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PREFACE

This report follows our committee’s long-established practice of
publishing yearly its activities report, as an interim report after
the first session of each Congress. A separate and final report cov-
ering activities during both sessions is published at the end of the
Congress and transmitted to the House pursuant to the biennial re-
quirement of House Rule XI, 1(d).

The present report describes fully the committee’s jurisdiction
and organization, and details our activities as well as projected pro-

ams for the second session. I believe it attests to the overall re-

orms the 104th Congress has sought to impose on the Federal
Government.
WILLIAM F. CLINGER, Jr., Chairman.
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INTERIM REPORT OF THE ACTIVITIES OF THE
HOUSE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT RE.
FORM AND OVERSIGHT, 104TH CONGRESS,
1ST SESSION, 1995

PART ONE. GENERAL STATEMENT OF ORGANIZATION
AND ACTIVITIES

L Jurisdiction, Authority, Powers, and Duties

The Rules of the House of Representatives provide for election by
the House, at the commencement of each Congress, of 19 named
standing committees, one of which is the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight.! Pursuant to House Resolutions 11
and 12 (adopted January 5, 1995), and House Resolution 13 (adopt-
ed January 5, 1995), House Resolution 31 (adopted January 9,
1995) the membership of the Committee on Government Reform
and Oversight was set at 50, including one independent. Subse-
quently, the membership was increased to 51, pursuant to House
Resolution 157 (adopted May 25, 1995), on June 13, 1995, member-
ship increased to 52, pursuant to House Resolution 166 (adopted
June 13, 1995), on July 12, 1995, membership was decreased to 51
pursuant to communication to Speaker, and on July 12, 1995,
membership was set at 52, pursuant to House Resolution 186
(adopted July 12, 1995).

Rule X sets forth the committee’s jurisdiction, functions, and re-
sponsibilities as follows:

RULE X

ESTABLISHMENT AND JURISDICTION OF STANDING COMMITTEES
THE COMMITTEES AND THEIR JURISDICTION

1. There shall be in the House the following standing commit-
tees, each of which shall have the jurisdiction and related functions
assigned to it by this clause and clauses 2, 3, and 4; and all bills,
resolutions, and other matters relating to subjects within the juris-
diction of any standing committee as listed in this clause shall (in
accordance with and subject to clause 5) be referred to such com-
mittees, as follows:

* * * * * * *

1Rule X,

1



2

(g) Committee on Government Reform and Oversight

(1) The Federal Civil Service, including intergovernmental per-
sonnel; the status of officers and employees of the United States,
including their compensation, classification, and retirement.

(2) Measures relating to the municipal affairs of the District of
Columbia in general, other than appropriations.

{3) Federal paperwork reduction.

4) Budﬁet and accounting measures, other than appropriations.

(5) Holidays and celebrations.

(6) The overall economy and efficiency of Government operations
and activities, including Federal procurement.

(7) National archives.

(8) Population and demography generally, including the Census.

(9]) Postal service generally, including the transportation of the
mails,

(10) Public information and records.

(11) Relationship of the Federal Government to the States and
municipalities generally.

(12) Reorganizations in the executive branch of the Government.

In addition to its legislative jurisdiction under the preceding pro-
visions of this paragraph (and its oversight functions under clause
2(b) (1) and (2)), the committee shall have the function of perform-
ing the activities and conducting the studies which are provided for
in clause 4(c).

* * * * * * *

GENERAL OVERSIGHT RESPONSIBILITIES

2. (a) In order to assist the House in—

(1) its analysis, appraisal, and evaluation of (A) the applica-
tion, administration, execution, and effectiveness of the laws
enacted by the Congress, or (B) conditions and circumstances
which may indicate the necessity or desirability of enacting
new or additional legislation, and

(2) its formulation, consideration, and enactment of such
modifications of or changes in those laws, and of such addi-
tional legislation, as may be necessary or appropriate,

the various standing committees shall have oversight responsibil-
ities as provided in paragraph (b).

(b)(1) Each standing committee (other than the Committee on
Appropriations and the Committee on the Budget) shall review and
study, on a continuing basis, the application, administration, execu-
tion, and effectiveness of those laws, or parts of laws, the subject
matter of which is within the jurisdiction of that committee, and
the organization and operation of the Federal agencies and entities
having responsibilities in or for the administration and execution
thereof, in order to determine whether such laws and the programs
thereunder are being implemented and carried out in accordance
with the intent of the Congress and whether such programs should
be continued, curtailed, or eliminated. In addition, each such com-
mittee shall review and study any conditions or circumstances
which may indicate the necessity or desirability of enacting new or
additional legislation within the jurisdiction of that committee
(whether or not any bill or resolution has been introduced with re-
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spect thereto) and shall on a continuing basis undertake future re-
search and forecasting on matters within the jurisdiction of that
committee. Each such committee having more than twenty mem-
bers shall establish an oversight subcommittee, or require its sub-
committees, if any, to conduct oversight in the area of their respec-
tive jurisdiction, to assist in carrying out its responsibilities under
this subparagraph. The establishment of oversight subcommittees
shall in no way limit the responsibility of the subcommittee with
legislative jurisdiction from carrying out their oversight respon-
sibilities. A

(2) The Committee on Government Reform and Oversight shall
review and study, on a continuing basis, the operation of Govern-
ment activities at all levels with a view to determining their econ-
omy and efficiency.

