairman, and that is why I join you in supporting
its vital goals. From the parchment of the 18th century to the electronic records of
the 21st, we must preserve and make available the records of our national life and
thereby ensure accessibility of government services to the people. The life cycle of
e-government records can not end with first time distribution, but must guarantee
availability to the people into the decades and centuries ahead. That is why, Mr.
Chairman, I wish to take this opportunity to note the vital work of the National
Archives and Records Administration (NARA) in that preservation task.

Building an Electronic Records Archives (ERA) is one of the most critical efforts
to ensure preservation and access to Government records since the establishment
of the National Archives in 1934. The pace of technological progress and the spread
of electronic government initiatives make the need for electronic records solutions
urgent. Among other problems, this progress makes the formats in which the record
are stored obsolete within a few years, threatening to make them inaccessible even
if they are preserved intact.

NARA has been working in collaboration with the Georgia Tech Research Insti-
tute, the National Science Foundation, Defense Research Projects Agency, United
States Patent and Trademark Office, the Army Research Laboratory, and the San
Diego Supercomputer Center to find solutions for the preservation and access to
electronic records that are sustainable over the long term. Progress in these collabo-
rations enabled NARA to announce in March 2000 that they foresee the possibility
of implementing an Electronic Records Archives within a few years. Goals of par-
ticular interest to private sector records managers is NARA’s commitment to make
solutions transferable and scalable to a wide variety of public and private applica-
tions.

In addition to the important link with Georgia Tech on this project, Mr. Chair-
man, Atlanta, Georgia is a proud host to one of the 14 regional archives of NARA.
Currently housed in an inadequate WWII warehouse, the Archives has been invited
to build a new facility on land contiguous to the campus of Clayton College and
State University in Morrow, Georgia. I am working with the College, the Georgia
State Archives, and my friend from the 3rd District, Mac Collins, to try to make
that a reality. The exciting possibility in reference to the subject of e-government
today, Mr. Chairman, is the fact that the most attractive feature of Clayton College
and State University to the Archives is their information technology curriculum.
This specialty will allow the University to partner with NARA on technology
projects that can make the regionally-created e-records more accessible to the Amer-
ican public. Talks are already underway on how these collaborations might be ac-
complished.

So in conclusion, Mr. Chairman, it is my pleasure to support S. 803, as we take
particular note of our responsibility to making the records of our government more
accessible to the people. From the Charters of Freedom to the latest records of the
Centers for Disease Control or TVA, we must do our part to support the institutions
that will ensure accessibility both today and tomorrow.

(65)
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DEPUTY DIRECTOR
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JULY 11,2001

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee.

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before the Committee to discuss the
Administration's views on our electronic government initiative and to cornment on the legislation
pending before the Committee. We welcome your interest and the continued opportunity to work
with you to strengthen the initiative.

Electronic Government is one of the key elements in the President’s Management and
Performance Plan. This administration believes ¢-government must be integrated with the larger
picture of management reform that also includes budget and performance integration, strategic
management of human capital, competitive sourcing, and improving financial performance. Qur
strongest view is that the combination of all these initiatives pursued concurrently is far greater than
the mere sum of the parts. Each element of the management agenda is dependent on the others to
assure maximum advantage. As such, e-government and the employment of information
technology tools must be a part of this broader management reform framework, This is the context
of owr vision for the electronic government initiative.

The Vision

This administration’s vision is to champion a citizen-centric electronic government
framework that will result in an order of magnitude improvement in the federal government’s value
to the citizen. The vision is results oriented, market based, and citizen centered, as outlined in the
President’s Budget. To accomplish this vision we must refocus resources to assure that information
technology facilitates agency administration efficiencies, but most importantly, to maximize citizen
access. We must simplify business processes to maximize the benefit of technology, resulting in
processes that will be faster, cheaper, and more efficient. We must manage information flows and
link them across agencies and the Federal government so that we can find and use what we collect
now and in the future.

If we can do all these things we will go a long way to fulfill the President's vision of an
electronic government framework that truly hamesses the modern tools of the information age.
Specifically, we must focus on the following:
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1. Citizen Centric Strategy

E-government must be judged on the value it provides to all Americans. Simply going "on-
line" is not useful unless it is built around the needs of the users inside and outside of
government. The question is how to make government easier, quicker, cheaper, and more
responsive. Our initiatives will address four broad groups:

* Individuals: We are focussed on building easy to find one-stop-shops for citizens— creating
single points of easy entry to access high quality government services.

e Businesses: We must reduce burden on businesses through the use of the Internet. This is
not about building government websites, but rather about being able to communicate with
businesses in the language of e-business. We cannot make business report the same data to
multiple agencies because government fails to reuse the data appropriately or fails to take
advantage of commercial electronic transaction protocols. This can serve fo streamline the
myriad reporting requirements as well as facilitate a more efficient means for business to do
business with the government.

¢ Intergovernmental: We must make it easier for states fo meet reporting requirernents,
especially for block grants, and provide the valuable information the federal government
must have to measure the performance and results of national programs.

o Intragovernmental: We must automate internal processes to reduce costs for federal
government agency admimistration by using best practices in areas such s supply chain
management and financial management.

2. Simplifying Processes

Making it easy for citizens to get service is constrained by complicated government procedures.
This Committee has highlighted the need for agencies to fix core management problems before
investing in information technology solutions. As information flows are managed, consolidated
and linked, and before new information technology is applied, it becomes imperative that we re-
engineer processes to eliminate redundancy and take advantage of technology — to unify and
simplify the process rather than merely automating what has occurred to date. Such a dramatic
change in organizations can be difficult but it is the best way to become more efficient.

3. Bridging Islands of Automation

Chronic management problems in government have resulted from operation in isolation. For
example, logistics, procurement, and property disposal functions are integral parts of the same
supply chain, but have traditionally been managed as separate functions. Information collection,
data mining and analysis, information dissemination, and information preservation have not
been seen as part of the same information life cycle. The problems of isolation are only
magnified when automation is attempted. Indeed, the IT architectures of the past decade have
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facilitated isolation such that a branch can operate as its own island, complete with databases
and computer power that would have required an extensive data center 15 years ago. We must
look to the best practices of business and public management to link these islands into a wnified
chain.

4, Information Architecture and Knowledge Management

To reap the benefits of e-government, information must be viewed as a resource. We have
always invested in information processing, but information itself must be considered as the
investment. This Commitice has championed this philosophy for many years and this
administration embraces it. In addition, we must start managing our information across our
programs and agencies to improve ouir decisions and our efforts at program evaluation; moving
to knowledge management will lead to better service, faster and at lower costs. But to do this
requires data standards and a plan to guarantee the systems can interact - an information
architecture that recognizes the results that investing in information has on agency business
processes. These two key features of information management -- knowledge management and
an information architecture -- are inherently interrelated processes and must be considered core
efforts of any agency movement to electronic government.

Implementation of the Vision

All of this can come together in a strategy to make the government a "click and mortar”
enterprise, where on-line applications that serve businesses (G2B), inter- and intra-governmental
needs (G2G), and ultimately citizens (G2C) are made more accessible, effective and efficient. In
adopting a "click and mortar” model we must use the best practices of indusiry with regard to
custorner relationship management, supply chain management, enterprise information management,
and rnanagement of change.

OMB's new Associate Director for Information Technology and E-Government, Mark
Forman, will lead this strategy, focusing on how information is supplied to the government,
managed at an enterprise level within and across agencies, and ultimately supplied to citizens ina
way that is linked to agency missions and performance goals.

Funding

Agency investment in information and IT must work toward this vision. The President's
Budget is clear about our plans to use capital planning to improve performance, achieve outcomes
from investments that match agency strategic priorities, and provide real benefits to the public. As
major corporations have adapted to the digital economy, business cases and IT capital planning
have been critical elements of their transition. These elements will be the core of our transition as
well. This Committee has been 2 leader in promoting IT capital planning and the need for IT
projects to have strong business cases, and OMB pledges its full support to these efforts as well.
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Many have expressed specific concerns about the funding required to meet the goals and
changes of e-government. Given the problems we have had in capital planning over many vears, it
is inconceivable that we do net have the room to find money to start e-government projects in our
current expenditures if we simply stop funding what is not working, Last year's Federal IT Budget
portfolio totaled approximately $40 billion and included over 600 major projects; this year we
estimate that almost $43 billion will be spent on major IT projects, infrastructure, architecture and
planning. As we prepare for the fiscal year 2003 budget submission to Congress, ow plan is to
discontinue IT investments that are not relevant to agency or multi-agency missions, or are behind
schedule, over budget or not delivering intended benefits or efficiencies. The e-government
framework must be based on performance.

At the same time, the Administration agrees with the premise of 8. 803, that separate agency
appropriations for e-government make it difficult to fund cross-agency projects. Assuch, a $100
million “e-government fund” is proposed in the President's Budget, with $20 million proposed for
FY 2002, to help leverage innovative interagency projects. If the Congress enacts appropriations
for this purpose, the fund would support multi-agency e-government initiatives that are currently
difficult for any one agency to bear. The fund will leverage cross-agency work in e-government that
serves citizens and businesses, and pould drastically improve citizens’ ability to access federal
services and federal onling information. The fund would provide for collaborative e-government
activities, supporting missions and goals that affect multiple agencies without introducing
interagency funding conflicts. Our ultimate goal is to rationalize and interrelate the 845 billion
carrently budgeted for IT. This government-wide fund must tie to IT capital planning and
performance standards that are linked to strategic goals and outcomes.

In sum, our proposed e-government fund provides sufficient seed money to begin the effort
to establish the larger e-government famework previously described. We believe that the
President’s funding request is the appropriate amount to begin leveraging current IT spending to
miake better use of existing agency investments in [T,

S. 803

‘We welcome this committee’s focus on e-governmaent, a8 it is consistent with many of the
same points in the Administration’s e-government vision and funding plan. We would like to work
with this Committes on crafting legislation that could drive real change in this area. However,
while we believe that thers are many positive aspects of 8. 803, there appears to be a philosophical
difference between S. 803, a3 introduced, and the President’s vision. We see IT and e-government
not as a programmatic end, but as a tool to enable the President’s vision throngh enabling open
access, efficient government operations, and effective decision-making.

In our judgment, it is crucial that we reverse the trend of stove-piping the IT community
from the management work that needs to be accomplished in all sectors of government. We look
forward to working with you to ensure that any legislation does not treat e-government as a series of
discrete information technology issues. We also look forward to working with this Committee to
integrate information technology with broader management and program goals. As stated earlier,
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this administration views e-government as part of overall management reform, integrated with the
other parts of the management agenda in a way that moves government performance forward.

Specific areas of concern that we would like to further discuss with this Committee include:

Performance Goals, We are not sure the bill advances, in any measurable way, the results we
are expecting from the "President’s Management and Performance Plan.” To be effective,
legislation on electronic government must contain performance standards. E-government is a
means to meef agency strategic objectives, but ifs value must be judged by the agency’s ability
to meet those objectives. 8. 803 sets out to promote electronic government but requires
performance standards to measure the bottom line in terms of agency efficiency and
effectiveness.

Creation of Federal CIO. The President believes that the OMB Deputy Director for
Management should be the governmentwide CIO because all management challenges are
intertwined. This move ensures senior level commitment to IT and information resource
management issues. It also guarantees linkage to the budget process, and it assures
management attention by agency heads while preserving their authority, and responsibility to
the President, to direct their agencies. Similarly the Administration would have concerns with
any legislation that would transfer the computer security standard-setting functions of the
Secretary of Commerce under the Computer Security Act, as amended by the Clinger- Coben
Act of 1996 (40 1U.8.C. 1441). These are the core computer security functions entrusted to the
National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) as an expert standards and technology
agency unconnected with defense or law enforcement agencies. We would not support shifting
those functions, or re-ordering the relative functions of OMB and the Secretary of Commerce as
to computer security standards.

As I mentioned earlier, we have created the post of Associate Dirsctor for Information
Technology and E-Government reporting to the Deputy Director for Management who will
work to fulfill the President's vision of using information technology to create a citizen-centric
government. As the senior federal e-government executive, he will be responsible for ensuring
that the federal government takes maximum advantage of digital technology and best practices
to improve quality, effectivencss, and efficiency. He will also lead the development and
implementation of federal information technology policy. He will ensure that e-government
strengthens the ability of agencies to address customer needs while being atientive to the wique
missions of agencies. In deploying e-government he will ensure that the privacy of citizens is
protected. One of the post's first jobs is to put together an e-government strategy for the Federal
government. We will work with this Committee in developing this strategy and its direction.

Proliferation of Forums. The bill proposes that OMB creates and leads numerous distinet
councils, forums, and boards. OMB could currently create any of these on an as needed basis.
The administrative costs fo maintain all of these groups would be high and their benefit would
not be consistent. In addition, their continued presence would take away attention from the
work that needs to be dong to automate government processes and would often duplicate exiting
authorities.
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» Reports. The current version of legislation also has numerous reporting requirements for OMB
and the agencies. It is unclear what problems will be solved by establishing more management
reporting requirements rather than more efficiently utilizing the extant information, We seek to
establish accountability standards linked to measures of performance for electronic government
and will work with this Committee to formulate such measures.

‘The bill also includes a number of provisions with which we agree. We have been actively
pursuing several similar objectives to inclide the improvements being made at FirstGov,
development of a Federal Public Key Infrastructure to provide for interoperability in using digital
signatures for agency programs, promotion of geospatial information standards, and issues of access
for persous with disabilities in implementing Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act. We concur that
these are important public policy initiatives. Most importantly, the bill highlights an e-government
fund simpilar to that currently proposed by the Administration. The support of this Committee on e-
government -- particularly in focusing attention on the need for appropriations that support
interagency activities -- is most welcome.

Conclusion

The Federal Government can secure greater services at a lower cost through electronic
government. By integrating e-government as part of our management agenda, we can best achieve
the promise of electronic government.

The President’s e-government initiatives, coupled with the imaportant legislation this
committee has championed including the Clinger-Cohen Act, GPEA, GISRA and the PRA, provide
sufficient authority for us to make the transformation to an e-government. We look forward to
working with this Commitiee in this effort. Consistent with our strategy, we would also welcome
working with this Committee on e-government initiatives that are consistent with the philosophy
discussed this moming.

Mr. Chairman, thank you for your time. We look forward to working with Congress and
this Comnmittee to reach our shared goal of an e-government framework.
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Good morning, Chairman Lieberman, Senator Thompson and members of the Committee. My
name is Anne Aliman and | am the Managing Director of US Federal for the 1BM Corporation. |
have responsibility for IBM's Federal Business, delivering services, solutions, hardware and
software. Thank you for inviting me here today to talk with you about IBM's views on e-
government and the recently introduced E-Government Act of 2001. This bill will help speed the
transformation of the federal govemment from its currenit form o a more contemporary
knowledge-driven government that can improve services for its citizens and position the United
States to jead.

This morning ! would like to focus my testimony in three areas: IBM's own transformation and
its relevance to the federal government, general policy issues and choices public officials must
address as they manage the transformation to e-government, and finally IBM's view of the
provisions of S. 803.

IBM TRANSFORMATION

IBM is the world's largest information technology company with 80+ years of leadership in
helping businesses and governments innovate. Our business ranges from fundamental
research, to semiconductors and other technologies which comprise information technology
hardware, software and services. IBM software offers the widest range of applications,
middleware and operating systems for all types of computing platforms, and our services
enable customers to take fult advantage of the new era of e-business. Today, we have over
320,000 employees in more than 160 countries around the globe.

For the past 8 years IBM has been changing to better address the needs of our customers, to
break down barriers between operating units - frequently known as stovepipes or silos - and to
integrate the vast quantities of data and people that reside within the worldwide organization.
We seek to achieve cost efficiencies while doing all three. The federal government with its
hundreds of disparate IT systems, lack of interoperability and thousands of locations has many
of these same challenges.

The Problem
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IBM's transformation began in 1993 when we had reached a crisis point. Our financial condition
was very poor and our market value had plunged. To save our company and restore
profitability, we had to reevaluate every facet of our organization. At the time, IBM was a maze
of complexity. We had nearly 400,000 employees doing business in more than 160 countries.
We went to market as 20 different businesses, each with its own fulfiliment, manufacturing,
accounting and payroll systems, its own IT structures and marketing strategies. Unnecessary
redundancy was everywhere. Our combined portfolio included more than 5,000 hardware
products and 20,000 different software offerings.

This complexity was not only difficult for us fo manage; it also made I1BM a confusing
organization for our customers, There was no point of integration that brought our vast
resources together on the customer's behalf. Not surprisingly, IBM was also a highly inefficient
arganization. Our expense-to-revenue ratioc was 40 percent above our major competitors, and
development cycles for our major hardware products often lasted four years or longer. We
maintained a diverse set of IT organizations, with more than 100 different IT officers. Many of
them had the title “ClO,” yet they supported different architectures, technologies and data
standards for the individua! business units or geographies. There was little integration of
systems, vast inconsistencies and a good deal of redundancy.

IT Reorganization

In order to survive, we had to do a better job of integrating our global enterprise. The first step
was to restructure our IT environment and redesign our IT management system to create
efficiencies, improve our ability to communicate, and free up funds to attack other areas in the
overall transformation process. To regain control over our IT environment, we consolidated 155
data centers into just 28 (with a farget of six); replaced 31 segregated networks with a single
infegrated global network; appointed a single CIO responsible for transformation and defining
consistent architectures and standards across IBM; and restructured our IT management
system to ensure that our IT strategy and investments were consistent with our overall business
strategy. Along the way, we reduced IT costs by 25 percent annually, freeing dollars for
reinvestment elsewhere. We reduced labor costs in the data centers by 28% and moved
employees to customer facing responsibilities where they could generate revenue. Our
hardware bill dropped 55% and the cost of raised floor facilities dropped by 67%.

System performance also improved. Our IT depioyment team has placed measurement probes
in more than 600 locations throughout our global network to measure server performance and
traffic and ensure quality. Recently we have achieved server availabilily of 99.5 percent,
average response times of less than two seconds, and dial-in availability exceeding 99 percent.

e-Transformation

The most important part of our transfoermation commenced when we decided to make a
corporate commitment to becoming an e-business in 1998. We realized that we could not
effectively sell e-business to our customers if we did not become a premier e-business
ocurselves. To do this, we had to integrate internet technology into our core business
processes, We had to fuse business and IT strategy. As a result, we are now able tc move
with more speed, agility, efficiency and intelligence. However, to become a fully integrated e-
business, we had to radically alter our structure and break down internal barriers within the
company. We had to rebuild IBM to adapt to continuous change and use a foundation of



74

simplified and integrated business processes. Of all the lessons learned in our transformation,
this is the most important point. We had to break down the walls between our operating
units, or silos, and become a single, integrated organization with seamless connections
between our employees and between our company, our suppliers, our customers and
our business partners.

Today, that core principle underlies all of IBM's internal operations. We created just one [BM
face to the customer, all the way from the creation of ideas through research, to our
components business, to our wark in the highest end of supercomputing. The transformation
has strengthened relations within the company and with customers. But this type of change
was not easy. It required the organization to change management concepts and long
established practices and replace a collection of separated business units with an organization
that is integrated.

Business Transformation - CIO Position (BT/CIO)

One area vital to the transformation process was the selection of our ClO and responsibilities of
the position. Our management expected the ClO to be responsible for the company’s technicat
leadership including:

Providing leadership for IT investments in new technologies & innovations
Providing leadership for corporate IT initiatives

Developing global IT strategies and goals

Defining IT architecture, infrastructure, standards, guidelines and processes
Developing and managing the deployment of the IT infrastructure worldwide
Optimizing the investment in IT infrastructure worldwide

Evaluating, selecting and negotiating enterprise-wide service agreements
Developing and ensuring compliance with overall IBM service-level requirements

Additionally, the CIO is responsible for business transformation across the whole of IBM. The
BT/ ClO has a strategic leadership function and is in effect an agent of cultural change. This
requires a tight communication and control structure. I1BM business units and cross-
organization business processes had to be coordinated during transformation to avoid
duplication or incompatible IT systems across the key processes or between business units.

The BT/CIO function works with business process executives and business transformation
executives across the business units globally to create and manage an integrated application
architecture and ensure compliance with corporate standards and processes. This function
provides the tools, standards, processes, and audit services. The BT/CIO function is also
responsible for enterprise-wide application and standards selection and deployment. The
BT/CIO places particular focus on transforming core business processes and leveraging
knowledge and information.

With change being managed by the BT/CIG, managers had fo transfer the daily operations of
business systems to a centralized group out of their personal control. Initially this raised
anxiety, created doubt, and heightened the sense of risk. It was a major cuitural change for an
institution that had been comfortable as the world changed around it.

But the results were worth it. Let me give you some examples. 1BM did $23 billion in business

3
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over the Net in 2000. That is up from $3 billion two years ago. Last year, we handled 99 million
self-service customer inquiries and transactions over the Web, up from 14 milion in 1998. In
procurement, we have moved from $7 billion in 1998 to $43 billion in 2000, This allowed us to
do 96% of our invoicing in a paperless manner, The savings from Web-based transactions are
impressive, as we save 70% of the cost of a service transaction cost when it is done over the
Net. Let me repeat that. We save 70% of the cost of a service transaction when we
perform it over the Net as opposed to the old paper or manual format. All of this has
resulted in a savings of $377 million in 2000 in the procurement area alone, but also a huge
$2.4 billion in cost avoidance. These are not insignificant sums. For a company with $88B in
revenue, this is 2.7% of revenue. Apply this percentage savings to the budget of a federal
agency, such as the Department of Commerce budget of $8.7 billion in FY 2001 and the
opportunities for savings could be $234 million. Applied across all Federal agencies, the
potential for savings is enormous.

IBM’s transition was driven from the top down, with strong CEQO and other senior executive
leadership. The resulting changes could not have been achieved without sustained leadership,
commitment and accountability. Our company now is one of the leading e-business companies
in the world. Our e-business focus on services, software and hardware has allowed us to
prosper in an ever more competitive IT environment. These changes have fundamentally
altered how we address customer needs, how we do business and how we approach building
an IT infrastructure.

THE NEW NETWORKED ECONOMY

In today's networked economy, the way in which Americans and others around the globe
interact with government has changed dramatically. The Internet has emerged as a powerful
means for conducting all types of transactions in government and business:

Transactions among employees within government -~ to improve how
services are provided, how ideas and knowledge are shared, how teams are
formed, how work gets done;

Transactions between a government and its suppliers and partners,
to reduce cycle time, increase speed, efficiency and reduce costs;

Transactions between a government and its citizens to facilitate easier access
to information and transacting business.

This is only the beginning in this next phase of e-transformation. We hope the lessons learned
from our transformation and our experience with more than 20,000 customers can help you and
other government leaders obtain similar operating results. The goal should be to build a traly
integrated government, capable of efficiently interacting with itself, its citizens and the other
entities with which it deals.

Examples of e-Government
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We are seeing a number of governments embracing e-business strategies and transitioning to
e-governments because they recognize that improvements in government efficiencies and
services to constituents affect economic competitiveness and quality of life.

Let me mention a few brief examples.

1. Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing & Regulation

Allows over 250,000 licensed professionals in the state o renew the licenses from a single
Web site. Over 50% of renewals are done via the e-government application. Time fo renew
has been reduced from four weeks fo one day, The contractors paid for system development
and will be paid back with transaction fees.

2. US Department of Commerce - BuyUSA

Developed to stimulate economic development by assisting U.S. small and medium businesses
to compete and grow in the global economy. Itis an innovative e-marketplace linking U.S.
businesses with buyers and partners around the world. It allows foreign companies, pre-
qualified by the U.8. Commercial Service, to view U.8. company catalogs and company
background information.

3. New York State Governor's Office of Regulatory Reform

Helps businesses wishing to establish in the State or change their purpose to better understand
the process and specific permits for their specific businesses. It allows a Web-based dialogue
which determines the permits required for each business and creates a customized kit. A
single payment is made which is automatically apportioned to the appropriate state
agencies/departments ~ invisible to the user. Over 1,100 permits from 36 state agencies are
available. Permit requests are up twofold, creating 4,500 additional jobs in the state. In
addition, training costs for state employees to support the businesses have been reduced 80%.

GETTING TO e-GOVERNMENT

While these and other examples are encouraging, since they demonstrate the value in moving
to e-government, the key question remains - how does one move the Federal government, as a
whole, to this transformation? To be successful, the government should develop a plan that
addresses the following fundamental choices: leadership, integration, infrastructure, human
resources, privacy, security and resistance to change.

Government decision makers must play a crucial role In creating a framework and, most
impartantly, the urgency that drives the transition fo e-government. The private sector can
provide feadership in aspects of technology, strategy and services deployment, and can help
apply its experience to the public sector. However, it will be strong leadership, and policy
decisions and practices within government itself that will move the change process forward.
Governments around the globe are identifying the following policy issues as critical success
factors in transformation.

Leadership - Afundamental issue is how to create an organizational structure that best
enables strong, visible and accountable leadership committed to the full definition of e-
government. The fwo most important things when designing this policy are to put someone in
charge and to set up a government-wide implementation process. The President must provide a
clear personal imprint and champion the widespread benefits of e-government to agency
leadership. The President must appoint an e-government leader with the stature, authority,
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funding and accountability to drive change. This official must focus constantly on
implementation.

Committed IT leadership will play a central role in overall government efforts fo transform.
Leadership choices include requiring agendies to adopt interoperability as a fundamentat part of
their IT strategy and enabling agencies to learn from each other's implementation.

Since e-government projects often affect multiple agencies or depariments, effective leadership
must ensure adequate funding for multi-agencyfdepartment projects. Also crucialis a
measurament system o insure accountability and progress toward goals.

Integration - e-Covernment triggers a chain reaction throughout the rest of the govemment
structure: across constituent delivery systems, data bases, suppliers, among agencles, and
with logistics, inventory, distribution. All these core business processes must be integrated so
they work together to deliver maximum value through improvements in speed, cycle time and
constituent responsiveness. These processes are not only being transformed. They are being
cannected, fused together and integrated within the government.

An important and difficult e-government issue for ClOs concerns the govemnance models of
organizations. Historically, business processes were stand alone. But since the real bensfits of
e-government come from integration, government leaders must reconceplualize their
management systems and organizational models fo bulld a fully integrated enterprise and they
must create the policy to enable it

infrastructure -~ The fundamental concern for govermment should be the creation of an
information infrastructure that is based on truly open standards. e-Government infrastructure is
built on heavy-duty software and heavy-duty hardwars, such as servers, storage systemns and
user devices. It is "end-to-end” infrastructure. Al one end are all the suppliers, pariners,
constituents, agencies, licensing boards, all outside a government’s firewalls. Al the other end,
is an explosion of devices seeking access to the government network.  In this environment,
standards-based computing and interoperabilily are oritical.  Propriefary systems typleally do
not link easily to new applications and can be artificial gates, limiting system performance. This
is particularly true as data sources become even more varied. In our experience, open
protocols, open interfaces and open file formats are all elements which lead to interoperability,

The mode! for developing applications also is very important. The application framework should
allow systems to extend govemment-wide easily and take full advantage of data, whereveritis
located.  Applications should readily connect into the underlying framework, or readily
disconnect. BEvery step of infrasiructure development includes a cholee; going witha
proprietary system or a sofution builf on open industry standards. The policy choice for
government leaders is whether the systems that get designed, developed and procured are
open, intéroperable, and based on cross-industry open standards or whether they are o be
closed, proprietary and isolated. The former enables connectivity for millions of people and
businesses, wherever they are, using bilions of pervasive devices. The latter ensures ongoing,
parallel, system-by-system investments with neither connectivity, Intercperability nor
extensibility guaranteed. A number of governments have afready concluded that the ideal
framework is an open-source infrastructure which allows Interoperability. We believe
procurement regulations should explicitly allow for open-saurce alternatives.

Human Resources - Demand for a quality IT workforce is rising. In fact, the Federal
government is competing with industry for the same technically skilled workers. The entire
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knowledge-based economy requires highly educated workers who continually build and
enhance skills throughout life. The policy choices for Federal government leaders involve
creating programs to aftract, hire and retain these people. Agencies must assess their skill
needs, develop plans for future hiring, upgrade existing training programs and develop creative
incentives for retaining workers.

The needs in this area are even more compelling in light of the retirements in the federal
waorkforce that are expected to accelerate in the next 5 years. Some job categories are
expecting to lose one third of all employees according, 1o the GAQ. Legislators and agencies
need to carefully assess how these trends will affect the Federal IT workforce and take steps to
balance the impacts.

Specific policy options include funding competitive pay or even premium pay for IT employees,
improving hiring speed, establishing reward and recognition programs, and creating flexible,
entrepreneurial workplaces. As the Federal government urgently needs managers for large-
scale, IT-intensive projects, agencies should consider leading-edge projects as recruiting
incentives, Le., "space shot,"” cool projects to attract the best and brightest. Another policy
choice is to integrate comprehensive electrenic distance learning programs fo allow employees
to advance their skills wherever and whenever they choose.

An enfirely different human resources policy cheice for the Federal government would be the
use of e-sourcing services or cutscurcing.  Agencies need not bulld and manage their own e-
government infrastructure. instead, they can access processing, storage, applications, systems
management and security services over the Nat using e-sourcing. This approach means that
agencies pay only for what they use. The advantages are compelling: new applications can be
deployed faster, scale up is faster for new workloads and bensfils flow more quickly from new
computing innovation and expertise. E-sourcing is flexible, allowing governments to start with a
single service or application and grow from there. In an environment which is constrained by
human resources and Is risk averse, this can become a very viable e-government policy choice.

Further Choices - Other fundamental policy choices for government are not opportunities to
leverage growth as much as they can be potential inhibitors, if not managed thoughtfully.
Globally, governments are beginning to select approaches which balance risk and opportunity.

Privacy -~ Government provides organizations a powerful new capabillity to capture and analyze
massive amounts of information, so they can serve individual constituents more effectively. Yet
this very capability troubles some people, who see it as a means to disclose or exploif their
personal information. These are legitimate and very real concerns, and they must be addressed
if e~government is to reach its full potential. At its core, privacy is not a technology issue. itis a
policy issue. Public officials must ensure that their actions support rather than hinder the
development of a constructive dialogue between governinent, industries and individual cifizens.
A framework should snable individuals to express their privacy preferences and encourage
users of personal information, whether government, industry or non-profit organizations, to offer
services in & manner consistent with the preferences expressed.

Consumers will embrace e-government only to the extent thal they trust the marketplace and
government to respect their privacy. Government and industry both have responsibilities.
Industry needs to demonstrate its commitment to privacy by managing its own conduct and
making adherence to voluntary Codes of Conduct and /or legislation a corporate priority.
Government must enforce existing laws to maintain a proper balance between consumers’
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reasonable expectations of privacy and the benefits afforded by a free and fair flow of
information. Government has a particular responsibility to manage information about both its
own employees and its constituents, and o ensure that its own privacy policies are successfully
implemented. With the growing sophistication of tools to access and manipulate data, the
provision of access to public records is a key issue.

Security - Online security must be an integral part of deployment of e-government solutions.
Government policy makers must select and implement policies that enable government to be
viewed as trustworthy and able to deliver services and safeguard information reliably. This
pertains especially to its extensive holdings of personal data. Security failures can have far-
reaching economic and political consequences. Policy makers should guide their organizations
to a coordinated cybersecurity approach, which cuts across depariment lines. A comprehensive
security framework should define how to assess and manage network risks and specify
different levels of security commensurate with the identified risks. Future security platforms will
utilize self-detecting and self-healing networks. The government and private sector should
consider a cooperative effort in this area to speed their development. in such a cooperative
effort, we expect open-source development methodologies to prove beneficial. Open- source
software, with an active community, is inherently more secure in that it renders all algorithms
explicit and, by its nature, disallows “black boxes,” “back doors™ and “Trojan horses.”

Departments and agencies must do baseline security risk assessments as required by the
Government Information Security Reform Act (GISRA). Beyond this, govermment must
recognize that security needs to be updated constantly and must incorporate new solutions
such as continuous system monitoring, access management, and enhanced use of strong
encryption. This is day-in and day-out commitment, and agency managers must be accountable
for assuring appropriate cybersecurity as part of their mission stewardship responsibilities.