* * * * * * *

(c) Each standing committee of the House shall have the function
of reviewing and studying on a continuing basis the impact or prob-
able impact of tax policies affecting subjects within its jurisdiction
as described in clauses 1 and 3.

* * * * * * *

ADDITIONAL FUNCTIONS OF COMMITTEES
4, * * *

(c)(1) The Committee on Government Reform and Oversight shall
have the general function of—

(A) receiving and examining reports of the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States and of submitting such recommenda-
tions to the House as it deems necessary or desirable in con-
nection with the subject matter of such reports;

(B) evaluating the effects of laws enacted to reorganize the
legislative and executive branches of the Government; and

(C) studying intergovernmental relationships between the
United States and the States, and municipalities, and between
the United States and international organizations of which the
United States is a member.

(2) In addition to its duties under subparagraph (1), the Commit-
tee on Government Reform and Oversight may at any time conduct
investigations of any matter without regard to the provisions of
clause 1, 2, or 3 (or this clause) conferring jurisdiction over such
matter upon another standing committee. The committee’s findings
and recommendations in any such investigation shall be made
available to the other standing committee or committees having ju-
risdiction over the matter involved (and included in the report of
any such other committee when required by clause 2(1)3) of Rule

XD.
* * * * * * *

: Rule XI provides authority for investigations and studies, as fol-
OWS!



4
RULE XI

RULES OF PROCEDURE FOR COMMITTEES

IN GENERAL

1. * k* ok

(b) Each committee is authorized at any time to consider such in-
vestigations and studies as it may consider necessary or appro-
priate in the exercise of its responsibilities under Rule X, and (sub-
ject to the adoption of expense resolutions as required by clause 5)
to incur expenses (including travel expenses) in connection there-
with. ,

* * * * * * *

(d) Each committee shall submit to the House, not later than
January 2 of each odd-numbered year, a report on the activities of
that committee under this rule and Rule X during the Congress
ending at noon on January 3 of such year.

* * * * * * *

COMMITTEE RULES

* * * * * * *

Power to sit and act; subpoena power

(m)(1) For the purpose of carrying out any of its functions and
duties under this rule and Rule X (including any matters referred
to it under clause 5 of Rule X), any committee, or any subcommit-
tee thereof, is authorized (subject to subparagraph (2)(A) of this
paragraph)—

(A) to sit and act at such times and places within the United
States, whether the House is in session, has recessed, or has
adjourned, and to hold such hearings, and

(B) to require, by subpoena or otherwise, the attendance and
testimony of such witnesses and the production of such books,
records, correspondence, memorandums, papers, and docu-
ments as it deems necessary.

The chairman of the committee, or any member designated by such
chairman, may administer oaths to any witness.

(2)(A) A subpoena may be authorized and issued by a committee
or subcommittee under subparagraph (1)(B) in the conduct of any
investigation or series of investigations or activities, only when au-
thorized by a majority of the members voting, a majority being
present. The power to authorize and issue subpoenas under sub-
paragraph (1)(B) may be delegated to the chairman of the commit-
tee pursuant to such rules and under such limitations as the com-
mittee may prescribe. Authorized subpoenas shall be signed by the
chairman of the committee or by any member designated by the
committee.

(B) Compliance with any subpoena issued by a committee or sub-
committee under subparagraph (1)(B) may be enforced only as au-
thorized or directed by the House.
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Use of committee funds for travel

(n)(1) Funds authorized for a committee under clause 5 are for
expenses incurred in the committee’s activities; however, local cur-
rencies owned by the United States shall be made available to the
committee and its employees engaged in carrying out their official
duties outside the United States, its territories or possessions. No
appropriated funds, including those authorized under clause 5,
shall be expended for the purpose of defraying expenses of mem-
bers of the committee or its employees in any country where local
currencies are available for this purpose; and the following condi-
tions shall apply with respect to travel outside the United States
or its territories or possessions:;

(A) No Member or employee of the committee shall receive
or expend local currencies for subsistence in any country for
any day at a rate in excess of the maximum per diem set forth
in applicable Federal law, or if the Member or employee is re-
imbursed for any expenses for such day, then the lesser of the
per diem or the actual, unreimbursed expenses (other than for
t{lans ortation) incurred by the Member or employee during
that day.

(B) Each Member or employee of the committee shall make
to the chairman of the committee an itemized report showing
the dates each country was visited, the amount of per diem
furnished, the cost of transportation furnished, any funds ex-
pended for any other official purpose and shall summarize in
these categories the total foreign currencies and/or appro-
priated funds expended. All such individual reports shall be
filed no later than sixty days following the completion of travel
with the chairman of the committee for use in complying with
reporting requirements in applicable Federal law and shall be
open for public inspection.

(2) In carrying out the committee’s activities outside of the Unit-
ed States in any country where local currencies are unavailable, a
member or employee of the committee may not receive reimburse-
ment for expenses (other than for transportation) in excess of the
maximum per diem set forth in applicable Federal law, or if the
member or employee is reimbursed for any expenses for such day,
then the lesser of the per diem or the actual, unreimbursed ex-
penses (other than for transportation) incurred, by the member or
employee during any day.

(3) A member or emp?,oyee of a committee may not receive reim-
bursement for the cost of any transportation in connection with
travel outside the United States unless the member or employee
has actually paid for the transportation.

(4) The restrictions respecting travel outside of the United States
set forth in subparagraphs (2) and (3) shall also apply to travel out-
side of the United States by Members, officers, and employees of
the House authorized under clause 8 of rule I, clause 1(b) of this
rule, or any other provision of these Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

(5) No local currencies owned by the United States may be made
available under this paragraph f%r the use outside of the United
Sfttates for defraying the expenses of a member of any committee
after—
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(A) the date of the general election of Members in which the
Member has not been elected to the succeeding Congress; or
(B) in the case of a Member who is not a candidate in such
general election, the earlier of the date of such general election
or the adjournment sine die of the last regular session of the
Congress. -
The committee also exercises authority under a number of congres-
sional mandates.2

5 U.S.C. sec. 2954

Information to committees of Congress on request

An Executive agency, on request of the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations of the House of Representatives or of any seven
members thereof, or on request of the Committee on Government
Operations of the Senate, or any five members thereof, shall sub-
mit any information requested of it relating to any matter within
the jurisdiction of the committee.

18 U.S.C. sec. 1505

Obstruction of proceedings before departments, agencies, and
committees

Whoever, with intent to avoid, evade, prevent, or obstruct compli-
ance, in whole or in part, with any civil investigation demand duly
and Eroperly made under the Antitrust Civil Process Act, willfully
withholds, misrepresents, removes from any place, conceals, covers
up, destroys, mutilates, alters, or by other means falsifies any doc-
umentary material, answers to written interrogatories, or oral tes-
timony, which is the subject of such demand; or attempts to do so
or solicits another to do so; or

Whoever corruptly, or by threats or force, or by any threatening

letter or communication influences, obstructs, or impedes or en-
deavors to influence, obstruct, or impede the due and proper ad-
ministration of the law under which any pending proceeding is
being had before any department or agency of the United States,
or the due and proper exercise of the power of inquiry under which
any inquiry or investigation is being had by either House, or any
committee of either House or any joint committee of the Congress—

Shall be fined not more than $5,000 or imprisoned not more than
five years, or both.

2 For legislation imposing duties specifically on the committee, see, for example, sec. 203(eX6)
of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 484(6)e)), relating
to negotiated disposal of Federal surplus property. It requiree that, with limited exceptions, ex-
planatory statements be sent “to the appro riate committees of the Congress” in advance of ne-
gotiated disposal under the Act. It covers isposal of all real and personal property whose esti-
hated fair market is over $15,000 in the case of personal property and over $100,000 in the
case of real property. The current language stems from a 1988 amendment (Public Law 100-
612), which retained the explanatory statement requirement but changed the dollar value
thresholds, which theretofore had been $1,000 for both personal property and real property. The
House and Senate Government Operations Committees are expressly identified as the appro-
priate panels in House Report 1763, 85th Congress, which accompanied the measure that con-
tained the 1958 amendment. See also GSA’s Federal Propert Management Regulations at 41
CFR-~47.304-12(d).

[N. B. The further examples given in the original foonote text cover sections (section 414 of
the 1969 Housing Act and section 304 of the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act) have been re-
pealed. The reference to sections 191-194 of title 2, U.S. Code, does not deem pertinent here.]
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31 US.C. sec. 712

Investigating the use of public money
The Comptroller General shall—

* * * * * * *

(3) analyze expenditures of each executive agency the Comptrol-
ler General believes will help Congress decide whether public
money has been used and expended economically and efficiently;

(4) make an investigation and report ordered by either House of
Congress or a committee of Congress having jurisdiction over reve-
nue, appropriations, or expenditures; and

(5) give a committee of Congress having jurisdiction over reve-
nue, appropriations, or expenditures the help and information the
committee requests.

31 U.S.C. sec. 719

Comptroller General reports
%* * * * * * *

(e) The Comptroller General shall report on analyses carried out
under section 712(3) of this title to the Committees on Govern-
mental Affairs and Appropriations of the Senate, the Committee on
Government Operations and Appropriations of the House, and the
committees with jurisdiction over legislation related to the oper-
ation of each executive agency.?

3For other requirements which relate to General Accounting Office reports to Congress and
which affect the committee, see secs. 232 and 236 of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970
(Public Law 91-510).






II. Historical Background

The committee was initially named the “Committee on Expendi-
tures in the Executive Departments.” Its antecedents are summa-
rized in Cannon’s Precedents of the House of Representatives, vol.
VII, sec. 2041, p. 831 (1935), as follows:

This committee was created, December 5, 1927, by the con-
solidation of the eleven Committees on Expenditures in the
various Departments of the Government, the earliest of which
has been in existence since 1816. As adopted in 1816, the rule
did not include the committees for the Departments of Interior,
Justice, Agriculture, Commerce, and Labor. The committees for
these Departments date, respectively, from 1860, 1874, 1889,
1905 and 1913.