Building Support and Overcoming Resistance to Change - For a variety of reasons, valid,
invalid, cultural, legisiative or mission oriented, government is generally more averse to risk
than the private sector. Change in government can be more difficult. Thus it becomes critical
to gain the commitment of key constituencies early if support of e-government is to grow within
an organization. Highly visible pilot projects which bring change in incremental stages reduce
exposure and risk, create buy-in, showcase success, raise the bar among peers, and create
pull. For example, some governments choose to showcase pilot projects which integrate new
and old data bases into a common architectural structure, to demonstrate continuity with legacy
systems and reduce resistance. To ease fears of change, policy makers should create a
dynamic, forward-thinking road map for the future with an integrated framewocrk and a true
customer focus, yet implement it on a project-by-project basis.

THE ELECTRONIC GOVERNMENT ACT OF 2001

IBM would like to applaud Senator Lieberman and the cosponsors of S. 803 for proposing this
legislation. We believe that legisiation can have a very positive impact in moving the federal
government toward a transformation. Governments will shape the future of the digital economy
by their pace of change and the innovation they display in providing services to citizens and
businesses. Other nations are embracing the move to e-government and the US must nat lag
behind. S. 803 will ensure that e~government is a visible priority in the Federal Government.
We would like to comment specifically on three aspects of the legislation: the Federal CIO, the
interoperability provisions and the E-Government Fund.
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1. Federal CIO

The organization of the Federal CIO s important, but the most critical issue is whether the
individual can provide strategic leadership and be an agent for change. Our own experience
with [BM's CIO showed us that this position requires a broad vision and the ability to act in
various capacities. We believe a Federal CIO must provide strong, credible and visible
leadership and have the sustained support and attention of the senior leadership in the
Administration. IBM believes moving forward quickly on inter-agency cooperation will require
top-down, aggressive leadership to change the established practices. We agree that
specifically identifying functional objectives for the “Federal CIO” responsibilities and for the
CIC Council in the statute will create greater focus on measurable outcomes.

2. Interoperability

We strongly support the legislative recognition that standards for interoperability are
fundamental. Given the breadth and sheer size of government legacy systems, interoperability
is absolutely fundamental for these distinct systems to share information. We would suggest
that the bill go further by including specific Interoperability goals and by referencing the value of,
and need for, “open source software” as identified in the President’s Information and
Technology Advisory Councll (PITAC) report from September 2000. The PITAC report
highlighted “open source™ as being critical to the development of software research and called
on the Federal government to make fundamental software research an absolute priority for
Federal Investments in high end computing. The PITAC concluded that the open source model
merited investigations because “ it provided a unique approach through public, private and
academic partnerships and that open source software offers potential advantages over the
traditional proprietary development model.” We strongly agree with this perspective. Inour
experience, interoperability is predicated on the existence of truly open standards, and open
source has proven to be one particularly effective way of establishing open standards.

3. E~-Government Fund

Finally, the *E-Government Fund’ within OMB for interagency and pilot projects is extremely
important. Pilot projects help overcome resistance to change; they reduce risk; they build
success in measured steps and they create momentum. IBM supports a fund to promote
interagency cooperation on IT projects, as suggested in S. 803, alsc in the PITAC's report,
Transforming Access to Government Through information Technology dated September 2000
and the report of the Council for Excellence in Government, E-Government the Next American
Revolution dated February 2001. The operational demands on any agency's own funds may
prevent creative projects without such an extramural source. We do not know the exact level of
funding required, but the amount included in the bill appears to be the minimum required to
have an impact.

We also support two unique features of the funding proposal. The first allows agencies to
share in the savings of a particular IT project and redirect those savings to other IT projects
within the agencies. This provides needed incentives to save funds, as they were previously
required to be returned to the Treasury. A second important aspect enables OMB to utilize the
fund without regard to fiscal year limitation. We think this will encourage funds to be aliocated
on the value of the project and not an artificial time line.

CONCLUSION
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The Federal Government must catch up with both the private sector and many govemments
around the world. It is behind. it needs to adopt processes and practices o facilitate the
transformation to e-government. 1BM is concerned that there is a growing gap ine-
transformation between the public and private sectors. The Federal Government must move
beyond the traditional notion of government to lead the nation to economic growth and
prosperity in the networked world. The choices of policy makers will determine if government
can serve as a stimulant to economic growth, or as an impediment. Visionary thinking and
strong commitment to change are required. Most important is execution, based on milestones
and accourtability.

Chairman Lieberman, Senator Thompson and members of the commitiee, thank you for this

opportunity fo prasent IBM's views. We stand ready to work with you and your staff to further an
issue that is vital to our government and economy in America today.

10
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TESTIMONY OF DR. COSTIS TOREGAS
PRESIDENT, PUBLIC TECHNOLOGY, INC.

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
UNITED STATES SENATE

“8-803 bill on E-Gov: an opportunity for the federal system
of government te modernize”

Jaly 11, 2001

My name is Costis Toregas, and I am president of Public Technology, Ine. (PTI). [
appreciate the opportunity to provide testimony on the important fopic of “E-Gov”
or “Electronic Government™. PT1is the non profit Research and Development local
government organization, and our membership of innovative cities and counties has
been inmovating with the definition, development and deployment of E-Gov for
much of the decade of the nineties. PTI is also the technology arm for the National
League of Cities (NLC), the National Association of Counties (NACo) and the
International City/County Management Association (ICMA) and has been assisting
all local governments better leverage the opportunities inhereat in the E-Gov
strategies through seminars, publications and surveys.

Although 8803 is comprehensive and addresses a variety of issues, I will contain my
remarks to the topic of E-Gov. PTPs CIO Donald Evans has provided testimony to
the Subcommittee on Technology and Procurement Policy of the US House of
Representatives Committee on Government Reform, which places on the record
PTDs thoughts about the office of the federal CIO, and I will not duplicate this,
{April 3, 2001 Enterprise-wide Strategies for Managing Information Resources and
Technology: Learning from State and Local Governments)

The experience of local governments in E-Gov (for detailed approaches to E-Gov in
the local government space, please see hitpy//www.pti.org/links/e_gevernment.htmb
can be summarized in a small number of Guiding Principles which I believe have
mierit for the federal government as well. Among them are

1.

2.

E-Gov encompasses the improvement of service delivery to the citizen, the creation of
econonic activity and the safeguarding of Democracy. Each of these dimensions

is important in its own right and must be addressed in any E~-Gov investment.
E-Gov must be oriented towards the citizen. The citizen does not care what level of
government or agency provides the needed service, therefore the inter agency
and inter governmental dimensions are essential.

E-Gov demands an E-citizen. Before we can call an E-Gov program successful, it
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must be made available to all citizens, not just those who can afford to pay or
can find the electronic infrastructure available today.

4. E-Gov provides an opportunity to re-engineer the way government operates.
Merely automating existing services is inadequate and does not match the
potential of this promising technology

5. E-Gov is an opportunity to establish viable and sustainable partnerships between
the private and public sectors under which each side provides capacity in areas
of competitive advantage.

When these Guiding Principles are matched against the elements of S803, several
opportunities for decisive, modernizing action can be found. Amongst them are the
following:

E-Gov is an opportunity to create a national, not federal agency system for citizen
service and engagement. Therefore all resources (human, fiscal and managerial)
should be used as a mechanism to harmonize federal, state and local investments

in the application of IT. The $45 billion federal investment in IT, when matched
with the $65 billion investment at the state and local level could produce a
significant pool of resources with which to construct a truly citizen-centric
system.

In order to develop a truly citizen-centric system, one must know what the citizen
wants. Local governments are in a position to know in more detail the desires
and needs of the citizen, as they interact with them on a daily basis. It may be.
wise, therefore, to identify the priorities of the citizens of the United States in E-
Gov, and then develop a set of priorities around them. Such a citizen-first
approach may suggest a strategy different from a uniform effort across each and
every agency initially. Instead of addressing E-Gov across all agencies and
departments simultaneously, it may be wise to concentrate funding around areas

in which citizens attach a high priority, learn from the experiences and then
scale the successful efforts to a national system.

Pilots which explore the inter agency and inter governmental potential of E-Gov
should be given priority. Horizontal systems provide applications that unify
different agencies; vertical systems emphasize the intergovernmental dimension

of systems. What E-Gov provides is the opportunity to create diagonal systems
that are oriented towards the citizen. And in order to move them forward, it is
suggested that pilots (or perhaps challenge grants) be used. Organized around
federal, state and local agencies with a shared responsibility to deliver service,
create economic activity and/or promote democracy, these pilots can establish
Protocols which can then be used in spreading the benefits of E-Gov to our
entire federal system of government.
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The develepment of truly “diagenal” systems for E-Gov would require front end
coordination by all three levels of government, but could produce significant cost
savings and service improvements once implemented. Using an architectural
approach coupled with standardization on digital certificates/signatures could
enable most governmeni-to-government transactions to take place electronically
climinating thousands upon thousands of man-hours of labor and faster
turnaround of standard transactions. Such an approach could also improve
government to business transactions again with considerable savings.

The expertise in information technelogy (IT) of the Chief Information Officers and
other technology experts should be matched with the programmatic capacity of
line government employees expert in the specifics of each governmental area
when constructing E-Gov solutions. The challenge of ensuring not only
technological but programmatic excellence must be approached from the human
perspective and aggressively managed.

The digital divide between the haves and have nots is real today. Both at the personal
level, as well as the geographic one, there are disparities for access which must be
addressed at the national level, and S803 is a good place to start with an investment in
not studying this onerous divide but creating bridges for the citizens.

‘We made a major investment as a nation in preparing for the Y2K “bug”. The
lessons PTI, as well as other major national imstitutions learned and
promulgated to our constituencies is that technelogy opportunities must be dealt

as management issues, not technology ones with a strong role for elected officials
providing leadership. E-Gov is yet another opportunity for the capacity of
technology to be shaped and organized efficiently around societal concerns, with
elected officials playing a key role in its definition.

The technology of GIS (Geographic Infermation Systems) is mature enough today to
provide an interoperable platform around which different agencies and levels of
government can collaborate and provide seamless service. The experience of
local agencies has been strong and positive around this defining role for
geography. Today there is an effort to organize those experiences around the
Local Leaders for GIS, and also to reflect local initiatives in FGDC, the Open
GIS Consortium and other similar efforts. We need to ensure that GIS is central

to any E-Gov effort, and that the strong experiences of local governments are
incorporated in attempts to standardize and define requirements for GIS
interoperability.
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There is currently no intergovernmental vehicle which can assist in the definition

and execution of E-Gov strategies at the national level. Individual agencies are
left to fend for themselves, and intergovernmental, as well as interdepartmental
cooperation is usually penalized, not incentivized. S803 should address this void
by organizing a truly representative, Intergovernmental Panel which reflects the
voices of elected, general management and technology leaders from all 3 levels of
government and which has the authority and financing necessary to launch
pilots, as well as encourage the full scale deployment of diagonal E-Gov systems
to benefit all citizens. Beyond actual direct financing authority, such a Panel
could provide a mechanism under which existing funding for programs
currently authorized could be enhanced or reduced according to the program’s
ability to satisfy the E-Gov initiative.

PTI and its membership of 100 innovative cities and counties stands ready to assist
in the creation of a truly national E-Gov effort. Much in the local government
experiences in E-Gov is readily transferable to the federal level. Cities like Seattle,
Des Moines and San Carlos, and counties like Montgomery County, Dade County
and Fairfax County are providing on-line access today which push the citizen-
centric model to the limits already. We know what has been successful, what has
failed, and why. Many local government CIO's have been successful in eliminating
the barriers inside our own organizations that may have kept us from being as
effective as we should be. We have convinced our peers to subsume their egos to
become part of an enterprise that presents a single face to our citizens. These
lessons can be helpful in constructing a federal E-Gov strategy, and local officials
are ready to contribute and participate in its definition.
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STATEMENT OF ALDONA VALICENTI
PRESIDENT, NASCIO - REPRESENTING
CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICERS OF THE STATES
BEFORE THE
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
UNITED STATES SENATE

JULY 11,2001
Mr. Chairman, and distinguished Members of the Committee:

Tam honored to appear before you today, representing the chief information officers of
the states, to discuss the B-Government Act of 2001, as well as to offer some perspectives
on how the experience of the states can be useful to the Federal Government as it
prepares its own strategic approach for electronic government services. The Federal
Government has a great opportunity at present io learn from the states - the laboratories
of democracy - and to evaluate its own efforts 1o date, and to develop a comprehensive
approach for the creation of a truly citizen-centered, electronic government that enhances
the delivery of public services to citizens with greater efficiency. If done with thought
and foresight, this approach should strengthen the relationship between the citizen and his
or her government.

NASCIO is supportive of many of the elements of S. 803, and we commend vou, Mr.
Chairman, for your leadership and continued attention to the issue. For our purposes, I
will comment on provisions of the bill as they fit into NASCIO's considerations of the
critical elements of a comprehensive approach 10 e-government. These critical elements
are:

» Executive leadership and commitment - creation of a "center of gravity" for federal e-
government operations

Integration across agencies and program stovepipes

Creation of a regular, meaningful intergovernmental consultation process

The will to invest in T to achieve goals, including cost savings

Focus on a citizen-centric approach to service delivery

* & & &

Exeecutive leadership and commitment - creation of a "center of gravity”

NASCIO has testified to the Congress to its support for the creation of a dedicated
Federal CIO position. NASCIO sees, among the many critical roles of the position, the
need for central focus of leadership, and one Federal point of contact to interface with the
states on information technology issues. More generally, the CIO is, as the Kennedy
School of Government has stated, a "center of gravity” around which information
technology, the great enabler of our modern age, revolves. This is proving true for
private indusiry, and academia as well as for government. A majority of the states have
created a state-wide, or enterprise-wide, office responsible for the development,
application, and management of information resources technology, and in many cases,
that office reports to the Governor. As aresult, NASCIO has pointed out the strengths of
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a CIO mode] with direct access to the state executive. This model, as the General
Accounting Office pointed out in its September 2000 report on the issue, gives the CIO
the high visibility and prestige necessary to work across agencies, and to be a full
member of the executive management team. One concern of this approach is that a
Federal CIO, separate from the Office of Management and Budget, would lose the
leverage that comes with direct authority over budgets. The proposed structure in S.
803, by leaving the Federal CIO function within the Office of Management and Budget,
does not invest the position with the visibility of a separate, high-level office that we have
seen work so well in many states, but it does maintain this budgetary leverage. The
Bush Administration has pursued a similar approach, with the very recent appointment,
within OMB, of an associate director for information technology and e-government,
responsible to the Deputy Director for Management, who retains the responsibilities of
the federal CIO. Under all these models, NASCIO recognizes that the value of a Federal
CIO is directly related to the office's infusion with the appropriate authority to integrate
IT resources, and this empowerment is the most critical factor in that office's success.

Integration across agencies and program stovepipes

Any successful, enterprise-wide approach to electronic government requires the ability of
the CIO to be able to set standards and enforce compliance across agencies. In my own
experience in Kentucky, I saw first hand how critical this function is. Legislation was
created that provides me, as the Commonwealth CIO, with responsibility for reviewing
and overseeing large and integrated IT projects and systems for compliance with
statewide strategies, policies, and standards, including alignment with the
Commonwealth's business goals, investment and other risk management policies.

Critical elements of the legislation authorized the CIO to grant or withhold approval of IT
projects, and is accountable for oversight with regard to IT services and procurement.
The CIO also approves and prioritizes capital planning information technology items
across the Commonwealth. In addition, the Commonwealth CIO chairs an Enterprise
Architecture and Standards committee to ensure that IT systems can be integrated and
compatible. These authorities enable me to move the statewide enterprise toward
integration and commonality, and to reap the benefits of increased efficiency, reduced
redundancy, reduced costs, and greater service to citizens.

Creation of a regular, meaningful federal interagency and intergovernmental
consultation process

We also support the Act's provisions which establish the CIO Council, consisting of
representation from CIO's of all major federal agencies, and empowered to be the
principal interagency forum for improving agency practices related to all aspects of
federal government information resources. Again, drawing from my own experience in
Kentucky, the Commonwealth CIO chairs a Governance Team, composed of CIOs from
all branches of state government, who discuss and coordinate on IT issues, policies,
directions, and investments.

We are particularly encouraged by the provisions of S.803, which require the
establishment of regular forums with leaders in information resources management in
state, local and tribal governments, including NASCIO (referenced in the bill language by
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our prior name, the Natiopal Association of State Information Resource Executives), It
is difficult to overestimate the importance NASCIO places on consultation and
coordination between federal and state authorities on information technology policy and
programs. We must emphasize that nearly all legislation has a technology impact and
often, the states are the implementers of change in federal policy. Appropriate and full
prior consulfation has the potential to drastically reduce the unintended, but often of great
impact, consequences of new federal policies and regulations that are implemented at the
state and focal level. TH take a moment to review some of the major federal-state IT
coordination issues that we have identified.  Probably the Issue with the largest near-
term impact, the Health Insurance Portability and Accessibility Act (HIPAA), hasa
mixed record on federal-state coordination.  While this was a very much-needed piece of
legislation, during the development, comment and passage of the Act, policymakers
perceived HIPAA to be largely a health care, information privacy and information
security issue - and not also as a technology and implementation issue. As aresult,
realistic implementation understandings were not reached, and under the current
implementation scheme, compliance dates will be difficult, if not impossible, for multiple
states to meet. This situation could have been avoided with greater corsultation, from the
beginning of the legislative process through the development of the regulations to
implement the Act,  Other systems where greater consultation and vooperation would
enthance efficiency and service are the transfer system and interstate compact for child
support, and the Information technology approval process at the Department of Health
and Human Services. Greater federal-state coordination in areas such as these, and in
future initiatives, could provide dramatic efficiencies in service {o our nation's neediest
citizens.

There are also some very significant success storfes in federal-state coordination on IT
issues - the one that everyone knows, of course, is the Y2K problem, and it is one that
points out the great strengths of having a centralized, empowered point of contact around
which industry and government alike could organize to deal with the problem. Another
strong example of successful cooperation is the Department of Justice's National
Information Axchitecture. This effort is designed to create a national governmental
information architecture, o facilitate the flow of information across all governmental
levels, and to increase information accuracy, timeliness, and completencss witha
reduction in associated expenses. The Department of Justice, NASCIO, and the states
have worked together successfully to create the basic elements of this system, and its
suceess has attracted interest from other federal agencies.

As a first step in what we hope will be a consistently growing consultative mechanism,
NASCIO has recently been given the opportunity to have a representative of NASCIO
attend and participate in, on a limiied basis, the current Federal CIO Council. NASCIO
believes this is a critical development in increasing intergovernmental Federal-State
communications and coordination on IT issues.

The will to invest in IT to achieve goals, including cost savings
In 1996, Governor Patton's "EMPOWER Kentucky" initiative was designed to re-
engineer how state government worked. Out of the re-engineering effort and process
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redesign, it became clear that information technology would become a key enabler of
how services would be delivered. As part of the re-engineering process, process
improvement teams continually look at services provided across the Commonwealth to
determine where efficiencies can be obtained by providing a shared service or enterprise-
wide solution.

With an initial $173 million investment in the EMPOWER Kentucky initiative, we
expect to return a cumulative benefit of $550 million in savings to the state's general fund
by 2004.

NASCIO is supportive of the creation of the Interagency Information Technology Fund,
and are encouraged by the level of annual funding the Act calls for. We would
recommend that these funds also be specifically targeted for innovative
intergovernmental projects, such as the aforementioned National Information
Architecture program of the Depariment of Justice, that have the promise getting a
framework for future and meaningful integration between federal agencies and states.

Focus on a citizen-centric approach to service delivery

NASCIO believes that citizens must see themselves as the owners of their government,
and electronic government can be used o convey that ownership to the people. This will
require citizen-centric design, personalization options, visibility through marketing, and
access for all. Nearly every state in the Union has created an on-line "portal®, defined by
the National Governors Association as "an umbrella web site or a starting point that
provides users with links to the information they wamt". These sites are organized
around functional lines, designed to give citizens easy access to the services they require
without having to navigate through various government levels.

As part of Kentucky's effort to move in this direction, the Commonwealth developed a
"KyDirect" portal to provide government services and the ability to purchase goods and
services on-line. KyDirect allows for access by the citizens of Kentucky to an ever-
growing number of on-line actions and services:

e Access KyCARES, an online services/information directory and guide for Federal,
State and Community Providers

Purchase birth, death, marriage and divorce certificates.

File business reports online.

Purchase of school books from an online hookstore for educators, parents and others.
Purchase unique Kentucky arts and crafts, publications from the Historical Soclety
Request Kentucky driver history records

Make a pledge on-line to Kentucky Educational Television

* ® 9 e @

As a result of Kentucky's and other state’s experiences with centralized portals, we
support the legislation’s call for building on the FirstGov website launched last year by
the General Services Administration. NASCIO worked with FirstGov to link all 50
states to the FirstGov portal, which occurred with the unveiling of the updated site only
two weeks ago, and NASCIO is working with FirstGov to determine our next steps.
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At the end of my discussion, I will return to this issue of portals, and state experiences
with them, to point out some of the remarkable success some of my state CIO colleagues
in other states have achieved with their portals. Specifically, in addition to a snapshot of
the portal page for my own Commonwealth of Kentucky, we'll take a brief look at the
portal pages for Pennsylvania, Washington State, and others.

Conclusion

Mr. Chairman, [ appreciate the opportunity to testify before you and your distinguished
eolleagues on the E-Government Act of 2001, and to provide to you the perspective of
the state chief information officers on the evolution of e-government, We find much to
agree with, in principle, in S. 803, and we are pleased at the emphasis on centralized
leadership, increased funding for innovative programs, on regular forums for
intergovernmental consultation and cooperation, and on building and improving upon the
FirstGov federal portal. Again, NASCIO views the Federal Chief Information Officer as
an essential focus for leadership and a central contact point for coordinating federal and
state technology efforts. In closing, I encourage all of you to consider the experience of
the states, and in particular, of the state chief information officers, as a resource as you
continue to consider the critical issue of how best to provide services to our citizens
through electronic govermment.  Thank you.
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Statement of Greg Woods
Chief Operating Officer, Student Financial Assistance
U. 8. Department of Education
o the
Senate Govermment Affaire Committee

T Geag Woods, Chied Operating Officar of Studen Fingnoi! Adsisiance st the
Deparsment of Bdwation, Thank you Ry fnviting we heve toduy o 1ol vou about our e
comunance sirategy and fts suooesses.

The vontes for this story Is 8 new kind of goverament arganization - the Performance
Based Organizstion. Congross made us the first PBO three vears ago. The heart of the
PBO dea is 2 contract-—it is held acoountible for resutts snd given sontrol over the
things that determine those results. Congress wanted the crpaaiaation to i on g

bsinessedike busis.

Congoess ploked SFA fo be the first FRO beoase ofits blstory of service Interruptions
ad the program’s perenial appearance o GAD s Righeisk Hst. To gt SFA o un
more ke g pood business, we've had to change newly everyiling — the way wa're
organized, the way we messure progress, Ui way we meke budget decisions and menage
ey - g everything about the compuater systerss. You've ashed ne abovt Web
technology. But ] wanted to point out that Web technology §s fust part of a major
setonting of the whole system,

Copgressold me o improve service and ot cost~gad 0 do 3t by modernizing the
angle of old pomputer systems, Mostof sy coreer, | ran techredogy companies - o that
way 5 petieal for me. And Secretary Palge has made systoms modernization one of the
six oo gouls I his “Bluegring for Manegement Excellence™, his plan for coprseting
et mroblems and restoring the cordidence of both Congress and the America

paiblic in the Department.
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We designed a modem, e-commerce architecture that uses the power of the Internet and
the magic of back-office computer solutions proven by banks like Bank of America and
Wells Fargo. Tt lets us quickly provide injegrated customer services on the Web, even as

we phase out the old, stovepipe systems.

We have lots of award winning web products and lots of firsts. But to make the Web
work s 2 viable business solution, you must also Integrate it with 2 whole process. Look
at the three phases of the life of a student loan —~ the application, raking the loan iself,

and repayment:

First we give students and pavents a PIN number, so they can do gl their business with us
securely on-line. Once we get them as e-customers, we want o keep them as e

customers,

Their first business is completing the application for ald, known as the FAFSA. Wehave
a great Web version of the FAFSA. A few years ago practically nobody filed via the
Weh, Bui customers vote with their mouses, and this vear 2.1 million customers have
already filed electronically, and we anticipate that half of our applicant population will
have done that by year-end. The counter on my slide shows we average 1.1 visits per

second.

To get a loan, people have to sign'a promissory note. This was the toughest plece of Hiter
to pick off the information highway. Thanks to the GPEA and the e-sign legislatior, now
they can even sign online. This just went live last week. This feature i3 the first of Its
kind in government, and probably in the world. Private leaders can use our system to
make their student loans. Qur e~signature, promissory note process — with its inherent

checks, balances, and records ~— actually provides lower risk than the old paper notes,

Next, we keep Direct Loan borrowers in the electronic fold with a Web site that services

their loans.
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They can:
« Sce their account status — including FFEL loans
s Change payment schedules
s  Opt for automatic debit payments
» (et deferrals or forbearances
* And more

Customers using this site climbed to 3.5 million this year.

We have similarly reengineered processes for our business transactions with schools and
lenders. And it is all tied to another of Secretary Paige’s priorities—to complete
modernization of our financial system so that we can produce auditable reports that you
and I both need.

We know that schools, students and bankers like our products, because in just one year,
our customer satisfaction scores went from 63.8 on the ACSI index~—way below those of
the private financial services firms—to just one point behind them. Next year, I hope we

can pass themn.

But we have to save money, too. Our customer base is growing and our budget isn’t.
Does e-commerce really save money? Well, yes--but it is not that simple ~ | know from
my business experience that you can’t just automate the current system and assume

you've saved money.

Look at the FAFSA-—the application for student aid:

* If you look at the application itself compared to the paper, you’ll conclude that the
Web cost is about half the paper one. But not so fast.

s  When we looked at the total system, we found paper everywhere. Printing and
mailing signature pages. Printing and mailing PIN numbers. Printing and mailing
the results of the Web application. And, even with millions more applicants using
the Web, schools were still ordering the same number of paper application forms—

35 million of them. And we found Web applicants were making lots of phone
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calls to our 1-800 line — with simple questions being handled by our most expert
customer service representatives. When we looked at the total system we found

that we saved very little,

We already revamped the phone systern, so most of the calls get handled by a voice
response uniy, rather than an operator. We're getting the paper and mailing out of the
Web process, and we're working with schools to cut back on the nurber of paper
FAFSAs we print. When that’s done, I'm guessing my Web application costs no more

than one-third the cost of the paper version.

The lesson: E-commerce is a powerful weapon in the battle of the budget. But you can’t

win from the air, It’s sirictly trench warfare.

Thank vou for listening to our story.

Thank you for the e-sign and GPEA legislation,

Thank vou for making SFA a performance based organization ~ for giving me and the
whole SFA team the chance to show that government can deliver service and financial

performance equal fo the best in business.
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Staterment of
Sharon A. Hogan
University Librarian
University of ilinois at Chicago

On behalf of the
American Library Association
American Assoctation of Law Libraries
Association of Research Libraries

Before the Senate Committee on Govermmental Affairs
on 8. 803, The E-Government Act of 2001
July 11, 2001

Good mormning, [ am Sharon Hogan, University Librarian at the University of Iilinois at
Chicago. 1 am alse Chair of the Commitiee on Legislation of the American Library
Associgtion {(ALA)Y and the Commitiee on Information Policies of the Association of
Research Lilnaries {(ARL.) I am very pleased to appear this mwoming on behalf of the
American Association of Law Libraries (AALL) as well as ALA and ARL in support of
S. 803, the E-Government dct of 2001. The library community has a strong interest in
federal information policy and collectively, our associations represent thoumsands of
libraries and librarians across the Nation. )

Today we will focus our comments on the key provisions of 8. 803 that enhance public
access to government information. There are many other important provisions in the
legislation, and our associations stand ready to continue to work with you and your staff
on all provisions as the bill is further refined,

Librarians working with and for the American public know first-hand, on a daily basis,
the importance and impact that government information has on the health and lives of all
Americans, on the economic well being of our Nation and on the preservation of our
democracy. Public, school, scademic, law and research libraries, including the more than
1300 Federal Depository Libraries across the country, provide access to and assist the
American public in finding and sorting through this tremendous amount of critically
important Federal government information on all subjects and in many formats.

Our publie, school, academic, law and special libraries across the Nation are key access
points for the American public and already are and shounld be members of e-government
teams at the federal, state and local lovels, Libraries, including Federal Depository
libraries, assist thousands of Americans on a daily basis in locating and using the
government information they need as well as connecting our public with government
services and/or agency personnel. The American public relies on librarians, who are the
knowledge experts and who understand the complexities and importance of organizing
information by building directories and catalogs, and of preserving information. In the
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electronic environment, libraries function in several important roles in e-government
including:

. Providers of information through their collections, the organization and cataloging
of information, and other functions;
. Public access points for access for connecting to the Internet and providing local

information and community services, and in closing the digital divide for those without
access to the latest technology;
. Educators and intermediaries by providing the necessary tools and expertise to
assist and inform the public in accessing government information through physical and
virtual collections and services;

. Partners with other government agencies in the development of the infrastructures,
policies and information collections in all formats;
. Partners with the government in recognizing the need for continuous, permanent

public access fo government information.

Our democracy is based on the public’s right to have access to information by and about
their government. Government has an affirmative obligation to disseminate and provide
broad public access to its information, to guarantee its authenticity and integrity, to ensure
that government information remains in the public domain, and to ensure its continuous,
permanent availability and preservation. There is also a Federal responsibility to
adequately fund these functions for the public good.

During the past decade, Federal agencies, Congress and the courts have moved
increasingly to rely on the Internet as the preferred system of public information access
and dissemination. It is estimated that Federal entities today provide public access to
more than 30 million web pages. This number will continue to grow exponentially. The
public searches through the web sites of their elected representatives and congressional
committees as well, to learn about the latest legislative proposals and their Members’
position on issues of importance to them. The courts also are moving towards a fuller
electronic environment that will provide access to opinions, dockets and even Electronic
Case Files.

There are many agency success stories exemplifying good practices for public access to
Federal government information. And yet, with all the growth towards a fuller electronic
environment, the government’s financial investments in technology, and the individual
progress in many agency programs, overall progress governmeniwide from the users’
perspective has been slow, uncoordinated and without a clear vision for the future. But
the move to an e-government has not been accompanied by the development of a
comprehensive policy framework focusing on the life-cycle of electronic government
information. Access in many cases has been disorganized and untimely. Lack of adequate
funding has further eroded information access and compromised a reasonable transition to
electronic dissemination, which affects all branches of government - Federal agencies,
Congress, and the courts. We cannot have an effective e-government without effective
access to government information.
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A strong and positive framework is absolutely necessary to ensure that the public will
have seamless, continuous and permanent access to important electronic information. The
E-Government Act of 2001 addresses the need to increase the visibility of the many
unresolved challenges of e-government and to develop a coordinated approach to make
optimum use of digital technologies for the benefit of our citizenry. Without sound and
reasonable information policies supported by adequate funding for the life-cycle of
government information, e-government cannot move forward. A system that is already
overwhelmed due to the lack of financial support will need an investment in adequate
funding to succeed.

As we come together this morning to comment on S. 803, I would like first to commend
the Committee on Governmental Affairs for initiating over a year ago a virtual public
square for comment through the commitiee’s web site that encouraged citizen
participation in the development of this legislation. That open process exemplifies e-
democracy and e-government at work. Sen. Thompson and Sen. Lieberman - we
appreciate your joint vision and leadership in creating e-Government: An Experiment in
Interactive Legislation.

This successful initiative provided a broad public forum through which the American
public was given the unique opportunity to comment on issues of concern to them about
e-government. S. 803 reflects many of the concerns and the issues raised during this
dialog “to make the government more Internet-Friendly.” There is little doubt that the
American public would be well served if more congressional committees and members
were to emulate this successful model in participatory government.

I would also like to recognize the diligent efforts of your Staff Counsel Kevin Landy in
working with a broad array of stakeholders to develop this legislation. It has been a
pleasure for us in the library community to work with Mr. Landy on key provisions of the
Act. We look forward to continuing to work with you as you refine and perfect this
important legislative effort. g

Mr. Chairman, when you and Sen. Conrad Burns and your other cosponsors unveiled S.
803 on May 1, 2001, oui associations were pleased to have the opportunity to voice
support for your efforts intended to improve public access to government information and
services. This morning I would like to address three specific issues regarding the e-
Government bill that are especially important from our perspective but especially focus
on the access issues.

First, S. 803 articulates important purposes and goals of e-government, and
establishes a new Office of Information Policy for the Executive Branch that will
bring greater coordination and guidance to agencies.

Second, S. 803 includes important provisions that recognize the government’s
responsibility for the entire life-cycle of electronic government information, creating
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new policies and procedures to assist agencies in impreving access to important
information and services.

Third, in introducing S. 803, Sen. Lieberman called it 2 “work in progress.” As you
continue efforts to improve this legislation, we believe it is important to recognize
the current statutory responsibilities of key agencies, and the important role of
individuals within agencies who have specific responsibilities in the life-cycle of
electronic government information. '

First, access to government information is a basic right of all Americans, young or old,
rich or poor, in our largest cities or most remote rural areas. It is also the government’s
affirmative obligation to provide the public with no-fee access to government information
created and maintained with their tax dollars. This principle is fundamental to the open
and participatory government that Congress and the library community have long
affirmed. In order to meet this principle, the government must provide adequate funding
for information technology, permanent public access and preservation. Our democracy is
based on the absolute right of all citizens, with nobody left behind, to know what actions
their government is taking, to hold government accountable and to be able to participate
in the workings of their government. This governmental obligation should include
assuring access for those on the "other side” of the Digital Divide including those without
electronic access and those with disabilities. Reaching these three goals through the
exciting opportunities brought about by e-government will lead to greater public trust and
confidence in our government.

Qur Nation’s libraries play a uniquely important role in this process. Your constituents
have equitable no-fee access to Federal government information, created with their tax
dollars, through the collections and services provided by their local library. From iis
carliest days, Congress wisely recognized the importance of the public's right and need to
have access to the information created by the Federal government. The Annals of
Congress, precursor to today's Congressional Record, were first published in 1789 to
provide citizens with an official record of the debate and deliberations of their
representatives in Congress.

Our Founding Fathers determined that an open and free government would guarantee a
strong, vibrant and lasting democracy. Our challenge in the electronic age is to affirm
these principles and recognize that the time has come to provide a policy framework to
optimize and coordinate policies for electronic government information and services. S.
803 is an important effort to develop an efficient model to harness the strengths and
benefits of the electronic environment more effectively to improve public access.

The findings and purposes of 8, 803 are important for recognizing several shortcomings
in the current model of clectronic dissemination by Federal agencies. Numerous studies
have concluded what many frustrated users of government information, including
librarians, know for a fact—that locating the government data or document one needs is
often exceedingly frustrating because "finding tools" are inadequate and not
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comprehensive. This problem is complicated by the fact that web-based government
information that one might have accessed a month or year ago may have disappeared
from an agency web site into a black hole. While many agencies do a great job of posting
important electronic documents to their web site, there is often no recognition of the
value of that information to the public and the need for it to be available for continuous
future use and for preservation.

We agree that there is currently a lack of coordination, cooperation, guidance or a means
to oversee and measure agency compliance with many existing statutes. In the executive
branch, the lack of enforcement for such policies as A-130, the lack of adequate funding
for agencies, and the lack of coordination to guide agencies towards efficient use of
technology to improve the public’s access to information and services have become
barriers between our citizens and their ability to easily locate and use government
information. Policies and procedures are needed to assist agencies in becoming more
efficient and effective in their dissemination responsibilities, and to ensure agency
compliance with current statutes and the need for government accountability. Adequate
funding must also be provided to support current functions as well as the transition to a
more fully digital and electronic system.

S. 803 raises the visibility and improves coordination among agencies with respect to
information policy issues. It establishes a new position of Federal Chief Information
Officer in charge of a new Office of Information Policy at OMB. This proposal merits
long overdue attention because it encompasses consideration of the challenges of e-
government and provides coordination that will result in a strong framework for new and
existing policies. The coordinating role of the Federal CIO is vital to ensure that agencies
develop front-end solutions for the entire life-cycle of electronic information and services.

Generally, those who serve in the position of agency CIO come with strong backgrounds
in techoology, in IT procurement and in cyber security issues but they lack an
understanding of the agency’s responsibilities for public access. The CIO Council has
focused its energies on important issues such. as Y2K, cybersecurity, and privacy. The
Council now needs to focus on the equally important responsibilities for the life-cycle of
agency information. S. 803 will promote collaboration, consultation and teamwork
between those who manage technology and those who manage information. A systematic
and common sense approach that implements comprehensive life-cycle management of
information policies is absolutely necessary to develop e-government. Again, the
emphasis should be on access and coordination, not merely or strictly centralization.

Second, our organizations strongly believe that the Federal government is responsible for
ensuring the entire life-cycle of electronic information, from creation to permanent public
access and preservation. For many years now, we have testified before other committees
within Congress that the Federal government must carry out these responsibilities in the
electronic environment and must develop governmentwide policies and procedures to
assist agencies in all three branches.
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Librarians and information scientists--not information technologists—are the specialists
in establishing cataloging, classification, indexing and metadata standards for government
information products. Cooperative international bodies set current cataloging and
clagsification standards using the combined knowledge of information professionals as a
resource. The Library of Congress, the Government Printing Office, the national libraries,
and other governmental agencies already cooperate with professional library
organizations to create internationally recognized cataloguing standards such as MARC
cataloguing records, AACRII, GILS and Dublin Core. In addition to the work of these
agencies and organizations, it should also be recognized that information technology
standards that facilitate the integration of information technology are a separate issue
from descriptive information science standards, Fach is important in implementing an e-
government proposal. The standard-setting bodies, however, are separate and need to be
differentiated.

With the rapid and pervasive growth of electronic government information, one of the
greatest challenges for users is simply identifying and locating the database or source that
they need. In today’s distributed electronic environment, there is a critical need for
increased and enhanced coordination. In fact, an increased electronic environment
requires greater coordination to bring all participants together on issues such as standards
and guidelines.

Twould like to highlight some specific provisions of the legislation:

. Sec. 215 “Accessibility, usability and preservation of Government
information.

We believe that an important benefit of the approach advanced in this legislation will be
to bring together more closely within the planning and policy functions how an agency
manages its information technology resources and the flow of information within
agencies as well as to and from the public. In this way, agencies can engage in life-cycle
plarming, and ensure that technology plans are consistent with agency responsibilities for
providing public access to their information resources.

Ii is critical to recognize the responsibility of the Federal government to provide for
permanent public access to and preservation of electronic government information,
Without a coordinated national program to systematically capture, preserve, and maintain
ongoing access to electronic government data, important information is lost every day as
files come and go from agency Web sites and computer servers. The information
becomes inaccessible and thus useless to the American public whose tax dollars have
supported its creation. We believe that changes are necessary to correct the inadequacies
in current law and to ensure permanent access to electronic government publications for
future generations. We believe that this system of permanent public access can be
accomplished through a comprehensively coordinated program that includes Federal
agencies, the Superintendent of Documents, the National Archives and Records
Administration, the Library of Congress and other national libraries, depository libraries,
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and other library partners.

I would like briefly to describe two such successful partnerships. The first is at my
institution, the University of Illinois at Chicago. The U.S. Department of State Foreign
Affairs Network (DOSFAN) is a collaborative effort between the State Department's
Bureau of Public Affairs, the University of Illinois at Chicago Library and the Federal
Depository Library Program to provide permanent worldwide access to foreign policy
information. (www.dosfan lib.uic.edu/) When the collaboration began in 1993, DOSFAN
official press briefings became available to the public for the first time. The site includes
current and authenticated information, including the State Department's dispatches and
advisories, information on human rights issues, consulate and embassy information, and
information about travelling or living abroad. The site provides an easy way for citizens
to submit questions or opinions about U.S. foreign policy through several email lists and
contact poinis.

And the second is the Federal agency “Cybercemetery” maintained at the University of
North Texas (http://www.library.unt.edu/govinfo/research/research.hitml), another foderal
depository library, under a Memorandum of Understanding with the Government Printing
Office (GPO). The “Cybercemetery” is a unique archive that provides the only continuous
public access to information from defunct government agencies and special commissions.
The web site was created in 1997 after the closing of the Advisory Commission on
Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR), and since then the publications and working
documents of eight other defunct government bodies have been added. During the first
month that the “Cybercemetery” was expanded to include the publications of the National
Partnership for Reinventing Government (NPR), approximately 187,000 users accessed
information from the NPR. The “Cybercemetery” was developed to provide continuous
public access to valuable government information that is not otherwise available. The
University of North Texas Libraries is to be commended for stepping in to fulfill what we
believe is the government’s responsibility for continuous permanent public access to
important government information.

. Sec, 205 Federal Courts and Sec. 206 Regulatory Agencies.

We are very pleased that, based on comments from the public during the past year, S. 803
contains important provisions to improve access to information from the Federal courts
and regulatory agencies. While much progress has been made throughout the court
system to use the Internet for improved public access, including the creation of the
official Supreme Court web site last year, Sections 205 and 206 provide an explicit
framework for the courts to follow in creating and maintaining content on their web sites.
We fully support these provisions, with the caveat that we believe that the courts and
regulatory agencies should not be given a permanent opt-out. We ask that you strengthen
the opt-out provisions so that there is an annual statement of progress cach year and that
there be a set timeframe for compliance. In addition, while the public has no-fee access
to electronic information from agencies and Congress, the same cannot be said for public
access to the courts’ fee-based PACER system. We therefore fully support Sec. 205(¢)
that repeals current statutory language permitting the Administrative Office of the U.S.
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Courts to charge fees to access PACER, and we urge Congress to appropriate adequate
funding for this purpose.

And third, as you have noted, Chairman Lieberman, S. 803 is a “work in progress.” The
foundation for an effective e-government across all three branches of government already
exists and can be expanded successfully without creating new institutions. Rather, many
existing Federal government policies, services and resources should be maintained,
enhanced, properly funded and integrated into the vision that the E-Government Act of
2001 proposes.

To strengthen provisions of this legislation that are most important to achieving your goal
of enhancing citizen access to government information, it is very important to recognize
the current statutory responsibilities of key agencies, such as the National Archives and
Records Administration (NARA) that has statutory responsibility for the preservation of
government records and the Government Printing Office (GPO) that has successfully
fulfilled the mandate of the GPO Electronic Information Access Enhancement Act (P.L.
103-40) to build the award-winning GPO Access system. This legislation should more
clearly involve the many Federal entities already providing access to govermment
information. We would like to see a clearer recognition of these institutions, including
the Library of Congress and the national libraries.

For example, we would like to suggest that the legislation recognize the Institute of
Museum and Library Services (IMLS) and the Federal Library and Information Center
Committee (FLICC) as well. The IMLS plays an important role in funding digital projects
that use the latest sophisticated technologies to improve access to valuable state and
federal government information. Through the agency’s National Leadership Grants, IMLS
has funded 20-25 digital library projccts each year, bringing together libraries, museums,
archives and historical associations to create valuable collaborative projects.

In addition, the IMLS is working closely with the National Science Foundation to address
the challenge of integrating large digital collections across many different institutions.
Based on the knowledge and expertise of the IMLS in cutting-edge technologies and their
important national coordinating role, we believe the agency should have a statutory role
in the development of the Online National Library. In addition, with its fingers on the
pulse of our nation’s libraries, the IMLS is naturally suited to play an important role in
the further development of Community Technology Centers, including libraries, to
enhance citizen access to government information and services.

It is also important that the legislation recognize the broad array of Federal agency
personnel who need to work together to successfully implement provisions of S. 803.
While CIOs play an important role in issues related to technology per se, they often don’t
have a strong background in information dissemination, nor are they always aware of the
agency’s responsibilities for public access. Agency records managers, web masters,
privacy officers, public affairs staff, and agency librarians should all be working together
to ensurc that the agency is fulfilling its responsibility for the life-cycle of web-based
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information.

We must also develop mechanisms to ensure the authority and integrity of information
available on agency Web sites. Users must be assured that the information they locate is,
in fact, official. Protecting one’s privacy is another challenge of e-government and users
must also be assured that government does not intrude into personal privacy and that all
appropriate privacy policies and practices are adhered to by all segments of government.
And, ultimately, you will need to address how the different branches of government will
coordinate their lifecycle management of government information.

The Federal Library and Information Center Committee (FLICC), an interagency council
of 55 information managers from all three branches of the U.S. Government, would be a
tremendous asset in helping coordinate agency personnel to work together to fulfill the
new responsibilities mandated by S. 803. The Committee was established in 1965 by the
Library of Congress and the Bureau of the Budget (now the Office of Management and
Budget) to foster excellence in federal library and information services through
interagency cooperation. FLICC carries out its mission by promoting efficient and
effective information services, coordinating the sharing of available resources, and
providing training and educational opportunities for federal information professionals.
FLICC also serves as a forum for discussion of federal library and information policies,
programs, and procedures o help inform the Congress; federal agencies, and others about
these issues. We recommend that you recognize the expertise of agency librarians by
carving out a role for FLICC in this legislation.

In conclusion, while these are very exciting times in many ways because technology
offers many promises of improved public access, we must put into place government
wide policies and practices that will make the vision of e-government a reality. In order
to harness the Internet to enhance public access—the laudable goal of S. 803—it is
incumbent upon the government to fulfill its respousibility for the entire life-cycle of
electronic government information. Effective public access for the American people is the
first step toward effective e-government.

The Electronic Government Act of 2001 includes important provisions that will result in
improved public access, and we share its vision. We believe that collaborative approaches
and governmentwide policies across all three branches are necessary to implement the
most effective system of e-government. We are committed to working with you to
improve this important legislation so that the American public benefits fully from e-
government. Thank you very much.
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ORGANIZATIONAL BIOGRAPHIES

THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF LAW LIBRARIES (AALL)

The American Association of Law Libraries is a nonprofit educational
organization with over 5,000 members nationwide. Ouwr members respond to the legal
and governmental information needs of legislators, judges, and other public officials at all
levels of government, corporations and small businesses, law professors and students,
attorneys, and members of the general public.

THE AMERICAN LIBRARY ASSOCIATION (ALA)

The American Library Association is a nonprofit educational organization of over
60,000 librarians, library educators, information specialists, library trustees, and friends
of libraries representing public, school, academic, state, and specialized libraries. ALA is
dedicated fo the improvement of library and information services, to the public’s right to a
free and open information society--intellectual participation--and to the idea of
intellectual freedom.

THE ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES (ARL)

The Association of Research Libraries is a not-for-profit organization representing
122 research libraries in the United States and Canada. Its mission is to identify and
influence forees affecting the future of research libraries in the process of scholarly
communication. ARL programs and services promote equitable access to, and effective
use of, recorded knowledge in support of teaching, research, scholarship, and conumunity
service.
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Testimony of Barry Ingram, Vice President
EDS Global Government Industry Group
on behalf of the
Information Technology Association of America
(ITAA)

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before you today on this important topic. My
name is Barry Ingram, and I am Vice President for EDS' Global Government Industry
Group. EDS is the leading global services company and provides strategy,
implementation and hosting for clients managing the business and tecﬁnoiogy
complexities of the digital economy. I personally have over 37 years of experience in
information technology ---over 20 of those years working with governments — and
have led many innovative e~-government initiatives locally, nationwide and globally

for EDS.

This morning, I am representing the Information Technology Association of America
(ITAA), which is the nation’s leading trade association for the information technology
industry. ITAA represents over 500 member companies across the United States
which produce‘products and services in the IT industry. The Association plays a
leading role in public policy issues of concern to the IT indusﬁ'y including taxes and
finance policy, intellectual property, telecommunications law, and critical
infrastructure protection. ITAA has a broad-based membership ranging from the
smallest IT start-ups to industry leaders in the software, services, systems integration,
- telecommunications, Internet and computer consulting fields -- ITAA has been a
longtime proponent of electronic government, and, as you know, helped to provide

input on principles used early on to develop this legislation. ITAA has worked at all
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levels of government to improve efficiencies and showcase the benefit to the citizen,
We are particularly eager to generate the same interest and progress in e-government
at the Federal level that we have witnessed at the state and local level. We believe

"The E-government Act of 2001" contributes in a meaningful way to those goals.

E»go?enment holds the real potential to enable a citizen~§entric transformation of our
government. Utilized effectively, e-government efforts can bring a 24x7 service
capability to meeting the needs of citizens, while improving government efficiency,
accountability, and transparency, helping to produce a more results-oriented
government. ITAA's leading edge member companies have already migrated the
private sector to Internet e-business technologies and applications and we look
forward to your commitment that the Federal government will engage the private

sector to achieve the e-government goals set forth in your legislation.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, ITAA applauds you, Senator Burns, and the colleagues that
have officially joined you in introducing "The E-Government Act of 2001.” Your
leadership and vision in forwarding a strong e-government proposal is both highly
welcomed and timely. 'We are particularly pleased with the importance the legislation
places on the nee;i for a well-funded e-government innovation fund, and with the
emphasis on the existence of someone at the highest level who has the responsibility
and the authority to move the Federal government into the be-goverrmlent sphere. It is

crucial for this person to have the means (budget and staffing) to implement and
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oversee these efforts for the enterprise and we hope that these resources can be made

available in the 2002 budget.

1 travel around the globe, and work with many companies and governments on e-
government projects. When 1 say “e-government, however, I do not mean only
Internet-related efforts, but also any effort where governments are using newer |
technologies to improve their business processes and provide enhanced services to
citizens, businesses, government employees or other governments. If we limit our

thinking to only the Internet-refated efforts, we are limiting the scope of the possible.

In these efforts, I have seen a mixture of successes and challenges, The challenges are
being overcome. As you are acutely aware, finding and achieving innovative ways of
funding e-government is difficult. Curtailing stovepipe or purely single-agency
oriented development, while  still promoting innovationr and productivity
improvements requires a vision and an execution plan. Sharing of essential
information across government to improve productivity and improve citizen services

is often counter to citizens® privacy requirements, but can be done.

Fortunately, the success are many, and, in general, I see that state and provincial
governments are leading the charge-- for several reasons: ~ They have more
transactional processes, such as license renewal and prbperty tax payments; they have

somewhat smaller systems than the Federal and national governments; and the most
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successful ones have senjor leadership in the form of a chief executive or CIO who is
sponsoring and visibly behind the e-government efforts. Funding is also being fnade
available to thé enterprises for these activities and a common architecture across the
entire enterprise is being enforced. = This effectively stops development of non-
leverageable stovepipe systems and results in increased productivity and sharing of
systems. Some state and local governments are also using incentives for savings to be
reinvested in other needed activities in those agencies where they have achieved the

savings.

Some of the most successful implementations are also taking place at the national
level. In the UK for example, the Inland Revenue, the equivalent of our Internal
Revenuve Service, is undertaking a massive rejuvenation of the tax system, and they
are already implementing some of the improvements. They have developed a
National Gateway to Government and have implemented the ability for citizens to
self-assess and pay their taxes over the Internet- directly to the government, without
an intermediary. Qur own portal, FirstGov.gov, is an excellent start, but now needs to
be expanded to encompass citizens’ transactions with agencies. Simply put, e-
government efforts can help clients and users of government services achieve superior
value in the digital economy. E-government initiatives are where the "new ideas” are;
where trust is built and sustained between the government and the consumers of
government -- its constituents --; and where the value is delivered to the

client/customer.  Well thought-out e-government efforts foster more e-government
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initiatives and ideas — and this synergy creates a demand for more e-government
capabilities -- a shared and common goal. Your "E-Government Act of 2001"

contributes greatly toward this endeavor.

Without going onto a lot of detail, let me put forward a short "Top Ten" list of lessons

learned for e-government.

1. Implementing successful e-government requires sponsorship and visibility from

the top- senior leadership and championing.

2. Cross-agency government standards are essential- across departments, agencies,

and governmental levels—in order to most effectively share and reuse
applications, information, and capabilities.
need to be robust- we cannot build new high-performance systems on shaky

foundations.

3. Bringing services on line raises expectations ~ technologies and infrastructures

4. Build in rapid scalability- when it works- they will come—and at a speed and

" volume that must be anticipated.

5. Ensure citizens” privacy and security with good information assurance

capabilities——build this into the architecture before privacy and security become a

problem.

6. Many existing business processes will need to be re-engineered, but don’t just

reengineer-- reinvent wherever possible and look at new ways of doing business.
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7. Provide incentives for citizens and businesses to mse the new e-government

services—incentives will enable the move to the new methods.

8. Counter services also need to be preserved and improved with e-government

innovation—ihe Digital Divide will be with us for a long time, so we have to
maintain current capabilities. They can be bolstered, however, with the same new

technologies and improved business practices,

9. Heavily promote new on-line services—we must market the newer capabilities to

the citizens and to other government agencies. Make them aware of new
capabilities, services and improvements.
10, Adopt new and innovative funding methods and develop new partnership models

with the private sector.

In conclusion, as this important piece of legislation moves through the legislation
process, I leave you with two thoughts
# E-Government modemization is the use of technology to transform
government from “silo” organizations to a seamless organization (one-stop
shop), centered around citizen needs and focused on productivity
improvements,
« The success of e-government modemization is not only experienced in
building and operating web sites - it is in the transformation of govermment
processes--wrapped in the security of a robust infrastructure supporting and

enabling that transformation,

Thank you for your time and attention. ITAA and EDS both look forward to working

with vou as we go forward and I welcome any questions or comments you may have.
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Statement of
Patricia McGinnis, President and CEO, Council for Excellence in Government
before the
Committee on Governmental Affairs
United States Senate
July 11, 2001

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and other members of the committee, for inviting me
to participate in this important hearing on S.803, the E- Government Act of 2001. I
congratulate you and this committee for your leadership in promoting e-government as a
way of transforming government, both the way it operates and the way it connects with
the people it serves.

This is not only about e-government. It is also about e-the people. The internet
links people not only to one another and to e-commerce, but to the public marketplace of
ideas, initiatives, innovation, transactions, and results.

At the Council for Excellence in Government, we think of our ambitious mission
in terms of excellent performance and results, and also in terms of the American people’s
understanding, participation, and trust in government.

If you ask what has the greatest potential to improve the performance of
government and connect it to people in a meaningful way, the answer is clearly electronic
government.

The Council for Excellence in Government has assembled an E-government
initiative in partnership with 350 leaders from government, business, civic groups, and
the research community. Together, we developed a blueprint for E-government which we
released in February.

Qur report is called Flectronic Governmeni: The Next American Revolution
because we believe strongly that the Internet has the potential not only to revolutionize
the way government operates but also to put ownership of government truly in the hands
of all Americans. (Copies of the report have been made available to all committee
members and can be viewed online at www.excelgov.org). According to a Hart/Teeter
opinion poll sponsored by the Council for Excellence in Government, most Americans
think in terms of the government, not our government and most Americans, especially
young people, do not think of government as “of, by, and for the people.”

For the next generation of leaders—who are the young people of today—the
Internet is a part of their connective beings. Sixty percent of adults in the U.S. are on-
line; 75% of 12-17 year olds are on-line.

Unfortunately, voung people do not see much of a role for government in their
pursuit of life, liberty, and happiness. What for young Thomas Jefferson was a great
experiment in representative democracy is for young people today boring and
irrelevant—-‘whatever.” They don’t vote much. Only 17% of 18-24 year olds voted in
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the 1998 election (28% is the estimate for 2000), compared to 50% in 1972, when 18
year olds were given the right to vote.

Besides not voting, the best and the brightest are also not choosing government
service. But they are choosing to change the world through new technology and
communications. This presents an important opportunity for e-government to attract
young people to a bold, new enterprise and connect people of all ages to the public policy
arena.

Two recent Council opinion polls, conducted by Hart/Teeter over the last few
months, show that Americans today recognize the potential of electronic government.

* A large majority (73%) says that developing e-government should be a high
priority for the new president.

+ Even 44% of the public who say government is ineffective are bullish about e-
government and say tax dollars should be invested in e-government.

* But by a margin of 2-1, the public wants to proceed carefully down the road to e-
government, saying privacy and security are their top priorities.

e The public’s vision of e-government goes beyond efficiency and services to the
opportunity to become more involved and to hold government and elected
officials more directly accountable for their actions and results. It was surprising
that access to candidates’ voting records online was rated more favorably (77%)
than renewing drivers’ licenses online (53%). i

The vision of our e-government blueprint is government truly of, by, and for the
people—where they no longer have to wait in line between eight and five on weekdays,
but where they can be online anytime, anywhere—not only to get information but to
complete transactions with government, receive services, talk with elected
representatives, eventually even to vote.

We envision a government that organizes and offers its information and services
around the needs of people rather than the organization of government agencies.

There are several important guiding principles for e-government:

¢ It has to be easy to use, accessible to everyone, private and secure, and
innovative.

o We have to invest in public-private, interagency, and intergovernmental
partnerships to design, implement, and manage truly effective e-government.

+ And we have to eliminate the digital divide providing not only access but also
education to those who need it.
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Our recommendations focus on leadership, the strategic investment of
working capital, a skilled e-government workforce, collaboration between government
and business, creative approaches to privacy, security, and interoperability, and access
and education.

The dot.gov revolution is just beginning. Even at this early stage,
there are many examples of the productive use of the internet by government.

¢ In 2000, more than two million applications for financial aid received by
the Department of Education were filed online.

¢ Taxes can be filed on line with the IRS and in many states (for example,
Virginia, California, and Kentucky)

* Drivers can renew their licenses and car registrations, and pay tickets
online in many states.

s Procurement online is growing at the federal and state levels.

o The Department of Transportation posts all of its regulations online for
information and comment,

These examples of e-government all fall into the categories of Government to
Citizens (G to C), and Government to Business (G to B). What is missing? Government
to Government (G to G). At this point there is very little cross agency or
intergovernmental collaboration on line and this is a significant problem.

The Congress has set an ambitious goal for the federal government
(through the Government Paperwork Elimination Act) to offer all of its services and
transactions online by 2003. This is a challenge that should be taken seriously by setting
priorities based on customer needs and impact to get services and transactions on line in
an integrated, user friendly way. This will require collaboration across agencies which
serve the same customers and effective partnerships with other levels of government and
the private sector.

The development of S. 803, the E-Government Act, is an example of e-
government in action. Just over a year ago, Senator Thompson and Senator Lieberman
launched the first ever Senate website to gather and exchange ideas about what should be
in this legislation.

That contributed significantly to the bill now before you, which addresses the
important issues required for e-government to succeed. Although the details of its
provisions are not exactly the same as the recommendations in our blueprint for e-
government, it focuses on the essential elements of leadership, strategic investment, a
skilled e-government workforce, access, and education, and privacy and security. It calls
for government on line in dimensions ranging from basic information, regulatory
proceedings, and the courts, to research and development to be offered to the public.
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This legislation provides an excellent framework for discussion and negotiation to
significantly advance e-government. I think you may find, as we did in developing our
blueprint for e-government, that the process of engaging key players in government,
business, and the civic and research communities to refine this bill will build the
ownership and commitment necessary to break down the barriers to e-government,

Leadership must come not only from OMB and the CIO Council but from the
President, the cabinet, the Congress, governors, mayors, state legislators, and the
judiciary. All must embrace e-government as a tool to improve government performance
and revitalize our democracy.

I commend three of our specific recommendations to you for consideration:

1. Creating a public-private council that would bring the
best thinking of private entrepreneurs and a cross section of
federal, state, and local leaders to the e-government enterprise.

2. Establishing a Congressional Office of Electronic
Government to help members of the House and Senate connect
more effectively with the public and to advise members and
committees on using e-government to achieve policy goals.

3. Organizing public forums around the country to engage the
public, including those on the wrong side of the digital divide,
in the design and implementation of e-government.

The E-government Fund in this bill recognizes, as does the President’s budget,
that we need to invest in collaboration across agencies, levels of government, and with
the private sector. That will break down the organizational stovepipes that now give us e-
government within agency systems only—systems that are not interoperable or easy to
use unless you are seeking information or service from only one agency.

Because the $45 billion now devoted to information technology is appropriated
agency by agency, the stovepipes are formidable. The challenge is not only to provide an
adequate e-government fund to foster collaboration, but to provide incentives for
agencies to collaborate in the use of their much larger IT budgets.

The potential long term savings of e-government are enormous. For example, in
Arizona, the cost of vehicle registration renewals has dropped from a $7 paper process to
$1.50 on line. At the Social Security Administration, phone transactions on their award
winning toll free number that now cost $10 could be reduced to 10 cents on line. Just
think what the potential cost savings are across virtually every function of government at
every level.

‘We applaud the provisions in S. 803 that allow share-in-savings contracting in
which the contractor could be paid a portion of the savings and the agencies would be
allowed to keep a portion for additional investments in information technology.
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The offering of services, transactions, and information to the public, businesses
and other customers of government in a truly user friendly way will require
breakthroughs that are not likely to occur unless given high priority, adequate funding
streams, and accountability for results.

The answers may lie in more powerful search engines, portals or on line
exchanges that can integrate and offer a range of services based on need and eligibility.
The innovative know-how to accomplish this vision of e-government exists in the public
and private sectors. It must be harnessed in a new way.

We conclude our report by saying, “Leaders in the public and private sectors
must, together, seize this opportunity to take bold, decisive action to make electronic
government a reality. The people are ready. We can do this together.”

Thank you Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to be here today.
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Testimony on E-Government and S.803
By
Joseph R. Wright
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, I am Joe Wright, former Deputy Director and
Director of the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) for President Ronald Reagan. During
that time, I was given the responsibility to oversee the President’s management improvement
efforts in the 1980°s. I also chaired the two interagency groups that coordinated these efforts—
the President’s Council on Management Improvement and the President’s Council on Integrity
and Efficiency. I had the pleasure of testifying many times before this Committee on the results
of those efforts; and submitted a “Management Report” along with the Presidents budget every

year to the Congress.

In total, I've spent over 15 years in the service of the Federal government including OMB and
the Departments of Agriculture, Commerce and Defense. Since that time, 1 have been in the
private sector and have recently been involved as Chairman or as a member of the Board of
Directors on IT and Internet-related companies, Several of these companies have been

developing e-government services for the US Federal government.

Today, 1 appear before the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs to discuss e-government
and S.803, the e-Government Act of 2001. E-Government is the use of technology to enhance the
access to, and delivery of, government services to benefit citizens, businesses, employees, and
other agencies. E-Government applications can be divided as follows: Government to Citizen
(G2C) and vice versa; Government to Business (G2B) and vice versa; Government to Employee
(G2E); and Government to Government (G2G). Today, I will comment on the state of
e-government at the Federal, state and local levels, and requirements for effective e-government

implementation. Additionally, I will my share my views of $.803.
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E-Government is a National Priority

E-Government is important for a number of reasons. The US economy has rapidly moved toward
the use of the Internet, dramatically increasing productivity, information flows, and service
levels in the last 10 years. While the US government represents at least 25% of the GDP, it has
lagged seriously behind the private sector in the development of information technologies that
leverage the Internet. The public sector has not placed the same priority on this technology to

date because it hasn’t had to. But that is changing.

First, constituents are demanding enhanced, easy-to-use online services from their government.
A recent survey conducted by the Momentum Group found that more than 60% of citizens and
80% of business users had used the Internet to access government services or information.' More
than two-thirds of Americans believe it should be a high or medium priority for government to
invest tax dollars in making more information and services available over the Internet.? This
level of constituent demand is being driven largely because citizens have come to expect superior
levels of customer service from the private sector, and those expectations are now being mirrored

on constituent-public sector interactions as well.

Second, governments have spent incredible amounts of money on upgrading information
technology. In fact, $77.6 billion was spent last year on information technology projects by the
Federal government.® Unfortunately, without established technology leadership at the Federal

level, this has resulted in agencies implementing e-commerce systems and strategies that are

! Momentum Research Group, “Benchmarking the eGovernment Revolution: Year 2000 Report on Citizen and
Business Demand” (Research Brief, 26 July 2000), 3.