The resolution providing for the adoption of the rules of the 70th
Congress discontinued the several committees on expenditures and
transferred their functions to the newly created Committee on Ex-
penditures in the Executive Departments: .

On March 17, 1928, the jurisdiction of the committee was
further enlarged by the adoption of a resolution, reported from
the Committee on Rules, including within its jurisdiction the
indepindent establishments and commissions of the Govern-
ment.

From 1928 until January 2, 1947, when the Legislative Reorga-
nization Act of 1946 became effective, the committee’s jurisdiction
was set forth in Rule XI, 34, of the House Rules then in force (H.
Doc. 810, 78th Cong., 2d Sess. (1945)), as follows:

POWERS AND DUTIES OF COMMITTEES

* * * * * * *

34. The examination of the account and expenditures of the sev-
eral departments, independent establishments, and commissions of
the Government, and the manner of keeping the same; the econ-
omy, justness, and correctness of such expenditures; their conform-
ity with appropriation laws; the proper application of public mon-
eys; the security of the Government against unjust and extravagant
demands; retrenchment; and enforcement of the payment of mon-
eys due the United States; the economy and accountability of public
officers; the abolishment of useless offices, shall all be subjects
within the jurisdiction of the Committee on Expenditures in the
Executive Departments.

The Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, section 121(b), as
adopted in paragraphs (a), (b), and (c) of Rule XI, 8, of later Rules
of the House (XI, 9, the 93d Congress), provided:

“Examples of the wide-ranging scope of the committee’s jurisdiction may be found in Cannon’s
Precedents, supra VII, secs. 20422046, pp. 831-833 (1935).

(9)
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COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS

(a) Budget and accounting measures, other than appropriations.

(b) Reorganizations in the executive branch of Government.

(¢) Such committee shall have the duty of—

(1) receiving and examining reports of the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States and of submitting such recommenda-
tions to the House as it deems necessary or desirable in con-
nection with the subject matter of such reports;

(2) studying the operation of Government activities at all lev-
els with a view to determining the economy and efficiency;

(3) evaluating the effects of laws enacted to reorganize the
legislative and executive branches of the Government;

(4) studying intergovernmental relationships between the
United States and the States and municipalities, and between
the United States and international organizations of which the
United States is a member.

(d) For the purpose of performing such duties the committee,
or any subcommittee thereof when authorized by the commit-
tee, is authorized to sit, hold hearings, and act at such times
and places within the United States, whether or not the House
is in session, is in recess, or has adjourned, to require by sub-
poena or otherwise the attendance of such witnesses and the
production of such papers, documents, and books, and to take
such testimony as it deems necessary. Subpoenas may be is-
sued under the signature of the chairman of the committee or
of any subcommittee, or by any member designated by any
such chairman, and may be served by any person designated

- by any such chairman or member.?

ule X, 1(h), of later Rules of the House, effective January 3,
1975 (H. Res. 988, 93d Congress), added the additional jurisdiction
of general revenue sharing (formerly within the jurisdiction of the
Committee on Ways and Means), and the National Archives (for-
merly within the jurisdiction of the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service).
Rule X, 1(G)(6), of later Rules of the House listed the additional
jurisdiction of measures providing for off-bud%ft treatment of Fed-
eral agencies or programs, which was added by sec. 225 of Public
Law 99-177, the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985 (December 12, 1985).
The 1946 Act contained the following proviso:
Provided: That unless otherwise provided herein, any matter
within the jurisdiction of a standing committee prior to Janu-
ary 2, 1947, shall remain subject to the jurisdiction of that
committee or of the consolidated committee succeeding to the
jurisdiction of that committee.
This proviso was omitted from the Rules of the House adopted Jan-
uary 3, 19548

nder the Constitution (Art. I, sec. 5, cl. 2), “Each House may
determine the Rules of its Proceedings.” Omission of the proviso
made no substantive change, since the scope of the committee’s ju-

5 Paragraph (d) was adopted by the House Feb. 10, 1947. .
oH. Res. 5, 83d Cong. (99 Cong. Rec. 15). Cf. rules in H. Doc. 562, 82d Congress, 2d session
p. 328 and in H. Doc. 739, 81st Congress, 2d session, p. 326.
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risdiction prior to January 2, 1947, was embraced within: the com-
mittee’s jurisdiction as stated in existing rules and precedents.