? Hart Tegter, “E-Government: The Next American Revolution” (Research Brief prepared for the Council for
Excellence in Government, September 2000), 2.

* BB&T Capital Markets Equity Research: “Business-to-Government/Government-to-Consumer Internet” (Research
Brief, 22 August 2000), 9.
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proprictary and perpetuate the traditional “stovepipe” architecture of information systems.
Without a coherent e-government strategy, continuing investments in information technology

will result in Federal agencies further automating their own incompatibilities.

Finally, e-government will help save taxpayer dollars. President Bush’s budget projects $100
billion in savings from e-commerce over 10 years. This kind of savings is within reach. For
example, e-government applications such as tax filings, license and permitting applications, and
fee and fine collection systems save between $3 and $5.35 per transaction vs. traditional paper-

based systems.”

With this level of priority associated with e-commerce, governments are making fremendous
investments in e-government systems. Government IT spending is projected to increase 4.4%
annually between 2000-2005, from $77.6 billion in 2000 to $101.1 billion in 2005. More
importantly, the e-government piece of that spending will grow at a 33% rate from $1.5 billion in
2000 to $6.2 billion in 2005. And, Forrester Rescarch estimates that total public sector
transaction volumes now exceed $2 trillion, while approximately $450 billion in fines are paid
each year. By 2006, Forrester expects that Federal, state, and local governments will collect 15%

of fees and taxes online—totaling $602 billion.”

* Gartner Group, “E-Government Metrics: Cost Savings” (Research Brief, 16 October 2000), 3.

® Forrester Research: “By 2006, US Government Will Collect $602 Billion Over The Net, According To Forrester
Research” (Press Release, Cambridge, MA, 20 August 2000)

bttp://www . forrester.com/ER/Press/Release/0,1769.390.FF humi

L%
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The Four Stages of E-Government: Presence, Interaction, Transaction, and

Transformation

Prior to discussing the state of e-government initiatives at the Federal, state, and local levels, it is
important to describe the process of evolution of e-government. Gartner Dataquest has developed

a four-phased model that describes e-government development as follows:*

o Phase 1: Presence—The first phase of e-government development is characterized by the
rush to simply have a presence on the Internet to provide general information about
government agencies to constituents. Since the early 1990s, Federal, state and local
governments have implemented more than 10,000 web sites fo inform the public about

government agencies.

» Phase 2: Interaction—Web sites in the second phase of e-government development
provide search capabilitics and downloadable electronic forms and documents that enable
constituents to access critical information, but still require a visit to a government office

to complete a transaction.

* Phase 3: Transaction—This third stage of e-government is characterized by the
empowerment of citizens to conduct and complete entire tasks online by using self-
service applications such as tax filing, driver’s license renewal, procurement, and

permitting and licensing. This is the focus of most current e-government indtiatives.

o Phase 4. Transformation—This fourth stage of e-government development is

characterized by a redefinition of service delivery from programmatic or agency-based to

¢ Garter Group, “The Four Phases of E-Government in the Public Sector Market” (Research Brief, 28 August
2000), 2-3.
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constituent-centric. This phase will rely upon technologies that have proven successful in
the e-business arena, including personalized Web portals, robust customer relationship
management {CRM) architectures, e-mail management and routing systems, and
advanced content delivery technologies (such as push and wireless). The organization of
web sites will become “intentions-based”—government services and applications will be
organized by constituent intention (e.g., all services relafed to education) rather than
rigidly organized by the agency actually delivering the service (e.g., Department of
Education, Veterans Benefit Administration or the Bureau of Indian Affairs). This will
result in the development of “virtual agencies” that exist only in cyberspace, as related
services across agencies are united at web sites whose focus is topical {e.g., raising your
child) rather than agency-centric. Development of this ultimate e-government is currently

in the seed stage and will accelerate over the next five years.

The State of the States: Solidly in the Transaction Phase

In many ways, state and local governments are leading the e-government charge. The reason for
this is two-fold. First, state and local governments have more direct citizen contact than the
Federal government. Most government services and regulatory requirements involve the filing of
an application or report by business and constituents. By 2006, governments at all levels will
receive 333 million online submissions. State governments will receive the most, 137 million in
2006, fueled primarily by online business reporting. Of the nearly 14,000 online services
applications expected to be available by 2006, the vast majority will come from the nation’s

35,000 cities and towns.”

7 Forrester Research
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The second major advantage enjoyed by state and local governments is the presence of a singular
executive, such as a state governor or city major, who can immediately galvanize diverse
stakeholder groups, cut through procurement rules, and force agencies to act. State and local
governments are more able to take an enterprise approach to online activities, unlike Federal
information technology investments, which typically perpetuate existing stovepipe separation of

information systems.

Most states are still in the transaction phase of e-government, focused on the development of
online G2B and G2C applications involving electronic filing and electronic payments. However,
a few states, most recently Massachusetts, are beginning to enter the transformation phase of
development and have made public a strategic vision of web-based information systems and
applications that will transform citizen and business interactions with their government. Indeed,
Massachusetts has embarked upon an ambitious e-government strategy whose foundation is an
intentions-based, citizen-centric portal that provides personalized information about government
services. The system is designed to break through traditional stovepipes, and provide relevant
information crossing traditional agency boundaries, giving rise to virtual agencies of topically

related content united under through Mass.gov portal.

Other Foreign Governments Have Already Made E-Government a National Priority

The British Government recently announced & major initiative to develop “the Government
Gateway” which is a new portal that acts as a centralized registration service for all
e-government services in the UK. Andrew Pinder has been named the new “e-envoy” for the UK
government and described the effort as one of “leveraging the resources of the digital economy

to empower the millions of citizens and businesses in the country.” He said that the government
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portal is part of Prime Minister Blair’s new e-government initiative of having 100% of
government transactions online by 2005 is designed to connect the 200 central and 482 local

government institutions with the UK’s 60M citizens and 3M businesses.

Meanwhile, Accenture (formerly Anderson Consulting) stated that the US ranks third in
e-government development behind Canada and Singapore. They said that a few good portal sites
exist but most have a long way to go to be truly customer-orientated. They further stated that
these three countries have completed less than half the work required to develop and provide
full-service for e-government. Canada apparently has the most advanced offering for its citizens

and its businesses to conduct electronic transactions with the govermment.

The State of Federal e-Government Initiatives

While state and local governments are pushing into the transformation phase of e-government
development, Federal e-government initiatives are focused on the development of transactional
applications. Some Federal projects are still in the interaction, or even presence stages. The
Federal Chief Information Officers (CIO) Council recently counted 1,300 Federal electronic
pilots or programs of which only 463 involved tfransactions with the govemnment—the rest

simply provide information.

This lack of focus on transactional applications is a direct result of the lack of centralized
strategy, planning and leadership at the Federal level for e-government development. Projects to
date, even when they have been transactional, have been agency-centric, rather than citizen-
centric and represent a very small percentage of the business that agencies conduct. Gartner
Group estimates that less than 1% of the transactions between governments and constituents are

handled online today, despite the development of over 10,000 separate government web sites.
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The Federal government must take steps to ensure that the taxpayer’s dollar is not wasted. A
coordinated approach to developing e-government applications will allow systems to be
compatible with one another. This will also ensue that limited resources would not be used to

build systems that perform the same basic functions.

The Federal CIOs who are overseeing the coordination of the e-government initiatives have
stated that turf wars and government structure are the true hindrances to successful e-government
initiatives. Former Commerce CIO Roger Baker stated that: “Money isn’t really a problem...
there is no plan because there is no central authority to put the plan together and then manage its
implementation. .. so, we all go off and spend our money where we each think it should go, with
extremely little coordination.” This concern has been expressed by many inside and outside of

the government.

The National Electronic Commerce Coordinating Committee alse points out that policy issues,
not technology, are the main problems governments face as they adopt e-government. At the
same time, it is important that standards for technology and information-exchange be established,

so that future interagency applications and systems can be developed.

The Council for Excellence in Government also stated that the barriers to implementing
e-government are government-wide leadership, funding cross-government programs, integrating

program files, overcoming ingrained cultural barriers and enhancing security and privacy.

These problems are compounded by the fact that Federal agencies face a deadline of October
2003, when they must implement the Govermment Paperwork Elimination Act (GPEA) which
requires them, where practical, to offer individuals or businesses the option of submitting:

information or making transactions electronically. The Act also validates the legality of
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electronic documents and digital signatures. In addition, there have been recent reports that
Federal agencies are not complying with the Government Performance Results Act (GPRA) and
it appears that they will have increasing difficulty in compliance unless a well planned and

coordinated e-government program is put in place.

FirstGov.gov: A Sign of Things to Come

FirstGov.gov is one of the most important Federal e-government initiatives. Launched in
September of 2000, FirstGov.gov unites access to Federal, and now state and local web sites,
providing citizens with a single, integrated point of access to information about government
services. The web site consolidates data from thousands of government web sites and provides
robust search tools that can handle 100 million searches a day by more than 200,000

simultaneous users. GSA is the contract agency that is overseeing development of the web site.

However, the first phase in the development of the FirstGov.gov web site only allowed for the
user to access information—it did not allow for transactions. New agency-centric transactional
applications are being developed, and access to these applications is being provided through
FirstGov.gov. There are currently no major interagency applications—applications that use data

across agencies to provide constituents with integrated, useful information and services.

FirstGov.gov lays the foundation for the Federal government’s entry into the transformation state
of e-government, but a tremendous amount of work and strong leadership are necessary to
accomplish this. If the President truly intends to have a citizen-centric government where
“agencies conduct transactions with the public along secure web-enabled systems that use

portals,” then the FirstGov.gov web site needs to be enhanced substantially with a specific plan
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to bring on agency programs and services in a centrally directed effort that is well-coordinated

throughout the government.

Reactions to 8.803 and Recommendations

Mr. Chairman, S.803 is very important for a number of reasons at this time. First, the
government and its citizens will directly benefit from e-government, just like industry has
benefited from the implementation of information technology. Citizens have come to expect the
same levels of service and convenience from the government that they are receiving from
businesses as a result of private sector implementations of Internet technologies. Second, if the
development of e-government is to oceur in a reasonable timeframe, legislation is needed to give
the Executive Branch the authority to provide central leadership and coordinate the initiatives for
all Federal agencies. Third, this law will send a message to citizens that the government will
organize around the needs of the citizens rather than tradition or bureaucracy. The President has
already stated in his first “blueprint” to the Congress that he wanted a citizen-centric
government. But, as we all know, he needs the support of the Congress to get an initiative as far-

reaching as this accomplished.

Mr. Chairman, $.803 calls for the appointment of a Federal CIO. This is a good idea. While I'm not
sure that the organization structure described in the legislation is the only organizational solution to
accomplish central Jeadership, [ do agree that a successful e-government initiative requires decisive,
focused top-level leadership. I also agree that that authority should be closely associated with
the budget process and have the full authority of the budget and should be located within the
OMB since OMB has an existing organizational structure and is already tasked with balancing

program budgets in the Federal arena. Mitch Daniels, the Director of OMB, recently appointed

10
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Mark Forman as the Director of E-Government initiatives for the Federal government who could
also be given the additional responsibility of CIO. The reporting relationship within OMB is not
as important as the responsibility and authority given to OMB and the CIQ. Mr. Chairman, it is
clear that having a central point of authority for e-government initiatives is a good idea. And, the
decision to place this within OMB is significant, because this office would then have the
authority of the budget behind it. ¥t is important that this office have actual authority without
creating additional management clutter. I would suggest that this Committee reach an agreement
with Mitch Daniels, the Director of OMB, on the right organizational structure and then hold the

Director responsible for implementation.

Mr. Chairman, I repeat that legislation regarding e-government is very timely and is needed to
stop the “automation of incompatibility” among government information systems and develop a
government geared toward the citizen. The design of engineering systems has taught us that the
fonger one wails (during the design process) the more costly it is to effect change. I am not only
talking about the monetary costs, but also the cultural change necessary to convert from

programmatic thinking to constituent-centric thinking.

The proposed legislation has many good parts and excellent recommendations, most notably
investments in FirstGov.gov, the Interagency Fund, and the establishment of public key
standards. However, 1 believe that the legislation goes into too much detail regarding
organizational specifics and implementation recomimendations. In order for e-government to be
suceessful, there is no question that a single authority needs to be made responsible for the
implementation of this new technology across Federal agencies. And this authority has to be able
to make decisions about organization, technology, applications, and investments. The execution

of the proposed duties in the legislation should be left to the Executive Branch for

11
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implementation. OMB should define and develop the organization, and make recommendations
regarding technology, actual applications and systems, and standards. These efforts should be

tightly coordinated between all Federal agencies.

To ensure that OMB’s efforts—and our investments in this area—are successful in effecting
change and leading us to the transformation phase of e-government, the legislation should
provide quantifiable goals that can be measured regarding the e-government systems. These
goals should ensure that e-government initiatives are focused on achieving two fundamental
goals: 1) maximizing constituent benefit through the delivery of high-impact, high-demand
applications; and 2) maximizing cost savings by improving the efficiency of government service
delivery. Quantitative standards for timing, budget, impact, utilization, and cost savings mmust be

established, measured, and reported.

Mr. Chairman, we stand at a important time and are considering technology that has the
possibility to change the very nature of government service delivery. With the right
e-government strategy and legislation, this administration and Congress can leave a legacy that
will long be remembered. More importantly, the Federal government should be brought into the
21% century to serve its citizens. I think they are beginning to expect it. Thank you once again,
Mr. Chairman, for giving me for the opportunity to address the Committee on Governmental

Affairs on e-government and S.803.
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107t CONGRESS
18T SESSION S. 803

To enhance the management and promotion of electronic Government services

Mr.

1
2

and processes by establishing a Federal Chief Information Officer within
the Office of Management and Budget, and by establishing a broad
framework of measures that require using Internet-based information
technology to enhance citizen access to Government information and
services, and for other purposes.

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

May 1, 2001
LiEBERMAN (for himself,-Mr. BURNS, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. FITZGERALD,
Mr. Dascare, Mr. McCaIN, Mr. CARPER, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. JOHNSON,
Mr. Kerry, Mr. LEAHY, and Mr. LEVIN) introduced the following bill;
which was read twice and referred to the Committee on Governmental Af-
fairs

A BILL

enhance the management. and promotion of electronie
Government services and processes by establishing a Fed-
eral Chief Information Officer within the Office of Man-
agement and Budget, and by establishing a broad frame-
work .of measures that require using Internet-based infor-
mation: technology to enhance citizen access to Govern-

ment .information and services, and for other purposes:

Be 1t enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

tiwes of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
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SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TrrLE—~This Act may be cited as the “E-
Fovernment Act of 20017

(b} TaBLE OF CONTENTS.~The table of contents for
thN Aet is as follows:

See. 1. Short title; table of eomtents.
Bec. 2. Findings and purposes:

TITLE I-OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET HLECTRONIC
GOVERNMENT SERVICES

See. 101, Federal Chisf Information Otfieer.

See. 102. Office of Information Poliey and Office of Information and Regn-
latory Affairs.

Bee. 103, Managewent and promotion of eleetronie Government services.

TITLE -FEDERAL MANAGEMENT AND PROMOTION OF
- BLECTRONIC GOVERNMENT SERVICES

201. Federal agency responsibilities.

See. 202, Compatibility of exceutivé ageney wethods for nuse and acceptance of
- electronie signatures,

Bee. 203, Ounling Federal telephons direstore.

See. 204. Oulirie National Library.

See. 205. Federal conrts.

Bee. 206, Regulatory ageneles.

See. 207, Integrated reporting feasibility study and pilot projects.

Sec. 208, Ouline access to federally funded research and development.

See, 209, Common protocols for geographic information svatems.

See. 210. Share-In-Savings Prograwm fmprovenients. .

Sec. 211. Brhaneing crigis manay throngh advenced information fech-

ndlogy.

Bee. 212. Federal Information Technology Training Center,

See. 213, Community technology centers.

Sec. 214. Disparities tn access to the Internet.

See: 215, Accessibility, wsability, and preservetion of Gov baformation.

Bee. 218, Public domain directory of Federal Governument wobsites,

See. 217. SBtandards for agency websites,

Sec. 218. Privacy protections.

Bee. 219, Accessibility to people with disahilities. )

See. 220. Notification of obsolete or eounterproductive provisions,

&
-

TITLE Wi—AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS AND
EFFECTIVE DATE

See. 301. Authorization of appropriations.
See. 302, Effoctive date.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES,
{a) FiNDINGs.~—Congress finds the following:

«S 803 IS
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(1) The use of computers and the Internet is
rapidly transforming societal iriteractions and the re-

lationships among citizens, private businesses, and

" the Government.

(2) The Federal Government has had uneven
success in applying advances in information tech-
nology to enhance Governmental functions and serv-
ices, achieve more efficient performance, and in-
crease access to Government information and citizen
participation in Government.

(3) Most Internet-based services of the Federal
Government are developed and presented separately,
aceording to the jurisdictional boundaries of an indi-
vidual department or agency, rather than being inte-
grated eooperatively according to function.

(4) Internet-based Government serviees involv-

ing interagency cooperation are especially difficult to

develop and promote, in part because of a lack of
funding mechanisms to support such interagency -co-
operation.

(5) To take full advaﬁtage of the improved Gov-
ernment performance that can be achieved through
the use of Internet-based technology requires new
leadership, better organization, impfove’d interagency

collaboration, and more focused oversight of agency

«S 803 IS
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compliance with statutes related to information re-
source management,
{b} Purroses.~—The purposes of this Act are the fol-
lowing:

{1) To provide effective leadership of Federal
Government. efforts to develop and pmmoté elec-
tronie Government services and processes by estab-
lishing a Federal Chief Information Officer within
the Office of Management and Budget.

- {2) To establish measures that require using
Internet-baged information technology to enhance
citizen access to Government information and serv-
ices, improve Government efficiency and reduce Gov-
ernment operating costs, and increase opportunities

for citizen participation in Government.

(3) To. promote interagency collaboration in
providing electronie Government services, where this
collaboration would improve the serviee to citizens by
integrating related function.

{4} To promote interagency collaboration in the
use -of internal electronic Government processes,
where this collaboration would jmprove the efficiency

and effectiveness of the processes.
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TITLE I—OFFICE OF MANAGE-
MENT AND BUDGET ELEC-
TRONIC GOVERNMENT SERV-
ICES

SEC. 1¢1. FEDERAL CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Section 502 of title 31,
United States Code, is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsections (d), (e), and

{f), as subsections (e), (f), and (g), respectively; and

(2) by inserting after subsection (¢) the fol-
lowing:

“(d) The Office has a Federal Chief Information Offi-
cer appointed by the President, by and with the advice
and consent of the Senate. The Federal Chief Information
Officer shall provide direction, coordination, and oversight
of the development, application, and management of infor-
mation resources by the Federal Government.”.

(b) COMPENSATION.—Section 5313 of title 5, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: :

“Federal Chief Information Officer.”

(¢) MODIFICATION OF DEPUTY DIRECTOR FOR MAN-
AGEMENT FUNCTIONS.—Section 503(b)(2)(D) of title 31,
United States Code, is amended by striking “and statis-

tical policy”” and inserting “collection review”.

S 803 IS
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(d) OFFICE OF INFORMATION POLICY.—

(1) Iv ¢ENERAL.—Chapter 5 of title: 31, United
States Code, is amended by ingerting. after section

506 the following:

4§ 507, Office of Information Policy

“The Office of Information Policy, established under
seetion 3503 of title 44, is an office in the Office of Man-
agement and Budget.”.

(2) TRCHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-

MENT.—~The table of sections for chapter 5 of title

31, United States Code, is amended by inserting

after the item relating. to section 506 the following:
“507. Office of Information Policy.”.

(e) PRIVACY ACT FUNCTIONS.—

Section 552a(v) of title 5, United States Code (com-

_monly referred to as the Privacy Act) is amended. to read

as follows:

“(v) OFFICE .0F MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET RE-
sPONSTBILITIES.—The Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget shall—

“(1) develop and, after notice and -opportunity
for public comment, preseribe guidelines and regula‘-
tions for the use of agencies in implementing the

provisions of this section;

o8 803 IS



153

7
1 “(2) provide: continuing assistance to and over-
2 sight of the implementation of this section by agen-
3 cies; and
4 “(8) delegate all .of the ﬁ1nctions to be. per-
5 formed by the: Director under: this . section to the
6 Federal Chief Information Officer.”.
7 (f) ACQUISITIONS OF INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY.—
8 (1) RESPONSIBILITIES AND FUNCTIONS.—Sec-
9 tion 5111 of the Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996 (40
10 U.S.C. 1411) is amended—
11 (A) by inserting “‘(a) IN GENERAL.— be-
12 fore “In fulfilling”; and
13 (B) by adding at the end the following:
14 “(b) DELEGATION.—The Director shall delegate all
15 of the responsibilities and functions to be performed by
16 the Director under this title to the Federal Chief Informa-
17 tion Officer.”.
18 (2) INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY ACQUISITION
19 PILOT PROGRAMS.—Section - 5301(a)(1) of the
20 Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996 (40 U.S.C. 1471(a)(1))
21 is amended by striking “Administrator for the Office
22 of Tnformation and Regulatory Affairs” and insert-
23 ing “Federal Chief Information Officer”
24 (¢) FEDERAL COMPUTER SYSTEMS STANDARDS AND

25 GUIDELINES.—
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(1) PROMULGATION.—Section 5131 of the
Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996 (40 U.S.C. 1441) is
amended—

(A) by striking “Secretary of Commerce”
each place it appears and inserting “Federal

Chief Information Officer” in each such place;

and

(B) by striking “Secretary” each place it
appears and inserting ‘“Federal Chief Informa-
tion Officer” in each such place.

(2) SUBMISSION.—Section 20(a)(4) of the Na-
tional Institute of Standards and Technology Act
(15 U.S.0.. 278g-3(a)(4)) is amended by striking
“Secretary of Commerce” and inserting “Federal
Chief Information Officer”.

(h) INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY FUND.—Section
110(a) of the Federal Property and Administraﬁve Serv-
ices Aet of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 757(a)) is amended by adaing
at the end the following:

“(3) The Administrator’s decisions with regard
to obligations of and expenditures from -the Fund
shall be made after consultation with the Federal
Chief Information Officer, with respect to those pro-

grams that—
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“(A) promote the use of information tech-
nology to agencies; or
“(B) are intended to facilitate the efficient
management, coordination, operation, or use of
those information technologies.”.

(i) ELECTRONIC. GOVERNMENT AND INFORMATION
TECHNOLOGIES.

(1) In GENERAL.—The Federal Property and
Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 471
et seq.) is amended by inserting after section 112
the following:

“SEC. 113. ELECTRONIC GOVERNMENT AND INFORMATION
TECENOLOGIES.

“The Administrator of General Services shall consult
with the Federal Chief Information Officer on programs
undertaken by the General Services Administration to pro-
mote electronic Government and the efficient use of infor-
mation technologies by Federal agencies.”.

(2) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENT.—The. table of sections for the Federal Prop-
erty -and Administrative Services Act of 1949 is
amended by inserting after the item relating to sec-

tion 112 the following:

“See. 113. Electronie Government and information technologies.”.
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) GOVERNMENT PAPERWORK ELIMINATION —The
Government Paperwork Elimination Aet (44 U.S.C. 3504
note) is amended-—

(1) by mdesignai:ixag seetions 1709 and 1710 as
sections 1710 and 1711, respectively; and
(2) by inserting after section- 1708 the fol-
lowing:
“SEC., 1709. DELEGATION OF FUNCTIONS TO FEDERAL
CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER.

“The Director of the Office of Management and
Budget shall delegate all of the funetions to be performed
by the Director under this title to the Federal Chief Infor-
mation Officer.”

SEC. 102. OFFICE OF INFORMATION POLICY AND OFFICE
OF INFORMATION AND REGULATORY AF-
FAIRS,

(a) ESTABLISEMENT ~—

(1) IN GENERAL—Section 3503 of title 44,

United States Code, is amended to read as follows:
“§ 3503, Office of Information Policy and Office of In-

formation and Regulatory Affairs

“(a}{1) There is established in the k{}fﬁee of Manage-
ment and Budget an office to 'be known as the Office of

Information Poliey.
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#(2) The Office shall be administered by the Federal
Chief Informstion  Officer established wunder section
502(d) of title 31. The Director shall delegate to the Fed-
eral Chief Information Officer the authority to administer
all functions under this chapter, except those delegated to
the Admiistrator of the Office of Infermation and Regu-
latory Affairs under subsection (b)(2). Any such delega-
tion shall not religve the Director of responsibility for the
administration of such funetion.

“(b3(1) There is established in the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget an office to be known as the Office of
Information and Regulatory Affairs.

“(2) There shall be at the head of the Office an Ad-
ministrator who shall be appointed by the President, by
and with the advice and consent of the Senate. The Diree-
tor shall delegate to the Administrator the authority to
administer all functions under this chapter explicitly velat-
ing to information collection review. Any such delegation
shall not relieve the Director of responsibility for the ad-
ministration of sueh functions.”

(2) TECHNICAL  AND  CONFORMING - AMEND-

MENT —The table of sections for chapter 35 of title

44, United ‘States Code, is amended by striking the

item relating to secetion 3503 and inserting the fol-

lowing:
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3503, Office of Information Poliey and Office of Information and Begulatory
Affairs”

(b) PROMOTION OF INFORMATION TRCHNOLOGY.—
Seetion 3504(1)(5) of title 44, United States Code, is
amended by inserting “direct the Federal Chief Informa-
tion Officer and the Administrator of the Office of Infor-
mation and Regulatory Affairs, acting jointly, to”" after
“BY.

{¢) COORDINATION OF INFORMATION COLLECTION
REVIEWS.

(1) INFORMATION COLLECTION REVIEW.-—Sec-
tion 3502 of title 44, United States Code is
amended—

(A} by redesignating parvagraphs (6)

through (14) ag pavagraphs (7) through (15),

respeetively; and

(B) by mserting affer pm*z«xg‘i‘&ph {5} the
following:

(8} the term ‘information collection review’
means those fonetions deseribed under seetion
3504{e) and related functions;”.

(2) COORDINATION.~-Section 3504 of title 44,
United States Code, is amended—

{A) by redesignating paragraph (2) as

paragraph (3); and

8 802 I8
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(B) by inserting after paragraph (1) the
following:

“(2) The Director shall ensure that the Office
of Information Policy and the Office of Information
and Regulatory Affairs coordinate their efforts in
applying the principles developed and implemented
under this section to information collection re-
views.”

{d) REFERENCES.—Reference in any Federal law,
Executive order, rale, regnlation, or delegation of author-
ity, or any document of or relating to the Office of Infor-
mation and Regulatory Affairs or the Administrator of the
Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs, respectively,
shall be deemed a reference to—

( 1) the Office of Information Policy or the Fed-
eral Chief Information Officer, respectively, with re-
spect to functions deseribed under section 3503(a) of
title 44, United States Code {as amended by section
103 of this Act); and

(2) the Office of Information and Regulatory
Affairs or the Administrator of the Office of Infor-
mation and Regulatory Affairs, respectively, with re-
spect to functions deseribed under section 3503(b)
of such title (as amended by section 103 of this

Act).

S 802 I8



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

160

14
(e) ADDITIONAL CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.~—

(1) RECOMMENDED LEGISLATION.—Affer con-
sultation with the appropriate committees of Con-
gress, the Director of the Office of Management and
Budget shall prepare and submit to Congress rec-
ommended legislation containing technical and con-
forming amendments to reflect the changes made by
this Act.

(2) SUBMISSION TO CONGRESS.—Not later than
6 months after the effective date of this Act, the Di-
rector of the Office of Management and Budget
shall submit the recommended legislation referred to

under paragraph (1).

SEC. 103. MANAGEMENT AND PROMOTION OF ELECTRONIC

GOVERNMENT SERVICES.

(2) IN GENERAL.—Title 44, United States Code, is

amended by inserting after chapter 35 the following:

“CHAPTER 36—MANAGEMENT AND PRO-

MOTION OF ELECTRONIC GOVERN-
MENT SERVICES

“Sec.

“3601. Definitions.

“3602. Federal Chief Information Officer functions.
#3603. Chicf Information Officers Council.

“3604. E-Government Fund.

S 803 IS
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1 “§3801. Definitions

2 “In this chapter; the definitions under section 3502
3 shall apply, and the term—

4 “(1) “Council” means the Chief Information Of-
5 ficers Couneil established under section 3603;

6 “2) ‘Cross-Sector Forum’ means the Cross-
7 Seetor Forum on Information Resources Manage-
8 ment established under section 3602(a){10);

9 - “(3) Fund” means the B-Government Fund es-
10 tablished under section 3604;

11 “(4) ‘interoperability’ means the ability of dif-
12 ferent software systems, apphications, and services 1o
13 communicate and exchange data in an accurate, ef-
14 fective, and consistent manner; and

15 k “(5) “integrated service delivery’ means the pro-
16 vision: of Internet-based Federal Government infor-
17 mation or services integrated according to function
18 . rather than separated according to the boundaries of
19 . agency jurisdiction.

20 “§$3602. Federal Chief Information Officer functions .
21 “(a) Subject to the direction and approval of the Di-
22 rector of the Office of Management Budget, and subject
23 to requirements of this ehapter, the Federal Chief Infor-
24 mation Officer shall perform information resources man-

25 agement functions as follows:

o8 803 I8
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“(1) Perform all functions of the Director, in-

cluding all fanctions delegated by the President to

the Director, relating to informationi resources man-

agement.

“(2) Perform the following functions with re-

spect to information resources management:

oS 803 IS

“(A) Under section 5112 of the (’.‘Jiﬁg@v
Sohen Act of 1996 (40 U.S.C. 1412), review
agency budget requests related to information
technology capital planning and investment.

“(B) Under section 5113 of the Clinger-
Cohen Act of 1996 (40 U.S.0. 1413), evaluate
the investments referred to wmder subparagraph
{A) with respect to performance and results.

()Y Review legislative proposals velated to
information . technology capital planning and in-
vestment.

(D) Advise the Director on the resources
required to develop and cffeetively operate and
maintain Federal Government information sys-
tems.

“4(E) Recommend to the Director changes
relating to Governmentwide strategies and pri-

orities for information resources management.
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“(3} Provide overall leadership and divection fo

- the executive braneh on information poliey by estab-

lishing information resources management pol
and requirements, and by reviewing each ageney's
performance in acquiring, using, and mansaging in-
formation resources.

“(4) Promote Innovative uges of information
technology by agencies, particularly initiatives in-
volving mudtiagency collaboration, through support
of pilot projects, research, experimentation, and the
uge of innovative technologies.

“(5) Administer the distribution of funds from
the E-Govermment Fund established under section
3604.

“(6) Congult with the Administrator of General
Services regarding the use of the Information Tech-
nology Fund established under section 110 of the
Federal Property and - Administrative Coordinate
Services Act of 1948 (40 U.S.C. 757), and coordi-
nate with the Administrator of General Services re-
garding programs undertaken by the (eneral Serv-
ipes Adminigtration to promote electronic Govern-
ment and the efficient use of information tech-

nologies by agencies,

o8 #0318
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Ty Chair the Chiel Information Officers

Hon 3603,

Couneil established under se

“(8) Establish and prowulgate nformation
technology standards for the Federal Government
under section 5131 of the Clinger-Cohen Aet of
1996 (40 U.S.C. 1441) based on the recommenda-
tions of the National Institute of Standards and
Techmology, taking into account, if appropriate, ree-
ommendations of the Chiel Information Officers
Counedl, experts, and mterested parties from the pri-
vate and nonprofit sectors and State, local, and trib-
al governments, as follows:

“(A) Standards and guidelines  for
interconnectivity: and interoperability as de-
seribed under section 3504,

“(B) Standards and guidelines for catego-
vizing and electronically labeling Federal Gov-
ernment electronie nformation, to enhance elec-
fronte seareh eapabilities,

Oy Standards and guidelines for Federal
Government eomputer system efficiency and se-
eurity, k
{9 Establish a regular foram for consulting

and conuwpunicating with leaders in information re-

spurces management in the lepislafive and judicial

A8 808 18



N e e R« RV L S &+ T NG S

O N O L o T e
UY-QWNHO\DOO\]O\QII&WNMO

165

19
branches to encourage collaboration and enhance un-
derstanding of best practices and innovative ap-
proaches in acquiring, using, and managing informa-
tion resources.

“(10) Establish a regular forum for consulting
and communicating with leaders in information re-
sources management in State, local, and tribal gov-
ernments. (including the National - Association of
State Information Resources Executives) to encour-
age collaboration and enhanee understanding of best
practices’ and innovative approaches in acquiring,
using, and managing information resources.

“(11) BEstablish a regular forum for consulting
and - communicating with - program managers and
leaders in information resources management in the
regulatory executive branch agencies to encourage
collaboration  and enhance understanding of best
practices and innovative approaches related to the
acquisition, use, and management of information re-
sources in regulatory applications.

“(12) Establish a Cross-Sector Forum on Infor-
mation Resources Management, subject to the Fed-
eral Advisory Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App.), as a
periodic colloquium with representatives. from Fed-

eral agencies (including Federal employees who are

S 883 IS
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supervisors or management officials as such

terms are defined under section 7103(a) (10) and

(11,

respectively) and the private, nonprofit, and

academic seetors, to encourage collaboration and en-

hance understanding of best practices and innovative

approaches in acquiring, using, and managing infor-

mation resources. The Cross-Sector Forum shall be

used for the following:

“{A) To develop innovative models for Gov-
ernment information resources management
an& for- Government . information technology
contracts. These wodels may be developed
through focused Cross-Sector Forum discus-
sions or using separately sponsored research.

“(B) To identify opportunities for perform-
ance-hased shared-savings contracts as a means
of increasing the quantity and quality of Gov-
ernment  information and services available
through the Interliet;

“(C) To identify opportunities for publie-

- private collaboration in using Internet-based

technology to increase the efficiency of Govern-
ment-to-business transactions.

(D) To identify mechanisms for providing

_ incentives to program managers and other Gov-

«5 888 IS
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ernment employees to develop and implement
novative uses of information technologies.

“(B) To identify opportunities for publie-
private collaboration in addressing the dispari-
ties in access to the Internet and information
technology.

“(F) To develop guidance to advise agen-
cies and private companies on any relevant legal
and ethical restrictions.

“(13) Direct the establishment, maintenanece,
promotion of an integrated Internet-based sys-
of delivering Government iuformation and serv-

to the public. To the extent practicable, the in-

tegrated system shall be designed and operated ac-

cording to the following criteria:

S 803 IS

“(A) The provision of Internet-based Gov-
ernment information and services integrated ac-
cording to funetion rather than separated ac-
cording to the boundaries of agency jurisdie-
tion.

“(B) An ongoing effort to ensure that all
Internet-based Government services relevant to
a given citizen activity are available from a sin-

gle point.
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“C) Standardized: methods for navigating
Internet-based. Government information and

© services.

(D) The eonsolidation -of Federal Govern-
ment mformation and services with Internet-
based information and . services. provided by
State, local, and tribal governments.

“(14) Coordinate with the Administrator of the

- Office of Federal Procurement Policy to ensure ef-
fective implementation of electronic procurement ini-
tiatives.

“(15) Assist Federal agencies, the Umnited
States Access Board, the General Services Adminis-
tration, and the Attorney General in—"

“(A) implementing accessibility standards
under section 508 of the Rehabilitation ‘Act of
1973 (29 U.S.C. section 794d); and

“(BY . ensuring - complianee with those

> standards . throngh the budget review process
and other means.

“(16) Administer the Office of Information Pol-
iey established under section 3503.

“(b) The Director; of the Office of Management and

24 Budget shall consult with the Federal Chief Information

5 803 18
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Officer on each ageney budget request and legislative pro-
posal described under subsection (a)(2).

“(¢) The Federal Chief Information Officer shall ap-
point the employees of the Office. The Director of the Of-
fice of Management and Budget shall ensure that the Of-
fice of Information Policy has adequate elilployees and re-
sources 1o properly fulfill all funetions delegated to the Of-
fice and the Federal Chief Information Officer.

“¢d) There are authorized to be appropriated
$15,000,000 for the establishment, maintenance, and pro-
motion of the integrated Internet-based system established
under subsection (a}(13) for fiscal year 2002, and such
sums as are necessary for fiseal years 2003 through 2006.
“§ 3603. Chief Information Officers Council

“{a) There is established in the executive branch a
Chief Information Officers Council.

“(b) The members of the Council shall be as follows:

“(1) The chief infﬁrmation officer of each agen-

¢y deseribed under section 301(b) of title 31.

“(2) The chief information officer of the Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency. -

“(3) The chief information officer of the De-
partment of the Army, the Department of the Navy,

and the Department of the Air Foree, if chief infor-
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mation officers have been designated for these de-

partments under section 3506(a)(2)(B).

' “(4) Any other officers or employees of the

United States designated by the Federal Chief Infor-

mation Officer.

“(e)(1) The Federal Chief Informatioﬁ Officer shaﬂ
be the Chairman of the Council. =

“(2)(A) The Deputy Chairman of the Council shall
e selected by the Couneil from amoﬁg its members.

“(B) The Deputy Chairman shall serve a 1-year term,
and may serve multiple terms.

“(3) The Administrator of General Services shall pro-
vide administrative and other support for the Couneil, in-
cluding resources provided through the Information Tech-
nology Fund established under’section 110 of the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40
US.C 757).

“(d) The Council 1‘: ‘designated the principal inter-
agency forum for improving agency practices related to
the ‘design, acquisition, development, modernization, use,

operation, sharing, and performance of Federal Govern-

ment information resources. Thé Council shall perform the

following functions: *
" %(1) Develop recommendations for the Federal

Chief Information Officer on Government informa-

*S 863 IS
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tion resources management policies and require-
ments.' ‘

“(2y Assist the Federal Chief Information Offi-
cer in developing and maintaining the Government-
wide strategic information resources management
plan required under section 3506.

“(3) Share experiences, ideas, best practices,

and innovative approaches related to information re-

© sources management.

“(4) Assist the Federal Chief Information Offi-
cer in the identification, development, and coordina-
tion of multiagency projeets and other innovative ini-
tiatives to improve Government performance through
the use of information technology.

#(5) Provide recommendations to the Federal
Chief Information Officer regarding the distribution
of funds fr:()m‘ the E-Government Fund established
under section 3604.

“(6) Coordinate the development and use of
common performance measares for agency informa-
tion resources mdnagement under section 5123 of
the Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996 (40 U.S.C. 1423).

“(7) Work as appropriate with the National In-
stitute of Standards and Technology to develop ree-

ommendations for the Federal Chief Information Of-
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on information technology standards developed

under section 20 of the National Institute of Stand-

ards and Technology’ Act (15 U.S.C. 27 8g~3)k-and

promulgated under section 5131 of the Clinger-

Cohen Act of 1996 (40-U.8.C. 1441}, as follows:

“(A) Standards. and = guidelines for
inferconnectivity . and. u;iﬁteropérabiliw as de-
séribed under section 3504.

“B) Standards and guidelines for catego-
rizing ~and eleétroniéally klabeling Government
electronic information, to enhance electronic
search capabilities. -

“(C) Standards and guidelines for Federal

Government computer system efficiency and se-

earity.

“{8) Work Withfh‘@ Office. of Personnel Maﬁé

agement to assess and address the hiring, training,

classification, and professional development needs of

- the

Government related to information resources

management.

“§3604. E-Government Fand -~ .

“a)

There is- established ‘in: the . Treasury of the

23" United - States. an E~Go§rerﬁment»Fund," which shall be

24 availabie withotit fiseal vear mitation. -

.S 80318
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“(b) The Fund shall be used to fund interagency in-
- formation ‘technology projécts; and other innovative uses
-~ of information teehnology. The Fund shall be operated as
follows: - '

“(1) Any member of the Couneil, including the

* Federal Chief Information Officer, may propose a
. project to be funded from the Fund.

“(2) On a regular basis, an appropriate com-
mittee within the - Council shall review candidate
projects - for funding -eligibility, and make ree-
ommendations to the Federal Chief Information Of-
ficer on which projects ‘should be funded from the

- Fund. The review committee shall consider the fol-
lowing: - -
‘ “(A) The relevance of this p:rojeét in sup-
- porting - the missions of ‘the affected agencies
and other statutory provigions.
“(B) The usefulness of interagencey collabo-
: ‘ration ‘on this project in supporting integrated

service delivery. .

“(C) The usefulness of this project ‘in illus-
trating ‘a partieular use of information tech-
nology -'that 'could have broader app]iéabiﬁty

within the’Government.
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“(D) The extent to which privacy and in-
formation security will be provided in the imple-
mentation of the project.

“(B) The willingness of the agencies af-
feeted by this projeet to provide matching
funds.

“(F) The availability of funds from other
sources for this projeet.

“(3) After considering the recornmendations of
the Council, the Federal Chief Information Officer
shall have final authority to determine which of the
candidate projects shall be funded from the Fund.
“(¢) The Fund may be used to fund the integrated

Internet-based system under section 3602(a)(13).

“(d) None of the funds provided from the Fund may
be transferred to any agency until 15 days after the Fed-
eral Chief Iniformation Officer has submitted to the Com-
mittees on Appropriations of the Senate and the Housé
of Representatives, the Committee on Governmental Af-

fairs of the Senate, the Committee on Government Reform

‘of the House of Representatives, and the appropriate an-

thorizing committees of the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives, a notification and -deseription of how the
funds are to be allocated and how the expenditure will fur-

ther the purpoeses of this chapter.
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“(e) The Federal Chief Information Officer shall sub-
mit an annual report to the President and Congress on
the operation of the Fund. The report shall deseribe—

“(1) all projects which the Federal Chief Infor-
mation Officer has approved for funding from the

Fund;

“(2) the results that have been achieved to date
for these funded projects; and

“(3) any recommendations for changes to the
amount of capital appropriated annually for the

Fund, with a description of the basis for any such

recommended change.

“(f) There are authorized to be appropriated to the
Fund $200,000,000 in each of the fiscal years 2002
through 2004, and such sums as may be necessary for
fiscal years 2005 and 2006.”.

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—
The table of chapters for title 44, United States Code,
is amended by inserting after the item relating to chapter
a5 the following:

“36. Management and Promotion of Electronic Govern-
ment Services ... .., 36017,

S 883 IS



176

30

1 TITLE II—-FEDERAL MANAGE-
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24

"MENT AND PROMOTION OF
ELECTRONIC GOVERNMENT
SERVICES »

SEC. 201. FEDERAL AGENCY RESPONSIBILITIES. -

(a) INn GENERAL—The head of each agency shall be

“responsible for—

(1) complying with the requirements of this Act
(including the amendments made by this Act) and
the related information resource management poli-
cies and information technology standards estab-
lished by the Federal Chief Information Officer;

(2) ensuﬁng that the policies and standards es-
tablished- by the Federal Chief Tnformation Officer
and the Chief Information Officers Council are com-
municated promptly and effectively’ to ‘all relevant
managers with mformation r’esduree ménagement re-
sponsibilities within their ageney; and

(3) supporting the efforts of the Federal Chief

- Information Officer to develop, inaiﬁtain, and pro-
mote an integrated Internet-based Systém of deliv-
ering Federal Government information and services
to the public under chapter 36 of title 44, United
States Code (as added hy Secﬁon' 103 of this Aect).
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(b) CHIEF INFORMATION® OFFICERS.—The: Chief In-
formation Officer of each of the agencies designated under
“chapter 36 of title 44, United States Code (as added by

section 103 of this Act), shall be responsible for—

. (1) participating in the functions of the Chief
Information Officers Couneil; and

(2) monitoring the implementation, within their
respective agencies, of information technology stand-
ards established: by the Federal Chief Information
Officer, . including  common  standards  for
interconueectivity and interoperability, categorization
and labeling of Federal Government electronic infor-
mation, and computer system efficiency and security.
{¢) E-GOVERNMENT STATUS REPORT.—

(1) IN GENERAL—Each agency shall compile
and submit to. the Federal Chief Information Officer
an E-Government Status Report on the current sta-
tus of agency information and ageney services avail-
able online.

(2) ConTENT.—REach report under this sub-
section shall eontain— .
(A). a list and brief description of the agen-

¢y services available online; - .

(B) a list, by number and title, of the 25

most frequently requested agency forms avail-

S 803 IS
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1 able online, annotated to indicate which forms
2 can be submitted to the agency electronically; ’
3 and ’
4 (C) a summary of the type, volume, gen-
5 eral topical areas, and currency of agency infor-
6 mation available online.

7 {3) SUBMISSION.—Not later than March 1, of
8 each year, each agency shall submit a report under
9 this subsection to the Federal Chief Information Of-

10 ficer.

11 (4) CONSOLIDATION OF REPORTS~-Section

12 3516(a}(2) of title 31, United States Code, is

13 amended—

14 (A) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as

15 subparagraph (D); and -

16 (B) by inserting after subparagraph (B)

i7 the foﬂowiﬁg:

18 “C) Any E-Government Status Report
19 ~ ander section 201(c) of the EGovernment Act

20 of 2001.”. |

21 SEC. 202. COMPATIBILITY OF EXECUTIVE AGENCY METH-

2 ODS FOR USE AND ACCEPTANCE OF ELEC-

23 TRONIC SIGNATURES.

24 ‘(a}' ELECTRONIC SIGNATURES.—In order to fulfill

25 the objectives of the Government Paperwork Elimination
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Act (Public Law 105-277; 112 Stat. 2681-749 through
2681-751), each Executive agency (as defined under sec-
tion 105 of title 5, United States Code) shall ensure that
its methods for use and acceptance of electronic signatures
are compatible with the relevant procedures and standards
promulgated by the Director of the Office of Management
and Budget.

(b) BRIDGE AUTHORITY FOR Dicrran  SiGNa-
TURES.—The Administrator of the General Services Ad-
ministration shall support the Director of the Office of
Management and Budget by establishing the Federal
bridge certiﬁcatioln‘authority which shall provide a central
authority to allow efficient interoperability among Execu-
tive agencies WhQI] certifying digital signatures.

(e) . AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—There
are authorized to be appropriated to the General Services
Administration, to ensure the development and operation
of a Federal bridge certification authority for digital sig-
nature compatibility, $7,000,000 in fiseal year 2002, and
such sums as may be necessary for each fiscal year there-
after. |
SEC. 203. ONLINE FEDERAL TELEPHONE DIRECTORY.

(a) IN GENBRAL.—

('1) DrvELOPMENT.—The Administrator of the

(General Services Administration, in coordination
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with the Chief Information Officers Council, shall

develop and promulgate an online Federal telephone

“directory.

(2) ORGANIZATION.—Informiation inthe online

- Pederal telephone directory ‘shall be organized and

‘retrievable both by funetion and by agency name.

(3) TELEPHONE - DIRECTORIES—Information
compiled for publication in the online Federal tele-
phone- directory shall be provided to local telephone
book publishers, to encourage: publieation and dis-

semination of functionally arranged- directories in

- local Federal blue pages.
(b) EXECUTIVE AGENCIES.— -

© ¢ (1) IN GENERAL.—Hach Executive agency (as

defined under section 105 of title 5, United States

- Code) ‘shall publish an online ageney 'diréctory, ac-

cessible by electronie link from the online Federal
telephone directory.
(2) CONTENT.—Ea.ch'agéney directory—
(A shall’ include “telephone nambers and
“electronic mail addresses for principal depart-
* rients and’ prineipal exllployeeé, subject to seeu-
rity restrictions and agetiey judgment; and

(B) shall be electronically searchable.
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SEC. 204. ONLINE NATIONAL LIBRARY.

(a) In GENERAL.—The Director of the National
Science Foundation, the Secretary of the Smithsonian In-
stitution, the Director of the National Park Service, the
Director of the Institute of Museum and Library Services,
and. the Librarian of Congress shall establish an Online
National Library after \con-sultation with—

(1) the private sector;

(2) public, research, and academic libraries;

- (3) historical societies;

(4) archival mnstitutions; and

(5) other cultural -and academic organizations.
(b) FuNcTIONS.—The Online National Library—

(1) shall provide public access to an expanding
database of educational resource materials, including
historical documents, photographs, audio recordings,
films, and other media as appropriate, that are sig-
nificant for education and research in United States
history and culture;

(2) shall be functionally integrated, so that a
user,may have access to the resources of the Library
without regard to the boundaries of the contributing
institutions; and

‘s (:3) shall include educational resource materials
across a broad spectrum of United States history

and culture, including the fields of mathematics,
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science, technology, liberal arts, fine arts, and hu-
manities. 4
- {e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—For the
purposes’ of developing, expanding, and maintaining this
Online National Library, there are authorized to be
appropriated-— ’
(1) to the National  Science Foundation
$5,000,000 in fiscal year 2002, and such sums as
may be necessary for each fiscal year thereafter; and
(2) to the Library of Congress $5,000,000 i‘n‘
fisecal year 2002, and such sums as may be nec-
essary for each fiscal year thereafter.
SEC. 205. FEDERAL COURTS. k

{a) I@mmm; COURT WEBSITES.—The Chief Jus-
tice of the United States and the chief judge of each cir-
cuit and distriet- shall establish with respect to the Su-
preme Court or the respective court of appeal or district
(including the bankruptey court of that district) a website,
that eontains the following information or links to websites
with the following information:

{1) Location and contact information for the
courthouse, including the “telephone numbers and
contact names for the clerk’s ‘office and justices’ or

judges’ chambers.
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(2) Local rules and standing or general orders
of the court.

(3) Individuél rules, if in existence, of each jus-
tice or judge in that court. .

(4) Access to docket information for each case.

(5) Access to the substance of all written opin-
ions issued by the court, regardless of whether such
opinions are to -be published in the official court re-
porter, in a text searchable format.

(6) Access to all documents filed with the court-
house in electronic form, described under subseetion
(e)(2).

(7) Any other information (including forms in
a format that can be downloaded) that the court de-
termines useful to the public.

{b) MAINTENANCE OF DATA ONLINE.—

(1) UPDATE OF INFORMATION.—The informa-
tion and rules on each website shall be updated reg-
ularly and kept reasonably current.

(2) CLOSED CASES.—Electronic files and docket
information for cases closed for more than 1 year
are not required to-be made available online, except
all written opinions with a date of issuance after the
effective déte of this section shall remain available

online.

S 803 IS
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1 (¢) ELECTRONIC FILINGS.:—
2 S (1) In GENEM&L.—-—Eaeh-eé)urt,’shall make any
3 document that-is filed electronically: publicly avail-
4 able online. A court may. convert any document that
5 is filed in paper form to electronic form. To the ex-
6 -tent sueh eonversions are made, all-such electronie
7 -versions of the document shall be made available on-
8 line. .
9 (2) EXCEPTIONS.— ... -
10 {A) IN @ENERAL:—Documents that are
11 : filed that are not otherwise availab}e to the
12 : publie, such as documents filed under seal, shall
13 not be made available online.
14 : (B) LIMITATION ~— ;
15 ‘ (i) In GENERAL.MA party, witness, or
6 - ~ other person with an interest may file a
7 motion with the court to.redaet any docu-
18- . ment-that would be ‘made available online
9 under this section.. . -
20 . (11} REDACTION:—A ‘redaction’ under
21 | this subparagraph shall be made only to—
22 (I) the electronic form of the doc-
23 k ‘ ument made aVa}'iabie online; and
Z . ..{H} the  extent necessary to pro-
- 25 : tect impértant prix}aey CONCErns:
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(C) Privacy COONCERNS.—The Judicial
Conference -of the United States may promul-
gate rules under this subsection to protect im-
portant privacy concerns.

(d) DOCKETS WITH LINKS TO DOCUMENTS.—The
Judicial Conference of the United States, in consultation
with the Federal Chief-Information Officer, shall explore
the feasibility of technology to post online dockets with
links allowing all filings, decisions, and rulings in each
case to be obtained from the docket sheet of that case.

(e) CosT OF PROVIDING ELECTRONIC DOCKETING
INFORMATION.—Section 503(a) of* the Judiciary Appro-
priations Act, 1992 (28 U.S.C. 1913 note) is amended in
the first sentence by striking ‘“shall hereafter’” and insert-
ing “may, only to the extent necessary,”.

(f) TiME REQUIREMENTS.—Not later than 2 years
after the effective date of this Act, the websites under sub-
section: (a) shall be established, except that access to docu-
ments filed in electronie form shall be established not later
than 4 years after that effective date.

() OPT OUT.— ‘
(1) IN. GENERAL.—
(A) ELECTION.—
(1) NOTIFICATION.—The Chief Justice

of the United States or a chief judge may
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submit a notification to the Administrative

Office of the United States Courts to elect

not to eomply with any requirement of this

seetion with respeet to the Supreme Court,

a court of .appeals, or distriet (including

the bankruptey eourt of that distriet).

(11) CONTENTS.—A notification sub-
mitted - under - this - subparagraph shall
state—

(I)- the 'reasons for the non-
compliance; and -

- (II) the online methods, if any,
or any alternative methods; such court
or distriet is using to provide greater
public access to information.

(B) ExXCEPTION.—To. the extent. that the
Supreme Court,‘-a-EOurt‘ of appeals, or distriet
maintains ‘g website under subsection  (a), the
Supreme Court or that:court of appeals or dis-

- triet shall comply with subsection (b)(1).
© (2) ReEPORT.—Not later than 1-year: after the
effective date of this Aect, the Judicial Conference of
the United States shall submit-a report to the Com-
. mittees on Governmental Affairs and: the Judiciary

of the Senate and the Committees on Government

S 803 IS
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TReform and the Judiciary of the House of Rep-

resentatives that—
(A) contains all notifications submitted to
the Administrative Office of the United States
Courts under this subsection; and‘
(B) summarizes and evaluates all notifica-
tions.
SEC. 206. REGULATORY AGENCIES.

(a) INFORMATION PROVIDED BY AGENCIES ON-
LINE.—T0o the extent practicable, each agency (as defined
under section 551 of title 5, United States Code) shall—

(1) establish a website with information about
that agency; and

(2) post on the website aﬂ information—

(A) required to be published in the Federal
Register under section 552(a){(1) of title 5,
United' States Code; and

(B) made avaﬂz‘iblbevsfor public inspeetiont
and copying under Seeti0n552(a) (2) and (5) of
title 5, United States Code, -after the effective
date of this section,

(b} COMPLIANCE.—An agency may comply with sub-
section (a)(2) by providing hypertext links on a website
directing users to other websites where such information

may be found. To the extent that an agency provides

S 8nN3 TS
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hypertext links, the agency shall provide clear instrnctions

to users on how to actess the information sought within

-the external website to which the links direct nsers.

{¢) SUBMISSIONS BY BLECTRONIC Means.—To the
extent practieable, agencies shall aceept-snbmissions under
section 553{e) of title 5, United States Code, by electronic
means, including e-mail and telefacsimile.

{d) ELECTRONIC DOCKETING.—

(1) IN GENERAL—To the extent practicabls,
agencies shall, in consultation with the Federal Chief
Information - Officer, and. in connection with the
forum established under-section 3602(a)(10) of title
44, United States Code (as added by section 103 of
this Aet), establish and maintain on their websites
elecﬁmnie dockets for rulemakings under section 553
of title 5, United States COdé. o

(2Y - INFORMATION :A\’MLABLE.ﬁAgene)f elec-

- tronic dockets shall make publicly available online—
(4A). all - agency: n(r)tilees} _-.publica;ti01xs, or
statements in conneetion with each rulemaking;

(B) to the extent-practicable, all submis-

sions under .section 553 (e)-:of itiﬂe*.S, United

States 'Cade, whether. or Jn’ot submitted elec-

tronically.
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. (e) OPT OUT:~—
(1) IN GENERAL.—
-~ (A)" NOTIFICATION—An agency ‘may sub-
mit-a notification to the Federal Chief Informa-
- “tion Officer to elect to not comply with any re-
guirement of subsection (d).
(B) CoNTENTS.—A notification submitted
under this paragraph shall state—
{1} the reasons for the noncompliance;
-~ and
(i1) the online methods, if any, or any
" alternative methods, the agency is using to
‘provide greater: public access to regulatory
proceedings.
(2). REPORT.—Not ‘later than Oectober 1, of
each year; the TFederal -Chief Information Officer
ghall submit a report to the Committee on Govern-
- mental Affairs of the Senate and the Committee on
- Government Reform of the House of Representatives
o that;
(A) contains all notifications submitted to
the - Fedéra} Chief Information Officer under
- this subseetion; and
’ (B) summarizes »and' evaluates all notifica-

tions.
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() Tme LiMITATION.—To the extent practicable,

agencies shall implement subsections (a) and (b) not later

than 2 years after the effective date of this Act, and sub-

section (e) not later than 4 vears after that effective date.

SEC.

to—

15

16.

17
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19
20
21
22

24
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207. INTEGRATED REPORTING FEASIBILITY STUDY
AND PILOT PROJECTS.

(a) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this section are

(1) enhance the interoperability of Federal in-
formation systems;

(2) assist the ‘public, including the regulated
comnunity, in eleétronieaﬂy submitting information
to agencies under Federal requirements, by reducing
the burden of duplicate collection and ensuring the
accuracy of submitted information; and

(3) enable any person to. integrate and obtain
similar information held by. 1 or more agencies
under 1 or more Federal requirements without vio-
lating the privacy rights ‘éf an individual.

(b} DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the term—

(1) “agency” means an Executive agency as de-
fined wunder section 105 of title 5, United States
Code; and

~ (2) “person” means any individual, trust, firm,

joint stock company, corporation (including a gov-

=8 803 I8



O 0 NN U Bl W N e

[ VO & [N [\®] [\ Y] et Pt Y Pt i I = [y s f—y
h o+ [SCIN S — [«=] \© o0 ~1 AN W EEN W b — <

191

45
ernment corporation), partnership, association,
State, municipality, commission, political subdivision
of a State, interstate body, or agency or eomponent
of the Federal Government.
(¢) REPORT.—

(1) IN ¢ENERAL.—Not later than 3 years after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Federal Chief
Information Officer shall conduct a study and sub-
mit a report to the Committee on Governmental Af-
fairs of the Senate and the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform of the House of Representatives on the
feasibility of integrating Federal information sys-
tems across agencies.

(2) CONTENT.—The report under this section
shall—

(A) address. the feasibility of integrating
data elements used in the electronic collection
of information within databases established
under. Federal statute without reducing the
quality,. accessibility, scope, or utility of the in-
formation contained in each database;

(B) address the feasibility of developing, or
enabling the development of, software, including
Internet-based tools, for use by reporting per-

sons in assembling, documenting; and validating
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the aceuracy of ‘information electronically sub-
mitted to ageneies under nonvoluntary, statu-
tory, and. regulatory requirerﬁents; and
(C) address the feasibility: of developing a
distributed information -system involving, on a
voluntary basis, at least 2 agencies, that—

(i) - provides _consistent, dependable,
and timely publiciaceess to-the information
holdings of 1 or more -agencies, or some
portion of such holdings, meluding the un-
derlying raw data, without requiring publie
users to know which ‘agency holds the in-
formation;

{ii} provides methods for input on -
proving the quality and integrity of the
data, including correeti_ng errors in submis-
sion, consistent, with the need-.to archive

- changes made to the data; and

(iii) allows any person to integrate ’
public information  held - by the partici-
pating agencies; o
(D) address the feasibility of incorporating

other elements related to the purposes of this
section- at the. diseretion of the- Federal Chief

Information Officer; and.-.

+5 803 IS
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(E) make recommendations that Congress
or the executive branch can implement, through
the use of integrated reporting and information
systems, to reduce the burden on reporting and
strengthen. public access to databases within

and across agencies.

(d) PrLoT PROJECTS TO ENCOURAGE INTEGRATED
COLLECTION AND MANAGEMENT OF DATA AND INTER-

- OPERABILITY OF FEDERAL INFORMATION SYSTEMS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In order to provide input to

- the study under subseetion (¢} the Federal Chief In-

formation Officer shall implement a series of no

more than 5 pilot projects that integrate data ele-

ments. The Federal Chief Information Officer shall

consult with agencies, the - regulated community,

public interest- organizations, and the public on the

implementation.

(2) GOALS OF PILOT PROJECTS.—

(A) IN GENERAL—Each goal desceribed
under subparagraph (B) shall be addressed by
at least 1 pilot project each.

(B) :GoALS.—The goals under this para-

- graph are to—

S 803 IS
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ments within 2 or more reporting require-
ments; ’

(i) create i'n*t'erope‘rabﬂity‘ between or
“among pub‘ﬁé databases managed by 2 or
more agencies using technologies and tech-
niques that facilitate public aceess; and

{(iii} develop, or enable the develop-
ment, of software to reduce errors in elec-
tronically submitted information.

k (3) INPUT.—Each pilof project shall seek input
from users on the utility of the pilot project and
areas for imprdveniént. '

(e) CONSULTATION IN PREPARING THE REPORT AND
PIroT PROJECT.—The Federal Chief Information Officer
shall eoordinate with the Office of Information and Regu-
latory Affairs, and to 'the extent practicable, shall work
with relevant agencies, and State, tribal, and local govern-
ments in carrying out the report and pilot projeets under
this section. B

(f) PRIVACY PROTECTIONS.—The -activities author-
ized in this section shall afford protections for confidential
business information consistent with section 552(b)(4) of
title 5k,bUn'ited States Code and personal privacy informa-
tion under section 552a of title 5, United States Code and

other relevant law.
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1 SEC. 208. ONLINE ACCESS TO FEDERALLY FUNDED RE-
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SEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT.
(é) DEFINI‘CLV‘ION S.‘-—~In\’ this seétion, the term—
(1) “essential information” shall include——

(A) information identifying any person per-
forming research and development under an
agreement and the agency providing the fund-
ing;

(B}_an abstract deseribing the research;

{C) references to published results; and

(D) other information determined appro-
prié,te by the interagency task force convened
under this section; and "

(2)  “federally funded  research  and

_ development”—

(A) shall be defined by the interagency
task foree, with reference to ‘a,ppliéa,ble Office of
Management and Budget circulars and Depart-
ment of Def‘ense regulations; and

(B) shall include funds previdedk to—

(i) institutions other than the Federal

Government; and

(i) Federal research and devélopment
eentefs. '

(b) INTERAGENCY TASK FORCE.—The Federal Chief

26 Information Ofﬁéer shall—

*8 802 I8
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(1) convene an interagenecy task force to—

“{A) review databases, owned by the Fed-

. éral Government and-other entities, that colleet

- and-maintain data on federally funded research

and development to—
(1) determine areas of duplication; and
(ii) -identify data that is needed but is
not being collected or efficiently dissemi-
nated to the public or throughout the Gov-
ernment;

(B) develop recommendations for the Fed-
eral Chief Information Ofﬁeer‘on standards for
the collection and electronic digsemination of es-
sential information about federally funded re-

search and development that addresses publie

- availability ‘and  agency - coordination and ecol-

»S 803 IS
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(C) make reeommenddtions» to the Federal
Chief Information Officer on— -
(i) which agency or- agencies should
develop and maintain databases and . a
website containing -data on federally fund-

ed research and development;
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1 (ii) whether to continue using existing
2 databases, to use modified versions of

3 databases, or to-develop another database;

4 (iii) the appropriate system archifec-
5 ture to .minimize duplication and use
-6 emerging technologies;

7 {(iv) criterta specifying what federally

8 funded research-and -development projects

9 should be ineluded in the databases; and
10 (v) standards for security of and pub-
11 lic access to the data; and

12 . (2) not later than 1 year of the'date of enact-
13 ment of this Aect, after offering an opportunity for
14 public comment, promulgate standards and regula-
15 tions based on the recommendations, including a de-
16 terminatioﬁ as-to which agency or agencies should
17 develop and maintain: databases and a website eon-
18 taining data on federally funded research and devel-
19 opment.