The committee’s membership, which was fixed at 21 when it was
consolidated on December 5, 1927, was increased to 25 when the
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 became effective on January
2, 1947, In 1951, the committee’s membership was increased to 27.7
From 1953 until January 1963, the committee’s membership re-
mained at 30.8

Pursuant to H. Res. 108, 88th Congress, adopted January 17,
1963, the committee was enlarged to 31 members. In the 89th Con-
gress the membership of the committee was increased to 34
through passage of H. Res. 114, January 14, 1965. The committee
membership in the 90th and 91st Congresses of 35 was first estab-
lished by H. Res. 128, 90th Congress, approved January 16, 1967.
The committee membership in the 92d Congress of 39 was estab-
lished by H. Res. 192, approved February 4, 1971. It was raised to
41 by H. Res. 158, adopted January 24, 1973. The committee mem-
bership of 42 was established by H. Res. 1238, adopted July 17,
1974. It was increased to 43 by H. Res. 76 and 101, adopted Janu-
ary 20 and 28, 1975. Membership was maintained at 43 in the 95th
Congress by H. Res. 117 and 118, adopted January 19, 1977. The
committee membership was set at 39 in the 96th Congress by H.
Res. 62 and 63, adopted January 24, 1979. The committee member-
ship was set at 40 in the 97th Congress by H. Res. 44 and 45,
adopted January 28, 1981. The committee size was increased to 41
by the adoption of H. Res. 370 on February 24, 1982. Pursuant to
House Res. 26 and 27, adopted January 6, 1983, the committee
membership for the 98th Congress was set at 39.

In the 99th Congress, the membership of the committee was set
at 39, pursuant to House Res. 34 and 35, adopted January 30,
1985.

In the 100th Congress, the membership of the committee was set
at 39, pursuant to House Res. 45 and 54, adopted January 21 and
22, 1987, respectively.

The committee membership in the 101st Congress was estab-
lished at 39 by H. Res. 29 and H. Res. 45, adopted January 19 and
20, 1989. In t¥1e 102d Congress, the membership of the committee
was set at 41, pursuant to H. Res. 43, 44, and 45, adopted January
24, 1991. The committee membership was set at 42 in the 103d
Congress by adoption of H. Res. 8 and 9 on January 5, 1993; H.
Res. 34 on January 21, 1993; H. Res. 67 on February 4, 1993; and
H. Res. 92 and 93 on February 18, 1993. The membership was in-
creased to 44 by the adoption of H. Res. 185 on May 26, 1993 and
H. Res. 219 on July 21, 1993. Beginning September 28, 1949, the
moneys appropriated to the committee were, by House resolution
in each session of Congress, available for expenses incurred in con-
ducting studies and investigations authorized under Rule XI,
whether made within or without the United States.? In the 103d

7H. Res. 60, 83d Congress, 1st sesgion (97 Co:]mf. Rec. 194).

8H. Res. 98, 83d Cong. (99 Cong. Rec. 436); H. Res. 94, 84th Cong. (101 Cong. Rec. 484); H.
Res. 89, 85th Cong. (103 Cong. Rec. 412); H. Res. 120, 86th Cong. (105 Cong. Rec. 841); H. Res.
13;7, 87th Cong. (107 Cong. Rec. 1677).

See items under (1) in footnote 3, of the final calendar of th it
Dee 51 o, endar of the committee for the 93d Congress
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Congress, these matters are covered in paragraph (b) of clause 1
of Rule XI, as set forth above and by clause 5 of Rule XI. The funds
for the committee’s studies and oversight function during the first
session of the 103d Congress were provided by H. Res. 107 adopted
March 30, 1993 (H. Rept. 103-38). ’
The committee’s name was changed to “Committee on Govern-
ment Operations” by House resolution adopted July 3, 1952.10 The
Congressional Record indicates the reasons underlying that change
in name were, in part, as follows: 11
This committee is proposing the indicated change in the
present title, in view of the fact that it is misleading and the
committees’ functions and duties are generally misunderstood
by the public.

* * * * * * *

In suggesting the proposed change the committee based its deci-
sion on what it considers to be the major or primary function of the
committee under the prescribed duties assigned to it to study “the
operations of Government activities at all levels with a view to de-
termining its economy and efficiency.” It was the unanimous view
of the members of the committee that the proposed new title would
be more accurate in defining the purposes for which the committee
was created and in clearly establishing the major purpose it serves.

On January 4, 1995, the 104th Congress opened with a Repub-
lican majority for the first time in forty years. The shift in power
from Democrats to Republicans has resulted in a realignment of
the legislative priorities and committee structure of the House of
Representatives. Perhaps more than any other committee, the Gov-
ernment Reform and (‘))versight Committee embodies the changes
taking place in the House of Representatives. The Committee itself
was created by consolidating three committees into one, resulting
in budget and staff cuts of nearly 50%. The committees that were
merged include the -Committee on Goverpment Operations, the
Committee on the Post Office and Civil Service, and the Committee
on the District of Columbia.

In order to fulfill the Republican Contract with America, the com-
mittee held a record number of hearings and mark-ups, and mem-.
bers cast more votes during this 100 day period than in any of the
previous committees’ histories. Over the course of the first session,
295 bills and resolutions were referred to the committee and its
subcommittees, and 180 hearings and mark-ups were held. Five of
these measures have been signed into law.

In addition to its greatly expanded legislative jurisdiction, the
Government Reform and Oversight Committee serves as the chief
investigative committee of the House, with the authority to conduct
government-wide oversight. Because the committee only authorizes
money for a small number of Federal agencies and programs, it is
able to review government activities with an independent eye.

- 10H, Res. 647, 82d Cong. (98 Cong. Rec. 9217). The Senate had made a similar change of
name on Mar. 3, 1952, after conference between the chairman of the House and Senate Commit-
tees on Expenditures in the Executive Departments to ensure both Houses would adopt the
change in name. S. Res. 280, 82d Cong. (98 Cong. Rec. 1701-1702). See also S. Rept. No. 1231,
80th Congress, 2d Session, p. 3 (May 3, 1948).

11 Letter of Feb. 19, 1952, from the chairman, Senate Committee on Expenditures in the Exec-
utive Departments, Senator McCellan to Senator Hayden (98 Cong. Rec. 1702).



III. Organization

A. SUBCOMMITTEES 12

In the 104th Congress, significant steps were taken to reduce the
number of committees, subcommittees, and the number of COH%TGS-
sional staff. As a result, the Congress eliminated the District of Co-
lumbia Committee and the Post Office and Civil Service Commit-
tee. The jurisdiction of these committees were merged into the Gov-
ernment Operations Committee and its name was changed to the
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight.

In order to perform its functions and to carry out its duties as
fully and as effectively as possible, the committee under the leader-
ship of its chairman, the Honorable William F. Clinger, Jr., of
Pennsylvania, at the beginning of the 104th Congress, established
seven standing subcommittees, which cover the entire field of exec-
utive expenditures and operations. The names, chairpersons, and
members of these subcommittees are as follows:

CIVIL SERVICE SUBCOMMITTEE, John Mica, Chairman;
members: Charles Bass, Ben Gilman, Dan Burton, Connie
Morella, James Moran, Bernard Sanders, and Tim Holden.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA SUBCOMMITTEE, Tom Davis,
Chairman; members: Gil Gutknecht, John M. McHugh, Steve
LaTourette, Michael P. Flanagan, Eleanor Holmes Norton,
Barbara-Rose Collins, and Edolphus Towns.

GOVERNMENT MANAGEMENT, INFORMATION, AND
TECHNOLOGY SUBCOMMITTEE, Stephen Horn, Chairman;
members: Michael P. Flanagan, Peter Blute, Tom Davis, Jon
Fox, Randy Tate, Joe Scarborough, Charles Bass, Carol
Maloney, Major Owens, John Spratt, Paul Kanjorski, Collin
Peterson, and Tim Holden.

HUMAN RESOURCES AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL RE-
LATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE, Christopher Shays, Chairman;
members: Mark Souder, Steven Schiff, Connie Morella, Tom
Davis, Dick Chrysler, Bill Martini, Joe Scarborough, Mark
Sanford, Edolphus Towns, Tom Lantos, Bernard Sanders,
Thomas Barrett, Gene Green, Chaka Fattah, and Henry Wax-
man,

NATIONAL ECONOMIC GROWTH, NATURAL RE-
SOURCES, AND REGULATORY AFFAIRS SUBCOMMITTEE,
David McIntosh, Chairman; members: Jon Fox, J. Dennis
Hastert, John M. McHugh, Randy Tate, Gil Gutknecht, Joe
Scarborough, John Shadegg, Bob Ehrlich, Collin Peterson,
Henry Waxman, John Spratt, Louise M. Slaughter, Paul Kan-
Jjorski, Gary Condit, and Carrie Meek.

12The chairman and the ranking minority member of the committee are ex-officio members
of all subcommittees on which they do not hold a regular assignment (Committee Rule 9).

(13)
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NATIONAL SECURITY, INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS, AND
CRIMINAL JUSTICE SUBCOMMITTEE, William H. Zeliff,
dJr., Chairman; members: Bob Ehrlich, Steven Schiff, Illeana
Ros-Lehtinen, John Mica, Peter Blute, Mark Souder, John
Shadegg, Karen Thurman, Robert Wise, Gene Taylor, Tom
Lantos, Louise M. Slaughter, Gary Condit, and Bill Brewster.

POSTAL SERVICE SUBCOMMITTEE, John M. McHugh,
Chairman; members: Mark Sanford, Ben Gilman, Christopher
Shays, David McIntosh, Bob Ehrlich, Barbara-Rose Collins,
Major Owens, Gene Green, and Carrie Meek.

B. RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM
AND OVERSIGHT

Rule XI, 1(a)(1) of the House of Representatives provides:

The Rules of the House are the rules of its committees and
subcommittees so far as applicable, except that a motion to re-
cess from day to day, and a motion to dispense with the first
reading (in full) of a bill or resolution, if printed copies are
available, dare nondebatable motions of high privilege in com-
mittees and subcommittees.

Rule XI, 2(a) of the House of Representatives provides, in part:

Each standing committee of the House shall adopt written
rules governing its procedures.

In accordance with the foregoing, the Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight, on January 10, 1995, adopted the rules of
the committee. The rules read as follows:

Rule 1.—Application of Rules

Except where the terms “full committee” and “subcommittee” are
specifically referred to, the following rules shall apply to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and Oversight and its subcommit-
tees as well as to the respective chairmen.

[See House Rule XI, 1.]