20 (e).-MEMBERSHIPS.——TheVinter_ageney, task force shall

21 -eomsist of the Federal Chief Information Officer and rep-

22 resentatives from—

23 (1) the Department of Commerce;
24 ' A(Z) the Department of Defense;
25 ~ (3) the Department of Energy;

*S 803 IS
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(4) the Department' of Health and Human
. Serviees;
(5) the National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration;
(6} the National Archives and Records Adminis-
tration;
(7) the National Science Foundation;
(8) the National Institute of Standards and
" Technology; and .
 (9) any other ageney determined by the Federal
Chief Information Officer.
{d). - ConsurLTATION—The fask force shall eonsult
with—
k (1) Federal agencies supporting research and
de&elopment;
{2) members of the scientific community;
(8) scientific publishers; and - -
(4) interested persons in the private and non-
“-profit: seetors.
(e} + DEVELOPMENT: 'AND. MAINTENANCE. OF DATA-
BASE AND WEBSITE.— |
1) IN GENERAL.~
- {A) DATABASE AND WEBSITE:—The agen-
ey or--ageneies  determined - under subsection

{b){(2), with the assistance of any other agency

*S 803 IS .
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designated by the Federal Chief Information
Officer, shall develop-— ;
1 a database if determined to be nec-
essary by the Federal Chief Information ,
Officer; and
(i) a centralized, searchable website
for the electronic dissemination of informa-
tion reported ander this section, with re-
spect to information made a:vail'able to the
public-and for agency coordimition and eol-
laboration.
(B) CONFORMANCE TO STANDARDS.—The
website and any necessary database shall con-
- form to the standards promulgated by the Fed-
eral Chief Information Officer:

{2) LINgs.—Where the results of the federaﬂy
funded research- have been published, the website
shall eontain links to the servers of the publishers if
possible. The website may include links to -other rel-
evant websites containing information about the re-
search.

(3) OTHER RESEARCH.~—The website may in-

“clude inf‘ormaﬁon about published research not
funded by the Federal Government, and links to the

servers of the publishers.
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(4) " DEVELOPMENT - AND OPERATION.—The

Federal Chief Information Officer shall oversee the

development and operation of the website. The

website ‘shall be operational not later than 2 yeérs
after the date of enactment of this Aet.

{[) PROVISION OF INFORMATION —Any agency that
funds research and development meeting the criteria pro-
mulgated by the Federal Chief Information Officer shall '
provide the required information in the manner prescribed
by the Federal Chief Information Officer. An agency may
impose reporting requirements necessary-for the imple-
mentation of this section on recipients of Federal funding
a$ a condition of the funding.

- (g) AUTHORIZATION OF " APPROPRIATIONS.—There

are authorized to be appropriated for the development and

‘maintenance ‘of the centralized website and any necessary

databage under -this section, $1,000,000 in- fiscal year

2002, $5,000,000 in fiseal year 2003, and such sums as
may be necessary for fiseal years 2004 through 2006.
SEC. 209.:.COMMON PROTOCOLS FOR GEOGRAPHIC INFOR-
MATION SYSTEMS.
(a) IN* GENERAL:—The Secretary of the Interior, in
consultation with the National Institute of Standards and
Technology and other agencies, private sector experts,

copumercial and international standards groups, and other

«S 803 IS
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interésted parties, shall facilitate the development of com-
mon protocols for the development, sequisition, mainte-

nance; distribution, and application of geographic informa-

fiom.

(b) FEDERAL CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER.—The
Federal Chief Information Officer shall—

(1) oversee the interagency initiative to develop
common protocols;

(2) coordinate with State, local, and tribal gov-
ernments and other interested persons on aligning
geographic mformation; and

(3) promulgate the standards relating to the
protoeols. ' -

(¢). CoMMON PROTOCOLS.~—The common protocols
shall be designed to— » ‘

+(1) maximize the degree to which: unclassified
géogmphje information from ?aﬁou‘s sourees can fje
made electronically compatible; and - :

(2) promote the development of interdperable
-geographic information ~systems teehnologies tﬁéﬁt
will allow widespread, low-cost use and sharing of
- -geographie data by Federal agencies, State,k’ local,

and tribal governments, and the public.. .

*S 803 18
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1 SEC. 210. SHARE-IN-SAVINGS PROGRAM IMPROVEMENTS.
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Section 5311 of the Chnger-Cohen Act of 1996 (divi-
sions D and E of Public Law 104-106; 110 Stat. 692;
40 T.S.C. 1491) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)— -
{A) by striking “the heads of two executive
agenecies to carry out” and inserting “heads of

executive agencies to carry out a total of five

-projects under”’; -

(B) by striking “‘and” at the end of para-

graph (1);
(C) by striking the period at the end of

- paragraph (2) and inserting “; and”; and

(D) by adding at the end the following:

“(3) encouraging the use of the contracting and

sharing approach describéd in paragraphs (1) and
(2) by allowing the head of the executive agency con-

ducting a projeet under the pilot program—

“(A) to retain, out of the appropriation. ac-
counts of the executive agency in which savings

computed under paragraph (2) are realized as

~ a result of the project, up to the amount equal

to-half of the excess of—
“{1) the total amommt of the savings;

aver
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“(i1) -the total amount of the portion
of the savings paid to the private scctor
~ source for such project under paragraph
(2); and
“(B) to use the retained amount to acquire
additienal information technology.”;
- (2) in subsection (b)—
(A) by imserting “a project under” after
“‘authorized to earry out”; and ;
(B) by striking “carry out 011e’ project
and”; and
{3) by striking subsection {(¢) and inserting the
following:

“(e¢) BEVOLUTION BEYOND PILOT PROGRAM.—(1)
The Administrator may provide general authority to the
heads of executive agencies to use a share-in-savings con-
tracting approach to the aequisition of information tech- '
nology solutions for improving mission-related or adminis-
trative processes of the Federal Government if—

“(A) after reviewing the experience under the
five projects carried out under the pilot.program
under subsection (a), thé Administrator finds that

. the approach offers the Federal Government an op-
portﬂnity to improve its use of information tech-

nology and to reduce costs; and

S 803 IS
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“(B) issues: guidance for the exercise of that
authority. -

“(2)-For the purposes of paragraph (1), a share-in-
savings contracting approach provides for contracting as
described in paragraph (1) of subsection (a) together with
the sharing and retention of amounts saved as deseribed
in paragraphs (2) and (3) of that subsection.

“(3) In-exercising. the authority provided to the Ad-
ministrator in paragraph (1), the Administrator shall con-
sult with the Fedefal Chief Information Officer.

“(d) - AVATLABILITY OF RETAINED SAVINGS.—(1)
Amounts retained by the head. of an executive agency
under subsection. (a)(3) or (e) shall, without further ap-
propriation; remain available until expended and may’bé

used by the executive ageney for any of the following pur-

- poses:

- (A) The acquisition :of information technology.
. “(B) .Support. for share-in-savings -contracting
approaches throughout the agency including— |
“(i) ~education . and -training programs for
. share-in-savings contracting;
“(ii) ‘any administrative costs associated
- with: the share-in-savings -contract from which

. -the savings were realized; or

+S 803 IS
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“(ii1) the cost of employees who specialize
in share-in-savings contracts.

“(2) Amounts so retained from any appropriation. of
the executive agency not otherwise available for the aequi-
sition of information technology shall be transferred to
any appropriation of the executive agency that is available
for such purpose.”.

SEC. 211, ENHANCING CRISIS MANAGEMENT THROUGH AD-
VANCED INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY.
(a) IN GENERAL.—

(1) STUDY ON ENHANCEMENT. OF CRISIS RE-
SPONSE.——Not later than 90 days after the date of
enactment of this Act, the Federal Emergency Man-
agement -Agency shall enter into a contract with the
National Research Council of the National Academy
of Sciences to conduct a study on using information
technology to ephance erisis response and con-
sequence management of natural and manmade dis-
asters.

(2) - ContENT~—The study under this sub-
section shall address— . | '

(A) a research and implementation strat-

“egy for effective use of information technology

in erisis response and. consequence manage-

ment, including the more effective use of tech-

*S 803 IS
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nologies, management of information technology
research initiatives, and incorporation of re-
search advances into the information and com-
munications systems of—
(1) the Federal Emergency Manage-
- ment Agency; and

(ii) other Federal, State, and local
agencies responsible for crisis response and
consequence management; and
(B) opportunities for-research and develop-

ment on enhanced technologies for—

(i) improving communications with
citizens ‘at risk before and during a crisis;

(ii) enhancing the use of remote sen-
sor data and other information sources for
planning, mitigation, response, and ad-
vance, warning;

(iil)  building more robust and trust-
worthy systems for communications in eri-
ses;

(iv) facilitating coordinated actions
among responders through more interoper-
able communications and information sys-

tems; and
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(v) otheér areas of potential improve-
ment as determined during the course of
© the study. '

(3) RepoRT.—Not later than 2 years after the
date on which a contract is entered into under para-
graph. (1), the National Research Council shall sub-
mit a report on the study, including findings and
recommendations to—— ‘

(A) the Committee on Governmental Af-
fairs of the Senate; k ’

(B) the Committee on Government Reform
of the House of Representatives; and

(C) the Federal Emergency Management

Agency. ,

(4) INTERAGENCY COOPERATION.—The Federal
Emergency Management Agency and- other Federal
departments and agencies with responsibility for dis-
aster relief and emergency assistance shall fully co-
operate with the National Research Council in car-
rying out this section. ;

{5) EXPEDITED PROCESSING  OF SEC'URITY
CLEARANCES.—For the purpose of facilitating the
commencement of the study under this seetion, the
Federal Emergency Management Agency and other

relevant agencies shall expedite to the fullest extent,

<8 808 IS
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possible the- processing of security clearances that

-.are necessary for the National Research Couneil.
(6) - AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to the Fed-
eral Emergency Management Ageney' for research
under this subsection, $800,000 for fiscal year 2002.
(b) PmoT PROJECTS.—Based on the results of the
research conducted under subsection (a), the Federal
Chief Information Officer shall initiate pilot projects with
the ‘goal of maximizing the utility of information tech-
nology in disaster management. The Federal Chief Infor-
mation: Officer shall” cooperate with the Federal Emer-
gency  Management Agency, other relevant agencies, and,
if appropriate, State, local, and tribal governments, in ini-

tiating such pilot projects.
SEC. 212. FEDERAL INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY TRAINING
CENTER.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In eonsultation with the Federal
Chief Information Officer, the Chief Information Officers
Council, ‘and the Administrator of General Services, the

Director of the Office of Personnel Management shall es-

-tablish and operate a Federal Information Technology

Training Center (in this section referred to asthe “Train-

ing Center”’).

(b) FuNCTIONS.—The Training Center shall-—

*S 803 IS
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- (1) analyze, on an ongoeing basis, the personnel
needs of the Federal Government related to informa-

tion technology and information resource manage-

-~ ment;

" (2) design curricula, -training methods, and
training schedules that correspond to the projected
personnel needs of the Federal ‘Government related
to information technology and imformation resource
management; and

(3) recrnit and train Federal employees in in-

formation technology disciplines, as necessary, at a

-rate-that ensures that the Federal Government’s in-

formation resource management needs are met. -

~{e)  Curricvra~—The ecurricula  of the- Traiﬁing

Center——

(1) shall cover a-broad range of information
technology diseiplines corresponding to the specific
needs of Federal agencies;

.. (2) shall be adaptable to achieve-varying levels

of expertise, rangimg from. basic nonoccupational

- computer training to expert. cecupational proficiency

in specific infermation. technology diseiplines, - de-
pending on the specifie information- resource - man-

agement needs of Federal ageneies; '

«8 803 IS
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(3) shall be developed and applied according to

rigorous academie standards; and

(4) shall be designed to maximize efficiency
through the use of self-paced courses, online courses,
on-the-job training, and the use of remote instrue-
tors, wherever such features can be applied without
reducing training effectiveness or negatively inipact—
ing academic standards.
(d) EMPLOYEE PARTICIPATION.—Subject to informa-

tion resource management needs and the limitations im-

posed by resource needs in other occupational areas, agen-

cies shall encourage their'eniployees to participate in the
occupational  information. technology curricula of the
Training Center. -

(e} AGREEMENTS FOR SERVICE.—Employees who
participate in full-time training at the Training Center for
a period of 6 months or longer shall be subject to an agree—“
ment for service after training under section 4108 of title
5, Uzﬁted States Code.

(£) AUTHORIZATION OF . APPROPRIATIONS.lelerQ
are authorized -to be appropriated to the Office of Per-
sonnel Management for developing and operating the
Training Center, $7,000,000 in fiscal year 2002, and such

sums as may be necessary for eéach fiseal year thereafter.

+S 803 IS
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SEC. 213. COMMUNITY TECHNOLOGY CENTERS.

(a) STUDY AND REPORT.—Not later than 2 years
after the effective date of this Act, the Secretary of Edu-
cation, in consultation with the Secretary of Agriculture,
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development, the
National Telecommunications and Information Adminis-
tration, and the Federal Chief Information Officer, shall—

(1) conduct a study to evaluate the best prac-
tices of community technology centers that receive
Fedefal funds; and

{(2) submit a report on the study to—

(A) the Committee on (tovernmental Af-
fairs of the Senate; _
(B) the Committee on Health, Education,

Labqr, and Pensions of the Senate;

(C) the Committee on Government Reform
of the House of Representatives; and
(D) the Committee on Education and the
Workforce of the House of Representatives.
{b} ConTENT.—The report shall include— -

(1) an evaluation of the best practices beiﬁg
used by successful community technology centers;

(2) a strategy for—

(A) eontinﬁing the evaluation of best prac-
tices used by community technology centers;

and | k

*5 803 IS
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{B) establishing a network to share ‘infor-
mation and resources as community teehnology
centers evolve; 7
- (3) the identification of methods to expand the
use of best practices to assist community teehnology
centers, public libraries, and. other institutions that.
provide computer and Internet access. to the public;
- (4) a database of all community technology cen-
ters receiving Federal funds, including— v '
(A) each center’s name, location, services
provided, director; other points of contact, num- ‘
<+ ber of individuals served; and
- (B) other relevant information;

(5) an analysis of whether community tech-

noibgyv-ﬁenterst have- been depibye&: effectively in

_urban and rural areas throughout the Nation; and

- {6) recommendations of how to—
{A) enhance the development of community
. .. technology centers; and

{B) establish a network to share informa-

o tion and resources.

-{e) COOPERATION ~—All - agencies that fund commu-

23 nity technology centers shall provide to the Department

24 - of Education any information and agsistance necessary for

-8 803 I8
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1 the completion of the study and the report under this sec-

2 tion.
3 (d) ASSISTANCE.—
4 (1) In ¢ENERAL~The Federal Chief Informa-
5 tion Officer shall work with the Department of Edu-
6 - cation, other relevant Federal agencies, and other in-
7 terested persons in the private and nonprofit sectors
8 to—
9 (A) -assist' in the implementation of ree-
10 . ommendations; and
11 (B} identify other ways to a.ssiét COMITT-
12 nity technology centers, public libraries, and
13 other mstitutions that provide computer and
14 - . Internet access to the public.
15 - ;. (2) TYPES OF ASSISTANCE.—Assistance under
16 . - this paragraph may include—
17 (A) contribution of funds; -
18 - .{B) donations of equipmeﬁt,i and training
19 in the use and maintenance . of the equipment;
20 ~and '
21 . {C) the provision of basic instruction -or
22 . training material n computer skills and Inter-
23 net usage. |
24 (e) TRAINING CENTEE—The Federal Information

25 Teehﬁology Training Center established under section 212

S 803 IS
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1 of this Act shall make applicable information technology

2 curricula available to members of the public through the

3 community technology centers.
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(f) ONLINE TUTORIAL.—

+ (1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Education,
in consultation with' the Federal Chief Information
Officer, the National Science Foundation, and other
mterested persons, shall develop an online tutorial
that—

.. (A) explains how td access information and
services on the Internet; and
(B) provides a guide to ‘ava,ilable online re-
sourees.

" {(2) D1sTRIBUTION.—The . Secretary of Kdu- V
cation shall distribute information on the tutorial to
community te(:hnolog'y centers, publie libraries, and
other mstitutions that afford Internet access to the
public.
~ (g) PROMOTION OF COMMUNITY TECHNOLOGY CEN-
TERS.—In eonsultation with other agencies and organiza-
tions, the Department of Edueation shall promote the
availability of community technology centers to raise
awareness within each comraunity where such a center is

located.

. *8 803 IS
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(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—There
are authorized to be appropriated to the Department of

Education for the study of best practices at community

-technology centers, for the development and dissemination

of the online tutorial,-and for the promotion of community
technology centers under this section $2,000,000 in fiseal
vear 2002, $2,000,000 in fiscal year 2003, and such sums
as are necessary in fiseal years 2004 through 2006.
SEC. 214. DISPARITIES IN ACCESS TO THE INTERNET.

(a) STUDY AND REPORT.—Not later than 1 year
after the effective date of this Aet— ‘

(1) the Federal Chief Information Ofﬁcer shall
enter into an agreement with a nonprofit, non-
partisan organization to conduct-a study on dispari-
ties in Internet access across various demographic
distributions; and

(2) the nonprofit, nonpartisan organization
shall conduet the study and sabmit a report to—

(A) the Committee on Governmental Af-
fairs of the Senate; and
(B) the Committee on Government Reform
of the House of Representatives.
* (b) CONTENT—The report shall include'a study of—
(1} how disparities in Internet access:influence

the effectiveness of online Government services;

»§ 808 IS
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(2) how the increase in' online Government serv-
ices is influencing the disparities in Internet access;
and
© 7 (3) any related societal effects arising: from the
interplay of disparities-in Internet access and the m-
crease in online Govermhent services.
#(¢) RECOMMENDATIONS.~—The report shall include
recomimendations on actions to ensure that online Govern-
ment initiatives: shall not - have the unintended result of

inereasing any deficiency in public access to Government

services.
(d) PoricYy CONSIDERATIONS —When promulgating
policies and implementing programs regarding the provi-

sion of services over the Internet, the Federal Chief Infor-
mation Officer and ageney heads shall—
(1) consider the impact on persons without ac-
cess to the Internet; and
- 2) ensure that the avaﬂabﬂ-ity of Government
services has not been diminished for individuals who
“lack access to the Internet.
(&) TECHNOLOGY: CONSIDERATIONS.—To the extent

feasible, the Federal Chief Information Officer and agency

~ heads shall -pursne technologies that make  Government

services and information more aecessible to individuals

who do not own eomputers or have access to'the Internet.

+S 803 IS



1

217

71
- (f) . AUTHORIZATION. . .OF.- APPROPRIATIONS.—There

2 .are-authorized to be.appropriated: $950,000 in fiseal year

32002 to carry out this section.

4 SEC. 215. ACCESSIBILITY, USABILITY, AND PRESERVATION

5

O 0o = Oy

OF GOVERN&IENT'INFORMATION. :
(a) DEFINITIONS.—In thig sectioﬁ, the term-——
(1) “agency” has the meaning given under sec-
tion 3502(1) of title 44, United States Code;

(2) “Board” means the Advisory Board on Gov-
ernment Information established under subsection
(b);

(3) “Groverument~inf<">rmatiou” means informa-

tion ecreated, collected, processed, disseminated, or

- disposed of by or for the Federal Government;

(4) “information”” means any communication or
representation of knowledge such.as facts, data, or

opinions, in any medium or form, including textual,

~numerical,:. graphie; - cartographic, mnarrative, or

audiovisual forms; and

{5) “permanent public access”. means the proe-
ess "by which applcable Government: information
that has been:.disseminated on the- Internet. is pre-
ser*ve{d for current, continuous, and- future public ae-
‘eess.

{b) ADVISORY BOARD ~—

5 803 IS
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(1) EsTABLISHMENT.—There is established the
Advisory Board on Government Information. The
Board shall be subject to the Federal Advisory Com-
mittee Act (5 U.S.C. App.).

(2) MEMBERS.—The Federal Chief Information
Officer shall appoint. the members of the Board who
shall include representatives from appropriate agen-
cies and interested persons from the publie, private,
and nonprofit sectors.

(3} FouncrioNs.-—The Board shall conduet
studies and submit recommendations as provided by
this section to the Federal Chief Information Offi-
cer.

(4) TERMINATION.—The Board shall terminate
3 years after the effective date of this Act.

{¢) CATALOGUING AND INDEXING STANDARDS.—

(1) AGENCY FUNCQTIONS.——

(A) RepPORTS.—Not later than 180 days
after the effective date of this Act, each agency
shall submit a report to the Board on all cata-
loguing and indexing standards used. by that
agency, including taxonomies being wused to -
classify information.

(B) PRIORITIES. AND SCHEDULES.—Not

later than 180 days after the issuance of a cir-

S 803 IS
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eular or the promulgation of proposed regula-
tions under paragraph (3), each agency shall
consult with interested persons and develop pri-
orities and _schedules for making the agency in-

dexing and eataloguing standards fully inter-

operable with other standards n use in the

5 803 1S

Federal Government.

(2) BOARD FUNCTIONS.—The Board shall—
{A) not later than 1 year after the effective

date of this Aet—

(i) review cataloguing and indexing
standaz;ds used by agencies; and

(11} determine whether the gystems
using those standardé are generally recog-
nized, in the publie domain, and interoper-
able; and
{(B) not later than 18 months after the ef-

fective date of this Act— ‘

i)y consult. interested persons;

(ii) analyze and determine agency
pubiic ‘domain standards that are not ﬁﬂly
interoperable with other standards; and .-

(i) recornmend. priorities and sehed-
nles for making such standards fully inter-

operable.
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(3) FEDERAL .CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER

FUNCTIONS.—

(A) PROHIBITION OF PROPRIETARY SYS-
TEMS.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—After the submis-
sion of recommendations by the Board
under paragraph (2) and public notice and
opportunity for comment, the Federal
Chief Information Officer shall prohibit
agencies from using any system the Fed-
eral Chief Information Officer determines
-to be proprietary.

(ii) WAIVER~The Federal Chief In-
formation Officer may waive the applica-
tion of clause (i), if the Federal Chief In-
formation Officer determines there is a
compelling reason to continue the use of
the ’system.

(B) INTEROPERABILITY STANDARDS.—Not
later than 18 months after the effective date of
this Act and after public notice and opportunity
for comment, thé Office of Management and

Budget, acting through the Federal Chief Infor-

- mation Officer, shall issue a circular or promul-

«8 803 IS

gate proposed and final regulations requiring
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.. the interoperability standards of cataloguing

and indexing standards used by agencies..
{d). PERMANENT PUBLIC ACCESS STANDARDS.— -
(1) AGENCY FUNCTIONS.— ..
(A) REPORT TO BOARD.—Not later than

180 days .after the - effective date of this Aet,
each agency shall submit a report to the Board
on any action taken by the ageney to—

(1) preserve public access to informa-
tion. disseminated by the Federal Govern-
ment on the Internet; and

(1) set standards and develop policiesk
1o engure permanent public access to infor-
mation disseminated by the Federal Gov-
ernment on the Internet.

(B) COMPLIANCE. WITH REGULATIONS.—
. Not later than 1 year after the issuance of the
circular or the promulgation of final regulations
cunder paragraph (3), and on October 1, of each
year thereafter, each agency shall submit a re-
~_port on compliance of that agency with such
- regulations to—: .
(1) the Federal Chief Information Of-

ficer;

5 802 I8
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(i1) the Committee on Governmental
Affairs of the Senate; and
(iii) the Committee on Government

Reform of the House of Representatives.

- (2) BOARD FUNCTIONS.—

(A) RECOMMENDED STANDARDS.——Not
later than 30 months after the effective date of
this Act and after consultation with interested
persons, the Board shall submit recommenda-
tions to the Federal Chief Information Officer
on standards for permanent public access to in-
formation disseminated by the Federal Govern-

ment on the Internet.

(B) ConTeENTS.—The recommendations
under subparagraph (A) shall include—
(i) a definition of the types of infor-

:mation to which the standards apply; and

(i1) the process by which an agency:
| (I) applies that definition to in-
formation disseminated by the agency
on the Internet; and

{(II) implements permanent public
aceess.

. {3) FEDERAL CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER

FUNCTTONS. -

«S 803 IS



223

oy
f—

77 ;
1 (A) IN GENERAL.—After the submission of
2 recommendations by the Board under para-
3 graph (2) and public notice and opportunity for
4 comment, the Qfﬁee of Mané(gement and Budg-
5 et, acting through the Federal Chief Informa-
6 tion Officer, shall issue a cireular or promulg’ate
7 ‘proposed and final regulations establishing per-
8 manent public access standards for agencies.
9 (B) CoMpPLIANCE.—The Federal Chief In-
10 formation Officer shall—
(i) work with agencies to ensure time-
12 - ly and ongoing complance with this sub-
13 section; and
14 (it) post agency reports on a central-
15 ized searchable database, with a link to the
16 integrated - Internet-based system estab-
‘17 lished under See’ﬁim& 3602(a)(13) of ‘title
18 44, United States Code, as added by this
19 At |
20 (e) INVENTORIES.~—
21 (1) AGENCY FENCTIONS —
22 : (A) IN GENERAL,~—
23 (i) INvENTORIES—Not later than
24 "~ 180 days after the effective date of this
25 Act, each agency shall inventory agency

o8 808 IS
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~ websites, including all directories and sub-
directories of ‘such websites established by

the agency or contractors of the agency.
- (ii) INDIVIDUAL DOCUMENTS.—Noth-
dng in -this paragraph shall preclude an
ageney. from. inventorying individual décﬁ-

*ments on a website. »

(iii) ASSISTANCE.—The Federal Chief

. Information Officer and the General Serv-

jces Administration shall agssist agencies
with inventories under this subsection.

- (B} COMPLETION -OF INVENTORY —Each
agency shall complete inventories in accordance
with' the cireular issued or regulations promul-

< .gated under paragraph (3) and post the inven- -
“tories on the Internet.
(2) BOARD FUNCTIONS.—Not later than 1 year
© aftér the effective date of this Act, the Board
shall— k '
“(A) consult with interested parties;
(B) identify for inventory :purposes all
classes  of ~Government information, escept

" elasses of information—

P (i) the existence of which is classified;

or B

+8 893 IS
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(1) is of such a sensitive nature, that
disclosure would harm the public mterest;
and
(C) make recommendations on—

(i) the eclasses of information to be
mventoried; and-

(i) how the information within those
classes should be inventoried.

(3) FEDERAL CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER

FUNCTIONS.—

(A) GUIDANCE.—After submission of rec-
ommendations by the Board under paragraph
(2) and public notice and opportunity for com-
ment, the Office of Management and Budget,
acting through the Chief Information Officer,
shall issue a cireular or promulgate proposed
and final regulations to provide guidance and

requirements for inventorying under this sub-

© section.

=S 803 IS

(B) ConrteNTS.—The circular or regula-
tions under this paragraph shall include—
(i) requirements for the completion of
inventories of some portion of Government
mformation identified by the Board;

(i) the scope of required inventories;
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1 (iii} a schedule for completion; and
(iv) the eclasses of imformation re-
quired to be inventoried by law.
(C) LINKING OF INVENTORIES.-—The Fed-
eral Chief Information Officer shall link inven-
tories posted by agencies under this subsection

to the integrated Internet-based system estab-

0 N e A W N

lished wunder section 36’02(&)(13) of title 44,
9 United States Code, as added by this Act.

10 (f)‘ STATUTORY AND REGULATORY REVIEW.—Not
11 later than 180 days after the effective date of this Act,

12 the General Accounting Office shall—

13 (1) conduct a review of all statutory and regu-
14 latory requirements of agencies to list and describe
15 Government information; ‘
16 (2) analyze the inconsistencies, redundancies,
17 and inadequacies of such requirements; and

18 (3) submit a report on the review and analysis
19 to—

20 {A) the Fedéral Chief Information Officer;
21 (B) the Committee ‘on Governmental Af-
22 fairs of the Senate; and -

23 (€Y the Committee on Government Reform
24 - of the House of Representatives.

+8 803 IS
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CATALOGUING AND INDEXING DETERMINA-

- (1) AGENCY FUNCTIONS.—

{A). PRIORITIES AND SCHEDULES.—Not
later than 180 days after the issuance of a eir-

cular or the promulgation of proposed regula-

© tions under paragraph (3), each agency shall

14

15
i6
17
18
19
20
21

consult with interested persons and develop pri-
orities and schedules for cataloguing and index-
ing Government information. Agency priorities
and schedules shall be made available for publie
review and comment and shall be linked on the
Internet to an agency’s inventoriés.

(B) COMPLIANCE WITH REGULATIONS.—

Not later than 1 year after the issuance of the

“eirenlar or the promulgation of final regulations

22 .

23
24

5 808 IS

under paragraph (3), and en October 1, of each
year thereafter, each agency shall submit a re-
port on compliance -of that agency with such
circular or regulations to—
(i) th;a Federal Chief Information Of—.‘
ficer;
(ii) the Committee on Governmental

Affairs of the Senate; and
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- +(iii) the Committee on Government
: Reform of the House of Representatives.
(2) BOARD FUNCTIONS.—The Board shall—
(A) not later than 1 year after the effective
date of this Act—
(i) review the report submitted by the
General Accounting -Office under sub-
section (f); and
(ii) review- the types of Government
information not covered by cataloguing or
indexing requirements; and
(B) not later than 18 months after receipt
of ageney inventories—
(i) consult interested persons;
(ii) review agency inventories; and
(ii1) make recommendations on—

(I) which - Government informa-
tion should  be catalogued and in-
dexed; and

(II) - the priorities: for the cata-
loguing and indexing of that Govern-
ment information, including priorities
required.-by statute or regulation.

(3) FEDERAL CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER

FUNCTIONS.—

S 803 IS
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- {A) IN GENERAL.—After the submission of
recommendations. by.. the Board under para-
-praph (2) and public notiee.and opportunity for
comment, the Office of Management and Budg-
et, acting through the Federal Chief Informa-
tion Officer, shall issue a eircular or promulgate

- proposed and.final regulations that—

(i) specify which Government informa-
tion is required to be catalogued and in-
dexed; and
. o (1) -establish: priorities for the cata-

Jogning and indexing of that information.
(B) CompLIANCE.—The Federal Chief In-.
.. fermation Officer shall—
(1) work with agencies to ensure time-
ly and ongoing compliance with this sub-
: section; and - |
-~ (i) post agency reports and indexes,
and catalogues on a centralized searchable
database, with a link to the integrated
Internet-based - system established under
. gection. 3602(a)(13) of title 44, United
States Code, as added by this Act.

- (h) AVAILABILITY OF (GGOVERNMENT INFORMATION

25 oN THE INTERNET.~—Not later than 1 year after the com-

«5 803 IS
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1 pletion of the ageney inventory referred to under sub-

2 seetion (e)(1)(B), each agency shall—

3

Nl . =AYV B N
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18
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20
21
22
23

24 .
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(1) consult with the Board and interested per-
sons;

(2) determine which Government information
the agency intends to make available and accessible
to the public on the Internet and by other means;

(3) develop priorities and schedules for making
that Government information available and acces-
sible;

(4) make such final determinations, priorities,
and schedules available for public comment; and

(5) post such final determinations, priorities,
and schedules on an agency website with a link to
the integrated Internet-based system established
under section 3602(a)(13) of title 44, United States
Code, as added by this Act.

SEC. 216. PUBLIC DOMAIN DIRECTORY OF FEDERAL GOV-

ERNMENT WEBSITES.
(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the term—
(1) “ageney’” has the meaning given under sec-
tion 3502(1) of title 44, United States Code; and
(2) “directory” means a taxonomy of subjects
liﬁked to websites that is created with the participa-

tion of human editors.

*S 803 IS
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1 (b) ESTABLISHMENT.—Not later than 2 years after
the effective date of this Act, the Federal Chief Informa-
“tion Officer and each agency shall—

(1) develop and establish a public domain direc-

2
3
4
5 - tory of Federal Government websites; and
6 (2) post the directory on the Internet with a
7 link to- the integrated Internet-based system estab-
8 lished under section 3602(a)(13) of title 44, United
9 ‘States Code, as added by this Act.