Rule 2.—Meetings

The regular meetings of the full committee shall be held on the
second Tuesday of each month at 10:00 a.m., unless when Congress
has adjourned. The chairman is authorized to dispense with a regu-
lar meeting or to change the date thereof, and to call and convene
additional meetings, wien circumstances warrant. A special meet-
ing of the committee may be requested by members of the commit-
tee following the provisions of House Rule XI, 2(c)(2). Subcommit-
tees shall meet at the call of the subcommittee chairmen. Every
member of the committee or the appropriate subcommittee, unless
prevented by unusual circumstances, shall be provided with a
memorandum at least three calendar days before each meeting or
hearing explaining (1) the purpose of the meeting or hearing; and
(2) the names, titles, background and reasons for appearance of any
witnesses. The ranking minority member shall be responsible for
providing the same information on witnesses whom the minority
may request.

[See House Rule XI, 2(b).]
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Rule 3.—Quorums

A majority of the members of the committee shall form a
quorum, except that two members shall constitute a quorum for
taking testimony and receiving evidence, and one-third of the mem-
bers shall form a quorum for taking any action other than the re-
porting of a measure or recommendation. If the chairman is not
present at any meeting of the committee or subcommittee, the
ranking member of the majority party on the committee or sub-
committee who is present shall preside at that meeting.

[See House Rule XI, 2¢h).]

Rule 4-—Committee Reports

Bills and resolutions approved by the committee shall be re-
ported by the chairman fol?owing House Rule XI, 2(1).

Every investigative report shall be approved by a majority vote
of the committee at a meeting at which a quorum is ?resent. Sup-
plemental, minority, or additional views may be filed followin
House Rule XI, 2(1)(5). The time allowed for filing such views sha
be three calendar days (excluding Saturdays, Sundays, and legal
holidays) unless the committee agrees to a different time, but
agreement on a shorter time shall require the concurrence of each
member seeking to file such views. A proposed report shall not be
considered in subcommittee or full committee unless the proposed
re{)ort has been available to the members of such subcommittee or
full committee for at least three calendar days (excluding Satur-
days, Sundays, and legal holidays) before the consideration of such
Eroposed report in subcommittee or full committee. If hearings

ave been held on the matter reported upon, every reasonable ef-
fort shall be made to have such hearings available to the members
of the subcommittee or full committee before the consideration of
the proposed report in such subcommittee or full committee.

Only those reports approved by a majority vote of the committee
may be ordered printed, unless otherwise required by the Rules of
the House of Representatives.

Rule 5§.—Proxy Votes

In accordance with the Rules of the House of Representatives,
members may not vote by proxy on any measure or matter before
the committee or any subcommittee.

[See House Rule XI, 2(f).]

Rule 6.—Roll Calls

A roll call of the members may be had upon the request of any
member upon approval of a one-fifth vote.
[See House Rule XI, 2(e).]

Rule 7.—Record of Commitiee Actions

The committee staff shall maintain in the committee offices a
complete record of committee actions from the current Congress in-
cluding a record of the rollcall votes taken at committee business
meetings. The original records, or true copies thereof, as appro-
priate, shall be available for public inspection whenever the com-
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mittee offices are open for public business. The staff shall assure
that such original records are preserved with no unauthorized al-
teration, additions, or defacement.

[See House Rule XI, 2(e).]

Rule 8.—Subcommittees; Referrals

_There shall be seven subcommittees with appropriate party ra-
tios that shall have fixed jurisdictions. Bills, resolutions, and other
matters shall be referred by the chairman to subcommittees within
two weeks for consideration or investigation in accordance with
their fixed jurisdictions. Where the subject matter of the referral
involves the jurisdiction of more than one subcommittee or does not
fall within any previously assigned jurisdiction, the chairman shall
refer the matter as he may deem advisable. Bills, resolutions, and
other matters referred to subcommittees may be reassigned by the
chairman when, in his judgment, the subcommittee is not able to
complete its work or cannot reach agreement therein. In a sub-
committee having an even number of members, if there is a tie vote
with all members voting on any measure, the measure shall be
placed on the agenda for full committee consideration as if it had
been ordered reported by the subcommittee without recommenda-
tion, This provision shaﬁ, not preclude further action on the meas-
ure by the subcommittee.

[See House Rule XI, 1(a)(2).]

Rule 9.—Ex Officio Members

The chairman and the ranking minority member of the commit-
tee shall be ex officio members of all subcommittees. They are au-
thorized to vote on subcommittee matters; but, unless they are reg-
ular members of the subcommittee, they shall not be counted in de-
termining a subcommittee quorum other than a quorum for taking
testimony.

Rule 10.—Staff

Except as otherwise provided by House Rule XI, 5 and 6, the
chairman of the full committee shall have the authority to hire and
discharge employees of the professional and clerical staff of the full
committee and of subcommittees.

Rule 11.—Staff Direction

Except as otherwise provided by House Rule XI, 5 and 6, the
staff of the committee shall be subf'ect to the direction of the chair-
man of the full committee and shall perform such duties as he may
assign.