10 (¢) DEVELOPMENT.—With the assistance of each

11 "ageney, the Federal Chief Information Officer shall—

12 © (1) direct the development of the directory
13 through a collaborative effort, including input
14 from—

15 ~ (A) ageney librarians;

16 ~+ (B) Federal depository librarians; and

17 {C) other interested parties; and

18 0 (2) develop & public domain taxonomy-of sub-
19 jects used to review and categorize Federél Grovern-
2() ment websites. ' '
21 (d) UPDATE.—With the assistance of each agency,

22 the Federal Chief Information Officer shall—

23 - (1) update the directory; and
24 (2) solicit interested persons for improvements

25 to the directory.

oS 803 IS
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SEC. 217, STANDARDS FOR AGENCY WEBSITES.
Not later-than .1 year after the effective date of this
Act, the Federal Chief Information Officer shall promul-
gate standards and eriteria: for agency websites that
melude—
; .;(1) requirements that websites include direct
links to— -
(A) privacy statements;
(B) descriptions -of the mission and statu-
tory authority of the agency;

o (C) the. electronic reading .rooms of the
agency relating to the disclosure of information
under section 552 of title 5, United States Code
{commonly referred to as the Freedom of Infor-
mation Act);

(D). . agency regulations, rules, and
rulemakings;
(B). »information about the: organizational
structure. of the agency, with an outline linked
to the agency on-line staff directory; and
- (I} the ‘strategic plan. of the agency devel—
- oped under section 306 of title 5, United States
Code; and
- (2) minimum agency goals to assist public users
to navigate agency websites, including—
{A) speed of retrieval of search results;

oS 803 IS
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{B) the relevance of the results; and
(C) tools - to aggregate and - disaggregate
- data.

SEC. 218. PRIVACY PROVISIONS.

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the term—
(1) “ageney” has the meaning given under sec-
tion 551(1) of title 5, United States Code;

(2) “information system” means a discrete set

~of information resources organized for the collection,

processing, maintenance, transmission, and disserni-

“mnation of information, in accordance with defined

procedures that—

(A) electronically collects or maintains per-
sonally identifiable information on 10 or more
individuals; or

(B) makes personally identifiable informa-
tion available to the public; and
(3) “personally identifiable information” means

individually identifiable information about an indi-
vidual, ineluding_

(A) a first-and last name;

(B) ‘a home or other physical address in-
cluding street name and name of a city or town;

(C) an e-mail address; -

(D) a telephone number;

S 803 IS
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(B) a social security number;
(F) a eredit card number;

(G) a birth date, birth certificate number,

~ or a place of birth; and

(H) any other identifier that the Federal
Chief Information Officer determines permits
the identification or: physical or online con-

tacting of a specifiec individual.

(b) PrRIvACY IMPACT ASSESSMENTS.—

S 803 IS

(1) RESPONSIBILITIES OF AGENCIES.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Before developing or
procuring an information system, or initiating a
new collection of personally identifiable infor-
mation that will be collected, processed, main-
tained, or disseminated electronically, an agency
shall—

(1) conduct a privacy impact assess-
ment;
(i) submit the assessment to the Fed-

-eral Chief Information Officer; and

(iii) after completien of .any review
conducted by the Federal Chief Informa-
tion Officer, where practicable—

¢3! pu‘blishthe assessment in the

Federal Register; or
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AII) disseminate the assessment
electronically.

(B} SENSITIVE INFORMATION.—Subpara-

+ graph (A)(iil) -may be modified or waived to

protect classified, sensitive, or private informa-
tion contained in an assessment.

(2) CONTENTS OF A PRIVACY IMPACT ASSESS-

+: MENT.—A privacy impact assessment shall include—

«5 803 IS

- {A) a description of—

(1) the information to be collected;
(i) thepurpose for the collection of

the information.and the reason each item

- of information is niecessary and relevant; - °

(i1){1) any notice that will be provided
to persons from whom- information is col-
lected; and

(I} any choice that an‘ individual who

- is the subject of the: collection of informa-

tion shall have to decline to provide infor-

- mation;

H{iv) thé intended uses of the informa-
tion and proposed limits on other uses of
the information;

V(V) the intended fecipients or users of

the information and any limitations on ac-
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cess to-or rease or redisclosure of the in-’
formeition; :
 (vi) the period for which the informa-
“tion will be retained;

- (vii) lwhether and by what means the
individﬂal who is the subject of the collec;
tion of information— - ' ‘

(I) shall have aeeess to the infor-
- mation about that individual; or
‘(IVI)V may exercise other rights

‘under seetion 552a of title 5, United
©1 - States Codey and. ’

(viii} security measures that will pro-

tect the. iiﬁornzation; .

(B) an assessment of the p()‘te“xatial impaet

© on privacy z;e,lating to risks and: nii’cigation of
'risks; and . ‘

(> étizex' information and: analysis :rk*el~
quired under guidance issued by the Federal
Chief Tnformation Officer. |

‘ (3) RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE FE;{,}E&@ CHIER
' INFORMATION: OFFICER.—The Federal Chief Infor-

mation Officer shall—

«8 892 I8
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(A)(3) develop policies and guidelines for

agencies on the conduct of privacy impact as-

- sessments; and .

- (i1} oversee the-implementation of the pri-
vacy impaet assessment process. throughout the
Government;

{B) require agencies to-eonduct privacy im- k

.. pact assessments in—

(1) developing or procuring an infor-
mation system; or
. {i1). planning for the initiation of a
new collection of personally identifiable in-
formation;

{C) require agencies to conduet privacy im-

- pact assessments of existing information sys-

tems or ongoing collections of personally identi-
fiable information as the Federal Chief Infor-
niation Officer determines appropriate;

(D). assist agencies in developing privacy
impact assessment policies; and

- (E) encourage officers and employees of an.

.. agency to.consult with privacy officers of that:

«S 803 IS

agency -in completing - privacy - impact assess-,

ments.
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Privacy PROTECTIONS ON AGENCY

WEBSITES.—

*S 803 IS

(1) PRIVACY POLICIES ON WEBSITES.—

(A) GUIDELINES FOR NOTICES.—The Fed-
eral Chief Information Officer shall develop
guidelines for privacy notices on agency
websites.

(B) CoNTENTS.—The guidelines shall re-
quire that a privacy notice include a deseription
of—

(1) information collected about visitors
to the agency’s website;

(i1) the intended uses of the informa-
tion collected;

(iii) the choices that an individual .
may have in controlling collection or disclo-
sure of information relating to that indi-
vidual;

(iv) the means by which an individual
may be able to—

(I) access perscnally identifiable
information relating to that individual
that is held by the agency; and

(IT) correct any ipaccuracy .in

that information;
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{v) security procedures to protect in-
formation éolleeted online;

(vi) the period for which information
‘will be retained; and

(vii) the rights of an individual under
statutes and regulations relating to the
protection of individual privacy, including
section 552a of-title 5, United States Code
(eommonly referred to as the Privacy Act
of 1974) and section 552 of that title
(commonly referred to as the Freedom of
Information Act).

(2) PRIVACY POLICIES IN MACHINE-READABLE

FORMATS.—

(A) IN .GENERAL~The Federal Chief In-

formation Officer shall promulgate guidelines

~ and standards requiring agencies to translate

privacy. policies into a standardized machine-
readable format.

(B) WAIVER OR MODIFICATION.—The Fed-

" eral Chief Information Officer may waive or

-modify the application of subparagraph (A), if

the Federal Chief Information Officer deter-

“ mines that—

*S 803 IS
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(i) such application is impracticable;
or

© (i) ~a  more practicable alternative

shall be implemented.
() NOTIFICATION—Not later - than 30
¢ days after granting a waiver or modifieation
under subparagraph (B), the ’Fede‘rél Chief In-
- formation Officer shall notify the Committee on
Governmental Affairs of the Senate and the
Committee on “Government Reform of the
House of Representatives of the reasons for the

walver-or modifieation: ™

‘SEC: 219, ACCESSIBILITY TO PEGPLE WITH DISABILITIES!

All actions taken by Federal departments and agen-
cies tmder this Act shall be in compliance with section 508

of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 UvS.C.:794d).‘

'SEC. *220. NOTIFICATION OF' OBSOLETE OR' COUNTER.

PRODUCTIVE PROVISIONS.

If the Federal Chief Information Officer makes a de-
termination that any provision of this Act (ineluding any
amendment made by this Act) is obsolete or counter-
productive to the purposes of this Act, as a result of
changes in technology or any other reason, the Federal
Chief Information Cfficer shall submit notification of that

determination to—

«§ 803 IS
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(1) the Committee on Governmental Affairs of
the Senate; and |
(2) the Committee on Government Reform of

the House of Representatives.

TITLE III—AUTHORIZATION OF
APPROPRIATIONS AND EF-
FECTIVE DATE

SEC. 301. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATION S.

Except for those purposes for which an authorization
of appropriations is specifically provided. in this Act, iﬁ-
cluding the amendments made by this Act, there are au-
thorized to be appropriated sueh sums as may be nec-
essary to carrfy out this Act for each of fiscal years 2002
through 2006 ‘

SEC. 302. EFFECTIVE DATE.

This Act and the amendments made by this Act shall
take effect 120 days- after the date of enactment of this
Act.

=8 803 IS -
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, on behalf of the more than 600,000
federal and District of Columbia employees represented by the American Federation of
Government Employees, | want to thank you for the opportunity to express our views and

concerns regarding $.803, the E-Government Act of 2001.

I congratulate the Chairman for his leadership in promoting e-government as a way of
fransforming government and enhancing public access to federal information. Whether
government will undergo this e-transformation is no longer the question, rather the question
is how will government be e-transformed. There are many technology aspects to this
question which we will address at a later time. In this letter, | will focus on three areas of

concern to AFGE, i.e. human resources, contracting in and share-in-savings.

Obviously, the demand for a quality Information Technology (1T} workforce will continue to
rise. The entire knowledge-based economy requires highly trained workers who continually
build and enhance skills throughout life. The federal government must make policies and
create plans and programs to develop, train and retain federal workers to meet the needs
in this area, especially in light of the human capital crisis that is expected within the next
five (5) years due to retirement. The first place to look to address this crisis and fill the IT
needs rhust be the technically skilled workers already in our federal workforce. E-
government will not operate in a vacuum, rather it will provide government services to
citizens electronically. Also, in order to deliver the services electronically, knowledge of the

substantive areas for service delivery is an absolute prerequisite. Our federal workers know
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their jobs better than anyone, bar none, and this knowledge must be utilized in the

transformation fo an e-government.

Efforts to streamline e-government should encourage contracting in as well as contracting
out. Public employees must have the opportunity to compete for IT work. One way for this
to occur would be to encourage teams of government employees to bid on IT contracts
throughout the federal sector. This would allow individuals who understand the specific
needs and culture of the public sector to offer that expertise across all federal agencies.
It would increase competition for IT contracts and drive down costs. This is not only fair to
public employees — it is good policy. The federal sector must retain capable, qualified, and
knowledgeable employees to perform IT functions. Without these individuals, the

government will be unable to capably monitor high tech contracts.

AFGE looks forward to wdrking with the Senate Governmental Affairs Committee fo
address our concerns about the potential expansion in the use of controversial share-in-
savings conlracting that would come about from the enactment of 5.803. Federal spending
on IT service contracting has risen so dramatically in the last ten years that it would be
difficult to contend that agencies are somehow constrained in taking advantage of private
sector expertise and need additional mechanisms fo outsource. To the best of our
knowledge, the only use of a share-in-savings contract in the IT services context is an

effort at the Department of Education that is just underway.
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it is not clear what possibilities there would be for public-private competition in the share-in-
savings contexi. Such contracts, in which agencies are essentially borrowing ffom
contractors to fund significant projects, are a poor substitute for capital budgeting ~ a
mechanism that would not only obviate the need for agencies to share savings but also
altow for in-house as well as contractor performance of services. While securing authority
for capital budgeting is probably outside the scope of 5.803, perhaps other budgetary
mechanisms, like revolving funds, might be betier than share-in-savings contracts for

ensurfng reliable performance of IT services, whether by federal employees or contractors.

AFGE appreciates the strong support the Chairman has shown for ensufing that federal
employees have opportunities to compete for their work, new work, and contractor work,
as shown in his strong support for the Truthfulness, Responsibility and Accountability
(TRAC) Act (S.1152). We look forward to working with the Committee as this bill is
developed to implement e-government initiatives that are consistent with the views we have

stated.
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A4 American Chernical Society

OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 1155 SIXTEENTH STREET, N.W.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036
Phone: (202) 872-4461
Attila E. Paviath Fax: (202) 872-6338
President-Elect, 2000
President, 2001
Immediate Past President, 2002

June 26, 2001

The Honorable Joseph I. Lieberman
Chairman, Government Affairs Committee
Washington, DC 20510

The Honorable Fred Thompson
Ranking Member, Government Affairs Committee
Washington, DC 20510

Subject: Section 208 of The E-Government Act of 2001 (S.803)

Dear Senator Lieberman and Senator Thompson:-

The American Chemical Society (ACS), the world’s largest scientific society, commends
your efforts to improve citizen’s ability to access government services and communicate with
federal agencies. As you consider how the nation could use emerging electronic technologies to
advance innovation, the ACS urges you to consider the potential impacts of an online database of
federally funded research and development on the scientific enterprise and on scholarly
publishers. The Society offers the following comments on S.803, The E-Government Act of
2001. ACS requests that these comments be included in the hearing record.

About ACS

ACS is a nonprofit scientific and educational organization, chartered by Congress, with
more than 163,000 individual chemical scientists and engineers as members. The mission of
ACS is to advance the chemical enterprise and its practitioners. To that end, ACS advances
scholarly knowledge, increases public understanding of chemistry, provides professional services
and support, and brings its expertise to bear on science, education, and public policy.

The Society’s scholarly publishing program is the largest of its kind. Each year, ACS
brings forward nearly 20,000 peer-reviewed research studies that are published in print and
electronically. The Society’s Chemical Abstracts Service maintains the world’s largest and most
comprehensive databases of chemical information. They include more 18 million abstracts of
journal articles and patents, and over 30 million records of individual chemical substances.

The American Chemical Society is a nonprofit scientific and educational organization, -
chartered by Congress, with more than 163,000 chemical scientists and engineers as members.
The world’s largest scientific society, ACS advances the chemical enterprise, increases public
understanding of chemistry, and brings its expertise to bear on state and national matters.
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Revenues from publications and databases support almost all of ACS’s other activities in pursuit
of its mission.

Government role in providing scientific & technical information

Section 208 of The E-Government Act of 2001 would substantially increase the
government’s role in providing S&T information over the Internet. ACS believes that this
provision should be carefully reviewed to ensure it does not harm the scientific enterprise,
Jjeopardize the stewardship of S&T information, and result in unnecessary government
competition with businesses and nonprofit groups.

Scientific and technical (S&T) information is the basis for innovations that have made the
United States the world leader it is today. The explosion of information technologies is creating a
wealth of options for presenting and disseminating scientific findings and insights. New
opportunities also are emerging to package information so it can be accessed quickly and
communicated effectively to both scientific and non-scientific audiences. No dearth of options
exists for accessing the results of federally funded research and development that have been
submitted to a peer-reviewed journal.

The core mission of scientific societies and professional organizations is to advance
science and technology. Central activities to the mission of any of these organizations are
disseminating ideas, discoveries, and research results and ensuring the integrity of knowledge
within a given scientific discipline. These are the proper incentives to ensure that S&T
information is broadly disseminated, that state-of-the-art technology revolutionizes the
communication of science, and that scientific knowledge is archived for the future in print and
electronic journals and databases. These nonprofit groups provide scientists many options to
search a wide range of journals, abstracts, citations, and patents in specific fields and across
scientific disciplines.

Government-sponsored, comprehensive databases that are a gateway to the scientific
literature threaten the efforts of nonprofit organizations to advance science and engineering. The
ACS, for example, has a significant investment in publishing, abstracting, and indexing the
physical-sciences literature. ACS spends tens of millions of dollars each year developing on-line
journals and maintaining the world’s largest collection of chemical information. Concentrating
iraffic on government websites would reroute on-line traffic and undercut or limit revenues for
these activities. This would Jjeopardize over 1,500 jobs and limit ACS’s ability to support a
wealth of services for its members, the scientific community, and the general public.

In addition to potential economic impacts on scientific societies, a strong government
role in publishing S&T information could have significant consequences for science. Scientific
knowledge must be preserved in perpetuity. Even when new knowledge is created, the history of
discovery is important to retain. Changes in funding priorities could diminish the government’s
ability to provide appropriate stewardship for its databases. In addition, the large volume of
information generated each day presents a daunting management challenge for any single
provider. The ACS Chemical Abstracts Service collects its information from more than 8,000
journals, patents, technical reports, books, conference proceedings, and dissertations from around
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the world. About 14,000 records are added every week, with much of the information added to
the database on a daily basis. This effort would need to be significantly enhanced if a
comprehensive database was assembled. Delays associated with loading data on a single-source
website using outdated technology would slow progress in science and technology. Finally,
government policies also could influence the website’s content, and thereby limit access to
information concerning controversial areas of research.

Government should exercise substantial caution in entering a market in which the private
and non-profit sectors already are active and where the costs of keeping up with technology are
high. According to the Software & Information Industry Association, the worldwide market for
U.S. providers of abstracting and indexing services is $500 million per year. These services are
performed by well-established businesses and nonprofit organizations that employ thousands of
U.S. citizens. Office of Management and Budget Circulars A-76 and A-130, Section 8a(6)(b)
require the government not to compete with its citizens. These circulars also require that
govermnment balance the goals of maximizing the use of information and minimizing costs to the
taxpayer. It is not clear that subsidizing the creation of expensive databases will minimize the
costs to the public and increase access to scientific information. Government-sponsored
databases simply could shift the costs that are currently borne by the individual users to the
taxpayer, without increasing the overall audience for the information.

The federal government will invest nearly $90 billion in FY2001 to support research and
development and prepare the next generation of scientists and engineers. It also will grant
billions of dollars in tax incentives and provide patent protection to encourage private sector
R&D. Only government can support innovation in these ways, and it must continue to do so to
secure our nation’s prosperity. It should not undermine these efforts with decisions that could
harm the innovation system it aims to support.

Specific recommendations on Section 208

An interagency task force review of the government’s role in providing S&T information
could benefit science. The public should have an opportunity to participate in the work of the
task force and review its results. Two activities would add the most value:

1. An assessment of how the government can concentrate and strengthen its efforts to
disseminate $&T information from federally funded R&D that is not otherwise
published in the scientific literature.

Provisions in Section 208 that would require the development of a database and websites
that provide information about published research not funded by the government and links to the
servers of the publishers to access the peer-reviewed literature would promote unfair government
competition with existing services. In addition, a database that linked publications to specific
grants could inadvertently encourage a narrow view of the benefits of federal R&D. In addition
to new knowledge, these benefits include the creation of intellectual property, education of the
next generation of scientists and engineers, as well as other less quantifiable impacts. Ensuring
that federal agencies are accountable for the nation’s R&D investment is explored in a recent
National Academies report, Implementing the Government Performance and Results Act for
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Research: 4 Status Report (2001). As an alternative, ACS believes that the task force should
examine options and make recommendations to speed the release and improve distribution of
S&T information that is not otherwise published by federally operated R&D centers and research
programs.

2. An assessment of areas of duplication and gaps in the government’s and scientific
publishers’ S&T information collection and dissemination efforts.

Some federal programs to disseminate S&T information, such as the Department of
Energy’s PubSCIENCE initiative, are a potential source of unnecessary government competition
that could cause long-term harm to the scientific enterprise. Other initiatives, such as the
National Science Foundation’s RaDiUS database, provide information that the private sector
does not have an economic incentive to develop but could speed innovation by helping
individuals identify which federal organizations are involved in specific types of R&D,
determine the scope of a particular R&D activity in the federal R&D enterprise, and learn about
specific R&D activities sponsored by the federal government.

The task force should make recommendations to eliminate government programs that
compete with existing services. The Chief Information Officer should ensure that these
recommendations are carried out. Any recommendations to fill an identified gap with a new
government service should be based on an assessment that it would enhance opportunities for
innovation and take into account the capabilities of private, nonprofit, and government
information providers and needs of data users.

Thank you for considering the views of the American Chemical Society. If you have any
questions, please contact Dr. Tamara Nameroff in our Office of Legislative and Government
Affairs at (202) 872-4394 or t_nameroff@acs.org.

Sincerely,

sty & ek

Attila E. Pavlath
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STATEMENT OF
THE
CENTER FOR DEMOCRACY AND TECHNOLOGY
BEFORE THE :
SENATE GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

July 11, 2001
Summary

E-govermnment proponents have long believed that new technologies in general
and the Internet in particular can be used to enhance the way we are governed
and the way in which we interact with govermment. It has been argued that the
Internet will be able to reinvigorate the stagnating institutions of our democracy
by ushering in a new era of citizen involvement, government transparency and
administrative efficiency.

The Center for Democracy and Technology shares this vision. The nature of the
Internet, which gives agencies the ability to publish vast amounts of information
cheaply and gives citizens an easily accessible way of interacting and transacting
with government, means that it holds important promise for the way in which we
are governed and the way government operates. CDT recognizes that the .
Internet will not solve all of the current problems facing representative democracy
at a stroke, or even that it will solve most of the problems, but we believe that the
Internet is an important too! in the campaign against citizen apathy, inefficiency
and civic disengagement.

In order to meet the demands of Americans, we will need to provide more
information and services online. We believe the E-government Act of 2001
contains a number of important steps towards that vision and we applaud its
main authors Senators Lieberman and Burns for moving the issue forward.

However, while the bill sets the government on a new course to comprehensively
cover an important issue, CDT hopes that this is only the beginning. In particular,
we urge the committee to hold much needed hearings examining the state of the
Privacy Act. Insuring that America’s strongest provision to protect against the
misuse of personal information in Federal government records remains vital in
the Internet age.

About CDT

The Center for Democracy and Technology (CDT) is a non-profit public interest
organization founded in 1994 to promote democratic values and individual
liberties for the digital age. CDT works for practical, real-world solutions that
enhance free expression, privacy, universal access and democratic participation.
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We are guided by our vision of the Intermnet as a uniquely open, global,
decentralized and user-controlled medium. We believe the Intemnet has
unprecedented potential to promote democracy, diversity and human
development, by placing powerful information and communications technology in
the hands of individuals and communities.

Introduction

The United States used to be thought of as the world leader in the field of e-
government. But recently, we have lost this edge to other countries like
Singapore and Canada, who have better funded e-govemment projects. Indeed,
Accenture, the consultancy firm, recently ranked America third in its league table
of e-government maturity. The company’s end of year report card on US e-
govemment might have read “good, but could try harder.”

CDT believes that this bill goes some way towards mitigating the “could try
harder” part of the report card. It contains a number of proposals that will improve
accountability, transparency and responsiveness and, importantly, lays out a
structure for the investigation of the privacy implications of new e-government
initiatives.

In summary, the Center for Democracy and Technology believes that the E-
Government Act is an important first step towards providing government
information and services for the Internet age. However, we cannot stress strongly
enough that this is only a first step, we must move forward, constantly striving to
reinvent government in ways that are ever more efficient, making government
ever more accountable, and, ultimately, serving its customers in the best possible
way. In particular, we hope that, in the near future, the committee will address
some of the fundamental problems facing the Privacy Act of 1974 in the age of e-
govemment.

E-Democracy

CDT believes that the provisions in the E-Government Act concerned with putting
government functions online will reduce the transaction costs of doing business
with government, increase transparency and accountability, and, lastly, help to
reinvigorate a populace of growing apathy.

Perhaps the most important of these provisions in this bill is that which would
require all regulatory agencies to accept filings online and compel them to issue
electronic dockets where practical. This is another step towards increasing the
efficiency of government transactions. Regulatory agencies are a major
consumer and generator of paperwork — efforts to decrease this burden on
companies are positive. But electronic filing does not just benefit companies, by
making the filings more accessible to advocacy workers and the media, they
expose firms to scrutiny and help to keep them accountable to their
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shareholders, their customers and the public at large. Even in the limited trials of
online comment periods that we have seen so far, CDT has found that with the
proper outreach to public interest and community groups, more individuals
participate. For example, the Federal Election Commission last year held an
online comment period on the issues of Internet campaigning. CDT worked to
build a Web site that helped frame the issues in a way that intemet users could
easily file their comments on particutarly relevant issues to the Web. In the month
before CDT’s campaign, only 25 individuals had filed comments. The week after
the web site went up thousands had filed. CDT was only able to do this because
the FEC was open about the technology used for filing comments. If the Federal
government can insure openness and standardization in the process of online
filing, this process can significantly increase the transparency and accountability
of government. We believe this initiative to be wholly positive.

The bill would also set in motion an investigation of the way in which the
government might implement a single integrated reporting structure. Not only will
this measure benefit businesses, but it also opens up exciting new possibilities in
the field of e-democracy as integrated government databases create the
possibility of better consultation with the public over policy issues.

Electronic government is not just about transacting using the Intemet as in the
previous example. It is also about the way in which documents are published by
agencies. The parts of this bill that seek to modemize the way that Federal
Courts publish their data are especially interesting. In particular, Section 205(d),
which would mandate the exploration of technology to enable dockets to be
linked to filings, are important steps which CDT believes will be replicated in
many areas of govemnment. These provisions would enabie web surfers to find a
case docket, then link electronically from there to a ruling, filing or submission for
a case. This would open up the courts to the public, strengthening confidence in
the judiciary and boosting transparency.

CDT believes that technologies that allow electronic versions of government
documents to link to each other seamiessly will become increasingly important.
Indeed, CDT believes that these technologies are already achievable at
reasonable cost. ’

The importance of information is an overarching theme of this bill and the moves
to create an integrated government portal are symptomatic of the significance
that easy access to government information has for today’s citizens. indeed, this
portal will have to build on the considerable work of firstgov.gov, which is a
significant starting point for the collation of government information and services
online. CDT has long recognized that successful e-govemment will require some
reorganization of government and its functions around users rather than
departments. Plans for an integrated portal are commensurate with that vision.
Like the provisions highlighted above, an integrated portal will not just improve
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government efficiency, but it will strengthen our very democracy as legislatures
and agencies make more and more government products available online.

If passed, the bill would also appropriate $10 million for the creation of an online
public library that would house electronic versions of items of national
significance. The importance of such an institution would be unparalleled — it
would be the equivalent of building a library the size of the Library of Congress in
every small town, homestead and city across the United States. The Online
Public Library would be used to house America’s heritage and make it accessible
to everyone across the country, At a time when information and access to
information are becoming ever more important in our economy, an Online Public
Library would be a superb educational resource, providing people with
information about our country and our democracy. It would be administered in
conjunction with the Smithsonian and the Library of Congress, lending it some of
the best institutional back up one could wish for.

But just as e-government presents a number of opportunities, which have been
highlighted above, it presents a number of challenges. Permanent historical
preservation of data is one such challenge. Much information is now published
online only and is never issued on paper — were this information not archived in
an accessible manner, paris of the US national record, which previously would
have been kept in paper format, could be lost forever. This bill would give the
Federal ClO the power to set standards for permanent historical preservation of
documents. This is particularly significant because of the rapid change at which
computer formats change, the rapidly evolving nature of intemet content (with
many sites updated several times per day) and because of the lack of a single
cataloging standard for Intemet documents.

Privacy

Americans have always been concemned with issues of privacy from government
and privacy has long been a concem of the online community. While the Privacy
Act of 1974 offers some protections, the law has become outdated in the face of
current technologies. The E-government act of 2001 is a first step to reassuring
users of online government services.

In particular mandatory privacy impact assessments in all government IT projects
will be highly beneficial. For instance, if an agency wanted to share information
with another agency, this bill would force it to consider whether this
amalgamation of data adequately protected the people the agency served. These
assessments would be similar to the environmental impact statements that
agencies must perform before embarking on projects. These have been
successiul in making agencies accountable for the decisions with regard to
building projects. it is hoped that privacy impact assessments wiil have similar
consequences. CDT understands that these assessments will not force agencies
to adopt one standard, however, they will force agencies to act responsibly. CDT
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believes this provision will ultimately lead to better-designed and more user-
oriented government IT projects.

The Center for Democracy and Technology is proud to have been associated
with the Platform for Privacy Preferences Project (P3P) since its inception and is
delighted that language is included in this bill that mandates Federal agencies to
use it {or similar machine readable protocols) on their websites. P3P is a format
that makes the complicated Web site privacy policies machine readable and easy
to find in new Web browsers. They are then represented in graphical format by
the web browser to the user. This makes surfers aware of how much data they
are giving away when they surf and tells them what companies will do with it.
P3P is important because it represents a compromise between freedom and
legistated privacy. Using P3P, surfers will be given a meaningful choice about
how much data they disclose and are given fair and comprehensible wamning of
what it will be used for. As the standard is adopted by government, users will
come to expect it on commercial sites, making it the de facto Internet privacy
best practice. CDT strongly suppoits this move.

While these are very small steps to start the federal govemment in the right
direction on privacy, CDT believes that there is still much more to be done. In
particular, the Privacy Act needs to be revisited for the Intemet age. For example,
some of the definitions are well known to be out of sync with the original
intentions of the bill. For example:

The basic definition of “system of records” — While the authors of the
Privacy Act attempted to keep the definitions in the law technology neutral, the
authors could not have foreseen how database structures would change in the
intervening years. The central definition in the Act is the “system of records,”
limiting the types of databases that are covered to those that search for a specific
term that could be personally identifiable. In the ‘70s, most databases would
have been covered by this definition. Today, however, new, “relational”
databases are created that allow information to be retrieved by multiple methods.
Therefore, while some databases do not technically fit under the definition, there
is the potential for major abuses in the future, where information resources that
have been created for one purpose outside of the current Privacy Act context are
used for other purposes. On the other hand, opening up the definition of system
of records could include far too many databases to be useful and add an extra
level of bureaucracy. These issues must be carefully balanced in a new
definition..

Definition of the “routine use” exemption — The issue that has caused the
most concern over the 26 years of the Privacy Act has been the growing
exemptions to the part of the law forbidding personal information from sharing
between agencies. Recent Administrations have been increasingly accepting of
the “routine use” exemptions, that was supposed to allow agencies the ability to
share information with selected others based on the frequency and administrative
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burden of the project. These exemptions are now so widely used and unchecked
that almost every Privacy Act Notice required by the law lists numerous routine
uses, often citing uses that are exempt through other means or that seem to be
boilerplate language. Clearly, this is not what Congress intended by including
this exemption. While several members of Congress have examined this
problem, few detailed alternatives have been offered.

These are just two of the many difficult issues facing the Privacy Act today. CDT
strongly urges the Committee to hold hearings as soon as possible on the future
of this important law and begin to look into how to address these fundamental
issues.

We thank you for your attention and look forward to any comments or questions
from the committes.
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Testimony on S, 803, the “E-Government Act of 2001,” submitted to the
Government Affairs Committee of the United States Senate,
July 16, 2001

by Marc Strassman
President

Citizens United for Excellence in E-Government
(Join our mailing list at http://CUEE listbot.com)

I want to thank Chairman Lieberman and Senator Thompson for holding these hearings
and Michael Alexander, of commiittee staff, for directing me to the online testimony of
previous witnesses and inviting me to submit this testimony.

My name is Marc Strassman. I'm currently the President of Citizens United for
Excellence in E-Government. During the 1960s, I was as a Student Congressional Intern,
on the House side. 1 used the most primitive IT tools imaginable (printed pages and a
few Xeroxed copies of the Congressional Record and a manual typewriter) to compile an
updated version of the House Rules. In 1980, I ran for the House in the Silicon Valley on
a platform of “Compute, Don’t Commute.”

In 1996, I wrote and circulated the Virtual Voting Rights Initiative, which mandated the
issuance to all citizens of digital certificates on smart cards that could be used for the
identification and authentication of voters using the Internet to cast ballots. In 2000, I
wrote the Smart Initiatives Initiative, which would have allowed for the digital signing of
initiative and other official petitions over the Internet. Then I build a website that
allowed people to download copies of the petition to qualify this measure.

This year, I’ve been focusing on e-government.

Thanks to the power of computers and the Internet, I am able to draft and send you these
remarks from California at virtually no cost and in virtually no time, compared to the
weeks or months this process would have taken in the 19" century and the days it would
have taken during most of the 20®. E-Government, properly designed and implemented,
can bring the same astounding acceleration to most government functions as well. I want
to discuss how S. 803, the “E-Government Act of 2001,” can be a primary agent of such a
transformation.

The Prodigal Internet

The Internet is a creation of the Federal Government, specifically the Defense Advanced
Research Projects Agency (DARPA). Gradually, the Internet drifted away from the
Federal Government and developed a life of its own, first as a tool for university
researchers, then for counter-cultural hackers, and, now, primarily, as a means for giant
corporations to more effectively pursue their sales and marketing strategies, while

1
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individual users surf, chat, shop, buy movie tickets, watch pornography, gamble, and send
a lot of e-mail.

Now, like the Prodigal Son, the Internet has tentatively returned home, perhaps willing to
labor in its Father’s fields, perhaps so skittish that it will skip out again, and sink into the
debauchery at which it has already proven itself to be so adept.

So on top of all the discussions you’ve had already about “stovepiping,” interagency
cooperation and where to put the Federal CIO, there is also a more profound, even moral,
choice before you in the form of this bill. The essence of that choice is whether the
Federal Government will embrace the Internet as a powerful tool to facilitate its work or
merely relegate it to some peripheral role that fails to take full advantage of all it has to
offer and then watch as its capabilities and energy are squandered on tasks much less
worthwhile to the American people than upgrading the quality of their historical and
unprecedented experiment in self-government.

The Father in the parable acted decisively to welcome the Prodigal Son back. Even
though I myself don’t eat meat, I strongly believe that in the case of this electronic
Prodigal Son, we should at once slaughter the Fatted Calf and prepare a generous meal, of
at least, shall we say, $200 million?

Proposed Amendments
1. A More Expansive E-Government Fund

Citizens United for Excellence in E-Government wants to see more and better e-
government systems implemented at every level of government. We would therefore like
to see this part of the bill:

Establishes in the Treasury an E-Government Fund to be used to fund interagency
information technology projects and other innovative uses of information
technology.

changed to read:

Establishes in the Treasury an E-Government Fund to be used to fund interagency,
interlevel, and interjurisdictional information technology projects and other innovative
uses of information technology.

with “interlevel” meaning between and among federal, state, or local jurisdictions within
the US and “interjurisdictional” meaning between and among any combination of local,
state, or federal jurisdictions anywhere in the world.
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2. EZ Voting Record Access

Surveys reveal that the e-government application most desired by the most respondents is
one that allows them to quickly and easily find out how their representatives and other
elected officials have voted on particular bills. Such systems already exist for the use of
Congressional staffers. It would not be technically difficult or expensive to provide
access to these systems for everyone. In a system of representative democracy, using the
Internet to allow the represented to instantly and on a continuing basis know exactly how
they are being represented ought to be a priority.

3. Federal Hand-Me-Downs to Bridge the Digital Divide
As introduced, S. 802 requires:

(2) best practices of federally funded community technology centers; and (3) disparities in
Internet access across various demographic distributions.

These are worthwhile provisions, but CUEE would also like to see some concrete steps
on the part of the Federal Government to “bridge the digital divide.” One obvious way to
do that would be for the Federal Government to contribute most, if not all, of the surplus
hardware and software that will be made redundant by the massive infrastructure
upgrades envisioned under this bill to community technology centers and other non-profit
organizations involved in providing technology training and Internet access to those
without one or both of these.

4. UseS. 803 to Streamline and Accelerate the Creation of a Universal PKI

Greg Woods, Chief Operating Officer of Student Financial Assistance at the Department
of Education, referred in his testimony to the benefits his agency is deriving from the use
of electronic signatures. Many witnesses mentioned the importance of interoperability.
Building a ubiquitous and universal e-government infrastructure requires the
establishment of a ubiquitous and universal public key infrastructure in order both to
secure it and make it accessible to users in an appropriate way.

S. 803 should be used as the means to deepen and expand the Federal Government’s
commitment to the creation of a state-of-the-art PKI structure using open standards and
possibly open source for all levels of government worldwide, for all businesses, and all
individuals.
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Broader Issues

In addition to suggesting these modifications to S. 803, we would also like to make a few
remarks regarding the overall benefits and impact of this proposed Act. They are being
offered in the hope that by providing a broader context in which to view S. 803 and e-
government generally, they will gain additional support and more rapid acceptance and
implementation.

1. Energy Savings

As recent events in California show, the Age of Endless Energy is probably drawing to a
close. This means that government, as well as all other institutions, will need to do all it
can to encourage and enable more energy-efficient ways of doing things. Enabling
citizens, businesses, and other governments to do business with the Federal and other
levels of government through e-government systems will save all parties involved plenty
of energy, thereby both saving them money and helping society accommodate itself to
new, stricter energy scenarios.

2. Downsizing Government through E-Government

What with all the efficiencies and cost-savings made possible by e-government
applications, it’s bound to occur to someone that the government may need fewer workers
to carry out its responsibilities. Perhaps “early retirement” and “attrition” can
accommodate most of these surplus workers. Certainly no one likes to be thought of as
“non-essential” workers as many are categorized during government shutdowns.

But if e-government works, the same dynamic that reduced farm employment from a
majority of workers to the two percent it is today, that eliminated millions of
manufacturing jobs, and, increasingly, is eliminating service jobs in the private sector,
could start to apply to government workers at all levels. It would probably be a good idea
to start thinking and even talking about this now.

3. Global E-Government

Filling out a form is filling out a form, whether it’s being done in Beijing, Stockholm, or
Alexandria, Virginia. Systems that can assist people in filling them out, collect the data,
process it, and store it can reside anywhere the Internet reaches. The Federal commitment
to taking advantage of the power of the Internet evinced in S. 803 means opening up the
performance of government work to an array of economic and technological forces that
extend far beyond the Beltway.

One impact of more e-government will be more uniform procedures, everywhere. Once a
“best practice” is discovered and anointed, pressure will mount to adopt it everywhere.
This will be an administrative and technological advantage, but it may mean that small
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towns in Kansas or the Ukraine won’t be able to afford to include unique items in their
forms or databases. Or maybe customization will allow greater flexibility for everyone,
and even urban dwelling city managers will have the option of collecting data on dairy

production.

In any event, the vertical, horizontal, and diagonal integration that will be required for e-
government to work will inevitably continue and accelerate trends that the Internet has
already generated among private citizens, such as the breaking down of national borders
and the melding of points of view caused by being exposed to more of them.

4. E-Democracy

E-government is not e-democracy. E-government is the Internet-mediated delivery of

information and transactional services to citizens. It is conducted as a means of carrying
out the existing policies of the jurisdiction that controls it. E-government can be used by
monarchies, democracies, or repressive totalitarian terrorist societies. It is policy-neutral.

E-democracy involves using IT and the Internet to involve the people in the formulation
of policies, presumably, from now on, for the e-government infrastructure to implement.
It can be as tame as providing elected officials with the means of conducting occasional
online surveys about their constituents’ preferences. It can be as extreme as replacing
representative democracy with direct digital democracy, under which all eligible citizens
participate directly, through the Internet, in making fundamental political decisions for
their jurisdiction, on an occasional or day-to-day basis.

In between these two ends of the spectrum, e-democracy also includes such mechanisms
of remote Internet voting and Smart Initiatives™, the use of the Internet, along with
digital certificates and smart cards, to allow citizens to sign initiative and other official
petitions in a way that legally counts.

S. 308, being legislation about e-government, and not e-democracy, is completely silent
on the subject of using the Internet to allow citizens to exchange views on issues,
organize themselves into large or small groups, negotiate positions, or take decisions
about public issues. Of course, doing these things, and using the Internet to facilitate
doing them, is already commonplace in the business world, and it is increasingly
commonplace among political elites, such as elected representatives.

It is, however, pretty much unknown for the political masses. But one of the Internet’s
primary characteristics is that technologies, once developed for one purpose or group, can
pretty easily be made available for a similar purpose or another group. It is in the context
of that phenomenon that I’d like to recount a progression I call “the Bacerra Scenario,”
since [ first expounded it publicly to Congressman Xavier Bacerra in the mid-90s when
we both attended a conference on intellectual property.

As I said to the Congressman, “You Congress members already vote by card in the House
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Chamber, don’t you?” When he agreed, I continued: “I know from my days on the Hill
that an awful lot of time is spent responding to those klaxons that signal a floor vote.
Wouldn’t it make more sense for you to stay in your office, or the committee hearing
room, and vote from a card reader there? There’s such a thing as television now. Every
office has C-SPAN on continuously. Why can’t you vote from the office building?” The
Congressman allowed as how this might be possible.

“So why can’t you watch C-SPAN from your district office and vote from there? You’d
be among your constituents a lot more, you’d share their experiences, you’d know what’s
bothering them, and you could vote just as easily as from your Capital Hill office.” He
wasn’t so sure about that.

“And if you can vote from your desk in your office in your district, why can’t the other
300,000 or so people of voting age there vote as well?” I asked. He declined to endorse
this scenario.

Half a decade later, 300,000 people in a congressional district much more easily vote on
every bill before the House than they could have five years ago. Millions of voters could
themselves vote on campaign finance reform, funding the National Missile Defense
program, a Patients Bill of Rights. James Madison might, and Alexander Hamilton
certainly would, find in undesirable, but they could.

It costs a million dollars to qualify a ballot initiative in California. This excludes almost
everyone and every group from legislating directly, in the way the Progressives at the turn
of the 19" to the 20" century established as a right in many, mostly the Western, states.
This is because it costs that much to pay professional signature gatherers to collect
enough signatures on initiative petitions to meet the state’s requirements.

The E-Sign Bill, which went into effect on October 1, 2000, gave the federal imprimatur
to the use of digital certificates for the legally-valid signing of documents over the
Internet. This body, the other body, and the sitting President all agreed that Internet-
based, digital signature technology was adequate technically and therefore ought to be
legally sufficient to be used by individuals and companies to enter into contracts of any
kind over the Internet.

This being exactly the technology involved in the Smart Initiatives system for online
petition signing, one can clearly see that what’s good for the goose is not always
considered good for the gander, since no body of elected state legislators has yet seen fit
to legalize the signing of a public petition for a redress of grievances by the same methods
now acceptable to the Federal Government for buying a car or house.

As citizens become empowered to enter into binding legal relationships with their
government over the Internet, digital certificates, smart cards, and digital signatures will
most probably be the way they are so empowered. It would be wrong to allow them to do
business with the government using these methods while disallowing them from
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exercising their Constitutional rights to petition their government for a redress of
grievances using the identical technology, which is what not implementing Smart
Initiatives will mean.

This example clearly illustrated the difference between e-government and e-democracy.
The same technology has now been approved for use in one, but not the other. The power
of the Internet is now legally at the disposal of corporations selling consumers products,
but it is not at the disposal of the people or civic organizations to change the laws under
which this selling is done.

This is a phenomenon and perhaps a trend that bears close watching. One way to rectify
the present unfairness is to see to it that Smart Initiatives are encouraged in all the states.
Those concerned because state initiative laws are matters for the states and not the
Federal Government could easily direct their attention to creating a National Smart
Initiatives Amendment.

5. Global E-Democracy

The culmination of all these trends—technological, administrative, and political—is,
course, what it has always been, at least from the time when humans formed groups,
developed technology, and began making political decisions: chaos or a global state.

The power of IT and the Internet to collect, process, store, and distribute information
currently makes the global state the more likely alternative. But whether this global state
will be a repressive dictatorship or a personal freedom-enhancing democracy is by no
means certain.

In Orwell’s 1984, Internet-like one-way video conferencing networks called “telescreens”
formed the technological basis for Big Brother’s surveillance and the subjugation of all.
In Huxley’s Brave New World, genetic engineering and advanced entertainment
technologies formed the technological basis for a softer but equally comprehensive
repression of personal autonomy. Since some of today’s biggest, and real, technological
breakthroughs include networked surveillance methods, genetic engineering, and
advanced entertainment technologies, there’s certainly plenty to worry about.

Political leaders in many other countries are also worried, in other ways, mainly about
what they see as not subjugating their national interests to what many of them consider a
government in Washington bent on world domination.

While Judea, Gaul, and Britain were being simultaneously subjugated by Rome, they had
no good ways of effectively communicating with each other, shared insurrectionary best
practices, or enrolling in joint procurement programs. Now, when Japan, the European
Union, Russia, China, India, and Brazil have a disagreement with the United States, the
heads of their governments, and millions of their people can talk about it, and plan what
they want to do about it, separately or collectively, in as little time as it takes a untech-
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savvy undersecretary at Foggy Bottom to take an elevator from the Sixth to the Seventh
Floor.

The world 1s facing an unprecedented time of turmoil and change. Exploding levels of
population, uneven distribution of resources, global climate change, the co-existence of
the most modern of technologies and the most ancient of hatreds mix and match now in
seemingly random patterns, obliterating old categories, creating new alliances,
entertainment forms, lifestyles, experiences, expectations, all of which fold back on each
other, in an endless cycle of creation, destruction, and transformation.

Global corporations are increasingly integrating their operations with one another. They
achieve this administratively and by legal agreements and then implement it through the
Internet and related networks. Corporations are not bound by the need to satisfy their
constituents, as are all governments to some extent. They need only satisfy their
shareholders, their customers, and, to a lesser extent, their employees. Freed of these
constraints, assisted by powerful technologies of which the Internet is the most important,
and benefiting from the energy, intelligence, and desire for wealth and power of their
leaders, global corporations are now the most successful organizations on the planet.

Except as constrained by government, however, these powerful organizations have no
need whatsoever to care about the environment, their workers, or the cultural wasteland
that they profit from so mightily. Certainly individuals or civic groups (with the possible
exception of Greenpeace) completely lack the traction necessary to modify global
corporate behavior. Only governments and, in fact, only collectivity of governments,
have a chance of substituting the welfare of their people for the profit of these giant
combines.

To the extent that national governments become the pawns of one or more global
corporate interests, their ability to provide countervailing power against the corporations
is diminished.

Globalization speaks directly to these issues. As corporations globalize while national
governments do not, power flows to the private sector that they embody. Only by joining
in collectives larger than nations can governments as representatives and agents of the
people hope to attain and maintain the resources necessary to stand up to the global
oligarchs.

This is where e-government and e-democracy come in. E-government and e-democracy,
properly integrated with each other, designed and deployed can allow all the world’s
governments and all the world’s people to choose their own future and then work with the
private global corporate sector to implement that future.

The alternative is a world like today’s Russian, where the mass of people are powerless
and afraid and thug oligarchs plunder and do what they will.
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S. 803, which the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs is now considering, could
play a crucial, even pivotal, part in the creation of a more hopeful scenario. It could do so
if it establishes itself as a grain of technopolitical sand around which a much larger pearl
of sociotechnopolititical re-alignment and transformation could form.

It could begin that process by putting the US Governmental squarely behind the
movement to move the functions of government online, to simplify, rationalize, and make
directly accessible to the people transactions with their government. It could follow
through by using the e-government infrastructure to jump-start and build out an equally
robust e-democracy infrastructure.

Taken together these tools for government administration and policy formulation could
give us what we’ve long wanted, a system of government whose operatiors are as well-
run as the most efficient global corporations mentioned above and whose values and
decisions reflect the best that is in us as a free and generous people.

6. The Down Side

Speaking of 71984, let’s not forget, while we are architecting, funding, and implementing
this no-stovepipes, integrated-in-all-directions, citizen-centric e-government
infrastructure, that such a apparatus also has the potential to become the most intrusive
and most repressive means of government ever developed, to become what Pink Floyd is
talking about in “Wish You Were Here,” when they sing, “Welcome to the Machine.”

A recent book, “IBM and the Holocaust,” paints in excruciating detail how it was the to-
us-primitive-but-at-the-time-state-of-the-art Hollerith computing machines built and sold
by IBM to the Nazis that made possible the racial censuses, round-ups, and
exterminations that were the heart of the Third Reich’s agenda. Sixty years later, as we
all know, computing capability and its amplification through the Internet have created the
possibility of systems for surveillance and control far exceeding those at the disposal of
Adolph Hitler.

It’s therefore important, as we implement e-government systems, to think seriously about
consequences that some may welcome and others may find very problematic.

Once, as others and I have suggested, federal, state, and local systems are integrated into a
seamless, you’ll pardon the expression, web, what’s to stop the implementation of
policies that would make participation in any particular government program contingent
upon a clean record under every other government program?

Many of these cross-checking programs are already in place, at all levels of government.
But building a citizen-centric system that subsumes all relations and transactions between
citizens and any government agency anywhere may provide more coherence than many
want, and convert the system from one that is citizen-centric into one that is citizen-
targeting.
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I assume it’s already impossible to get a government-backed mortgage loan if one’s
student loans are in arrears. And it would be good to know if an applicant for public
assistance in Maine is already still receiving such benefits in Florida. It might be useful
to know if an applicant for a gun permit is a convicted felon or psychotic patient who’s
escaped from a locked ward in a mental hospital.

But perhaps at some point over-crowded National Parks might want to exclude citizens
whose DMV registration is not up-to-date, or who haven’t paid all their traffic tickets, or
attended a certified traffic school as they promised as a condition for the resolution of
their speeding ticket. Maybe the military wants to know everything about the arrest
records, school grades, medical history, and driving record of their recruits. Maybe,
unknown to me, they already do find out, through procedures using the Internet that I
know nothing about.

But certainly all this exchange of information would be faster and easier within the
context of the universal, comprehensive e-government network we're talking about
creating under S. 803. And such a network, as you can all well imagine, could be used
even more intrusively and effectively than the existing mish-mash of incompatible and
non-interoperable stovepipe systems currently in place throughout the government, and
through out local and state governments.

Connecting the e-government system with the financial services network, the health care
network, and other big and growing networks such as AOL and MSN, adding the kind of
data mining and detection programs that have been developed by the National Security
Agency, linking this combination to video surveillance programs such as Face-It, which
was used at the last Super Bowl to spot fugitive criminals and is now permanently in
place in Tampa, presumably for the same reason, and setting the filters low enough would
mean the arrest, trial, and sentencing of some people by the automatic action of a
combined network also capable of blocking a targeted person’s bank account, notifying
his or her employer (by e-mail or synthesized voice, or both) that he or she is a wanted
criminal, placing their license tag number on the screen of all police cars anywhere,
notifying his or her children’s school’s administration that the social workers will be
arriving soon to take away the children, and even, in extreme cases, turning off his or her
cable tv and smart refrigerator, thereby cutting the subject of from the ultimate essentials
of American life, sports and a cold beer.

There is nothing technically standing in the way of building this system. I’d really hate to
think that by encouraging you to pass S. 803 and move forward to build a universal and
ubiquitous e-government infrastructure I was contributing to the construction of the
monstrosity I've just described. But technologies are neutral and computers and the
Internet are no exceptions. They can facilitate “online, not in line” government or they
can facilitate genocide. Determining to what use the machines S. 803 will provide will be
up to us collectively but mostly up to you as our representatives. I just want to make sure
we’ve thought enough about the downside of what we’re contemplating so that we can

10
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successfully avoid some of the less desirable possible outcomes.

7. E-Government Gap

Senator John Kennedy was elected in 1960 partially on the basis of the warning he
sounded about the “missile gap,” which turned out to be largely fictitious.

Today, an equally important and more real “e-government gap” is coming into view. It’s
a triple gap. First, it’s a gap between the United States and many other advanced counties
that are far ahead of the US in their deployment of PKI, their use of wireless technologies
and their development of cutting-edge e-government systems for their people and
political jurisdictions. Second, it’s a gap between the sophistication of the IT and Internet
technology used by non-security, non-military agencies of the US Government and what
is possible and what is routinely used by private companies and individual users. Third,
and finally, it’s the gap between the rudimentary e-government infrastructure in place in
the Federal Government today and the astounding possibilities for transformation and
liberation inherent in existing and future high technology.

The choice facing the government and country today is pretty much the same one set forth
by two very dissimilar prophets at two widely dispersed times, although, of course, the
Hebrews in the Wilderness and mankind now were both at critical crossroads in their
historical development.

In Deuteronomy 30:19, Moses speaks to the people, saying:

"I call heaven and earth to witness against you today, that I have set before you life and
death, the blessing and the curse. So choose life in order that you may live, you and your
descendants.”

At the end of “Things to Come,” a film written by the British novelist and historian H.G.
Wells, the character played by Raymond Massey gazes at the hurtling space craft
struggling to leave the planet and sets out mankind’s choices:

“The Universe or nothing. Which shall it be? The Universe...or nothing?”

The entire Universe is not at stake in S. 803; but a little bit of it is. I hope we will choose
wisely.

11
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Statement of
The Industry Advisory Council
Shared Interest Group on Electronic Government
to the
Senate Government Affairs Committee

July 11, 2001

On Wednesday, May 31 several members of the SIG leadership met to review and comment on
Senator Lieberman's bill. These comments were compiled and circulated to the IAC
membership at large, amended and then circulated to the Board of Directors for any additional
comments. The following comments are the result of these efforts and are submitted for your
consideration.

We appreciate very much the opportunity you have provided us to play a part in this important
legislation. If we can be of any further assistance, please do not hesitate to call upon us.

Comments resulting from IAC discussions and review of S-803

This legislation is very important because it provides a focus on a major transformation that the
US government must make. This is quite unique. Additionally, the legislative process alone,
which requires hearings, testimony, and attention, builds momentum within government itself for
the transformation it must undertake.

It is critically important that the Federal Government, which plays a major role in the US
economy, make the same type of e-transformation as is happening in the private sector. It cannot
afford to be left behind. This legislation sets a framework in place to push that transformation
into being. It is clear that transformation will not occur without a concerted effort to create
leadership for e-government, to underscore the importance of interoperability, and to establish a
mechanism for trying out new approaches through a well-funded pilot project program. Those
are the most critical aspects of this important legislation. The community that supports e-
government transformation should support this legislation quite strongly. It may not be perfect
at this point, and there is plenty of opportunity to amend and improve the legislation. The
fundamental idea, however, is that without legislation like this, e-government transformation is
much less likely to occur. E-government is goes well beyond a single focus on management
issues. Because government is so complex and has so much inertia to overcome, legislation that
pushes the process on is critical to attaining the ultimate goal. Whatever the differences in views
may be, they really should be at the margins because this legislation is so important to drive e-
government forward.

All felt that the emphasis should be placed on identifying and leading efforts that melt the
boundaries between agencies and levels of government. The Federal CIO's energies could best
be spent ensuring that agencies and departments are taking advantage of all possible
opportunities to share resources, information and customers.

Emphasis should not be so limited to a specific technology, such as the Internet. Integrated
service delivery can be achieved using a variety of technologies for information or services that
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may or not be Internet-based. Example, the service may be a land survey, a hospice, etc. There
was a strong feeling that the real issue is to be customer-centric/constituent-centric - not Internet-
centric.

E-Government is also about using technology to enhance interaction between government and
many other types of constituents. If government thinks about this in a holistic way, it can avoid
spending on what would result in another kind of "'stovepipe" solution. It is unclear how far the
Bill would promote cross-agency or cross-jurisdictional cooperation.

If the Federal CIO is placed in a role of reviewing all projects that are part of the GSA IT Fund,
there is a high likelihood that use of this innovative fund will shrink substantially. As akey
channel for agencies trying to implement multi-year projects, this added layer of bureaucracy
could result in a substantial unintended negative impact on Agencies' ability to modernize.

There was a general feeling that there needs to be more clarity about roles and empowerment of
the role of the Federal CIO and his/her relationship with/to GSA's OGP & DOC's NIST.

E-Government when focused on Citizens alone is too limiting. We suggest that in addition to
citizens, the bill also explicitly name business, industry and other agencies as target beneficiaries
of e-gov.

One major missed opportunity is the role E-Gov could play in reducing the regulatory burden
that government imposes on industry. We should use the Internet's inherent ability to "drive
transaction costs to zero” and provide "information transparency” to lower the cost burden of
regulation while simultaneously improving access to the information by citizens and other
agencies.

Everyone took issue with the Federal CIO "establishing" instead of reviewing and
recommending use of standards. The general feeling was that this is the role of NIST. While
standards are much more effectively developed in the private sector, NIST is the agency
chartered with this responsibility, for interpreting how standards should be codified for Federal
use.

Discussion ensued around whether yet another project management training center would be the
best use of funds made available through this legislation. There are many excellent programs
available already, from NDU's IRMC and GSA's STAR program to public/private initiatives like
the CIO University.

Likewise, it is confusing as to whether the government-wide portal required by the legislation is
intended to be an extension of funding for the existing FirstGov site or whether it seeks to create
a second, competing site providing essentially the same function. To build on the foundations
already in place and minimize duplication of effort, the legislation should explicitly state that
existing capabilities, such as FirstGov, be targeted for enhancement.

The Justice system needs to be tackled in a centralized approach/architecture, with a "franchise
model" that would ensure consistent information availability across all judicial districts. This
branch of government currently has the "lightest” presence on the web, so it is felt to be in an
excellent position to develop a uniform customer presence on the web.
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information
renaissance

July 17, 2001 Statement of
Dr. Robert D. Carlitz and Barbara H. Brandon
Before the
United States Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs

Information Renaissance is a non-profit organization that works to expand public
participation in the regulatory process using the Internet. We appreciate this opportunity
to offer our views on S. 803, the E-Government Act of 2001.

First, we want to applaud the Chairman’s leadership in spurring the adoption of
electronic rulemaking. Section 206's requirement that Agencies establish electronic
docket rooms is an extraordinarily important E-Government reform. However, we do

have some suggestions for improvements.

The Web is an interactive and educational medium of singular power that can
transform how the public participates in federal policymaking. We are strong supporters
of two types of reforms, electronic docket rooms and moderated asynchronous
discussions. The latter would serve as an adjunct to the rulemaking process. We have
explained how agencies can use both tools to stimulate greater and more informed
participation in Online Rulemaking: A Tool for Strengthening Civic Infrastructure

published in the 2001 E-Government Briefing Book."
Electronic Docket Rooms

Section 206 of the E-Government Act takes giant strides towards accomplishing
the first aspect of our reform proposal. To take full advantage of this improvement, we
think that the Administrative Procedure Act (APA) should be amended to require

rebuttal comment periods. Precedent exists for this feature. The Federal

! http://www netcaucus.org/books/egov2001/pdf/OnlineRu.pdf
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Communications Commission (FCC) does so as a matter of practice” whereas Section
307(d)(5) of the Clean Air Act provides for rebuttal comment periods where the

proposed rule is national in scope.®

Electronic dockets coupled with a second round of comments will foster deeper
exchanges between the parties, because each participant can comment on all the
submissions. This also assures that one side does not gain a tactical advantage by
submitting its views on the final day, a common practice. As a former Research Director
for the Administrative Conference of the United States observes, “[p]ublic comments are
much more likely to be focused and useful if the commenters have access to the
comments of others. More ample comments benefit the agency, the public, and

ultimately the reviewing courts.”

As the Committee is undoubtedly aware, many statutes set tight timetables for
agency rulemakings. These statutory schedules could preclude the utilization of rebuttal
comment periods. Therefore we recommend an across-the-board amendment to the
APA granting agenciés the freedom to incorporate rebuttal comment periods into their
rulemaking activities even where a particular authorizing statute does not envision this
step. This type of amendment is necessary to assure that all Americans, not just those
who work inside the Beltway, can participate effectively in the rulemaking activities of

the federal government.

Second, Section 206 should direct agencies to post index pages for each
electronic docket that mirror the types of indexes required under the present APA
regime. Sections 552 and Section 552a of 5 U.S.C. require agencies to build paper

2 FCC Rules of Practice, 47 CFR 1.1.145.

342 U.S.C. § 7607 (d)(5).

* Jeffrey S. Lubbers, A Guide to Federal Agency Rulemaking, (American Bar Association, 1998) 214.
The heightened transparency provided by electronic docket rooms should also diminish the likelihood that
a reviewing court would overturn a rule because the agency failed to provide the public with adequate
notice that a particular issue was under consideration. At present the federal courts are split as to whether
or not issues raised in the comments but not in the proposed rule provide adequate notice to other
members of the public. Lubbers, supra.

In addition, summaries of ex parte communications with agency staff during a rulemaking can be
docketed electronically in order to minimize the chance of reversal under Sierra Club v, Costle, 657 F.2d
298 (D.C, Cir. 1981). During its recent rulemaking on marketing standards for organic food the USDA
provided a direct link to memoranda detailing these ex parte communications.
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indexes for rulemaking records that disclose the identify of commenters. The FCC, the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission and the Depariment of Transportation (DOT) all
identify the submitters by name. The DOT site displays a docket index page for each

rulemaking.

Unfortunately, some of the electronic docket rooms being built by federal
agencies do not share these features. This past January we participated in the Beta test
of EPA’s upcoming electronic docket system, the Regulatory Public Access System
(RPAS).5 EPA’s new system only allows access to the commentary via a search
engine. This structure makes participation too dependent on correct spelling and typing.
More importantly it entirely precludes browsing, an excellent way for a citizen to learn

more about a particular topic.

EPA staff were reluctant to include an index of submitters because of Privacy Act
concerns. Other agencies such as DOT view this as a mistaken construction of the Act.
This Bill should clarify this matter by requiring that each electronic docket have a public
index page that mirrors the types of indices that courts and agencies presently maintain
for paper docket systems. Absent such a provision, a citizen’s skill with a search engine
becomes the measure of his or her access.

Third, the E-Government Act should address a closely related Privacy Act issue.
EPA’s Office of General Counsel thinks that any electronic docket equipped with a
search function that sorts comments by name raises a “system of records” issue under
the Privacy Act. This would require OMB approval with prior notice given in the Federal
Register. Again we do not see this as a privacy issue.

Again this seems an averly cautious approach. Companies, trade associations
and other organizations are the predominant commenters during rulemakings® and
these groups do not have cognizable privacy rights in shielding their identity. Agencies
can take steps to shield the e-mail addresses of individuals, but a citizen’s or an

® The test site may be found at http://63.88.245.102/rs-bin/RightSite/dk_public_home.htm,
® See discussion on rulemaking participation at footnotes 56-59 in Online Rulemaking: A Tool for
Strengthening Clvic Infrastructure, infra st note 1,



272

organization’s identity is a key aspect of the comment that both the Agency and the
public at large are entitled to know.

Fourth, the Bill should preclude agencies from seeking to adopt two practices of
the United States International Trade Commission. The public should not be required to
register to view the dockets or copy materials from an electronic docket room. Paper
docket rooms do not require users to register and the government does not track public
access. Similarly courts allow access to their dockets and copying of materials without
requiring the public to register. Comparabie freedoms to browse and copy should apply
to online dockets.

Fifth, the Act should require agencies fo establish a2 master index listing all
proceedings that are ongoing. The absence of such an index can hobble the operation
of even the best site, as illustrated by the online docket room at the Department of
Transportation. That site's failure to incorporate a master index into its design inhibits
public participation because a user has to know the docket number to access most of
the docket rooms.”

Sixth, the Bill should address agency concerns about whether an electronic
docket should be considered a public forum under the First Amendment. DOT and EPA
have taken one approach on issues of obscenity and threats whereas USDA has taken
another.

Seventh, either a federal CIO or the Office of Management and Budget should
monitor electronic docket rooms to assure that certain issues are handled in a
consistent manner from one agency to another. While the General Accounting Office
reported in Federal Rulemaking: Agencies Use of information Technology to Facilitate
Public Participation® that many of the rulemaking agencies did not see the need for a

one-size fits all approach, uniformity on certain issues is necessary.

Online Public Hearings

7 http://dms.dot.gov/, Only the top 25 most requested dockets can be found under an icon labeled
‘reports.”
® Report No. GGD-00-135R at page 9, June 30, 2000.
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The E-Government Act should also encourage agencies to experiment with

online public hearings. Let us elaborate.

Last year this Committee constructed an electronic bulletin board to enable the
public to discuss E-Government issues. Similar uses of asynchronous technology can
provide more Americans, especially those living outside Washington, with the
opportunity to participate in agency policymaking.

For instance, EPA has begun reconsidering its Clean Air Act new source review
program pursuant to the President’s energy policy. The agency has scheduled four days
of public hearings this July in Cincinnati, Sacramento, Boston, and Baton Rouge. °

At issue are the regulatory requirements that apply to proposed energy
production projects that will increase emissions above baseline emissions formulas set
by law. These provisions are the heart of the ambient air quality attainment and
maintenance provisions of the Act. Many Americans who do not live near these four
venues would welcome the opportunity to express their viewpoints on whether new
source review is unfairly stifling new investments in energy p