Rule 12.—Hearing Dates and Witnesses

The chairman of the full committee will announce the date,
place, and subject matter of all hearings at least one week before
the commencement of any hearings, unless he determines that
there is good cause to begin such hearings sooner. So that the
chairman of the full committee may coordinate the committee fa-
cilities and hearing plans, each subcommittee chairman shall notify
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him of any hearing plans at least two weeks before the date of com-
mencement of hearings, including the date, place, subject matter,
and the names of witnesses, willing and unwilling, who would be
called to testify, including, to the extent he is advised thereof, wit-
nesses whom the minority members may request. The minority
members shall supply the names of witnesses they intend to call
to the chairman of the full committee or subcommittee at the earli-
est possible date. Witnesses appearing before the committee shall,
so far as practicable, submit written statements at least 24 hours
before their appearance.
[See House Rules XI, 2 (g)(3), (g)(4), (j), and (k).]

Rule 13.—Open Meetings

Meetings for the transaction of business and hearings of the com-
mittee shall be open to the public or closed in accordance with Rule
XI of the House of Representatives.

{See House Rules X1, 2 (g) and (k).]

Rule 14.—Five-Minute Rule

A committee member may question a witness only when recog-
nized by the chairman for that purpose. In accordance with House
Rule XI, 2(G)2), each committee member may request up to five
minutes to question a witness until each member who so desires
has had such opportunity. Until all such requests have been satis-
fied, the chairman shall, so far as practicable, recognize alternately
based on seniority of those majority and minority members present
at the time the hearing was called to order and others based on
their arrival at the hearing. After that, additional time may be ex-
tended at the direction of the chairman.

Rule 15.—Investigative Hearings; Procedure

Investigative hearings shall be conducted according to the proce-
dures in House Rule XI, 2(k). All questions put to witnesses before
the committee shall be relevant to the subject matter before the
committee for consideration, and the chairman shall rule on the
relevance of any questions put to the witness.

Rule 16.—Stenographic Record

A stenographic record of all testimony shall be kept of public
hearings and shall be made available on such conditions as the
chairman may prescribe.

Rule 17—TV, Radio, and Photographs

An open meeting or hearing of the committee or a subcommittee
may be covered, in whole or in part, by television broadcast, radio
broadcast, and still photography, or by any of such methods of cov-
erage, unless closed subject to the provisions of House Rule XI, 3.

Rule 18.—Additional Duties of Chairman
The chairman of the full committee shall:
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(a) Make available to other committees the findings and rec-
ommendations resulting from the investigations of the commit-
tee or its subcommittees as required by %{ouse Rule X, 4(cX(2);

(b) Direct such review and studies on the impact or probable
impact of tax policies affecting subjects within the committee’s
jurisdiction as required by House Rule X, 2(c);

(c) Submit to the Committee on the Budget views and esti-
mates required by House Rule X, 4(g), and to file reports with
the House as required by the Congressional Budget Act;

(d) Authorize and issue subpoenas as provided in House Rule
XI, clause 2(m), in the conduct of any investigation or activity
or series of investigations or activities within the jurisdiction
of the committee; and

(e) Prepare, after consultation with subcommittee chairmen
and the minority, a budget for the committee which shall in-
clude an adequate budget for the subcommittees to discharge
their responsibilities.

(f) Make any necessary technical and conforming changes to
legislation reported by the committee upon unanimous consent.



IV. Activities, 1st Session, 104th Congress

SUMMARY

1. In the 104th Congress, first session, the committee approved
and submitted to the House of Representatives 6 investigative re-
ports. In addition, the committee issued 3 committee prints.

2. In the 104th Congress, first session, 295 bills and resolutions
were referred to the committee and studied. Of these, the commit-
tee reported 20. In addition, 11 Memorials, 1 Petition, and 4 Presi-
dential messages were referred to the committee.

3. Pursuant to its duty of studying reports of the Comptroller
General, the committee received officially and studied 460 such re-
ports during the 104th Congress, first session. In addition, 622 ex-
ecutive communications, were referred to the committee under
clause 2 of rule XXIV of the House of Representatives.

4. The full committee met 22 days during the 104th Congress,
first session, while the subcommittees met a total of 152 days in
public hearings, markups, and meetings.

The significant actions taken by the committee with respect to
these and a considerable number of other matters are discussed in
detail below.

A. INVESTIGATIVE REPORTS

During the first session, 104th Congress, the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform and Oversight approved and submitted to the
Congress 6 reports of an investigative nature. A number of other
reports were in preparation and a number of investigations were
underway. These will be considered by the subcommittees and the
full committee during the second session, of the 104th Congress.

For convenience, the published reports are listed here with the
names of the originating subcommittees. A more detailed discus-
sion of the material will be found in part two below in the break-
down of the committee’s activities by subcommittee:

First Report (H. Rept. 104-156): “A Citizen’s Guide on Using
the Freedom of Information Act and the Privacy Act of 1974
to Request Government Records.”

Second Report (H. Rept. 104—434): “Creating a 21st Century
Government,” *

Third Report (H. Rept. 104-435): “Making Government
Work; Fulfilling the Mandate for Change.” * (Subcommittee on
Government Management, Information, and Technology)

Fourth Report (H. Rept. 104—436): “The FDA Food Additive
Review Process: Backlog and Failure to Observe Statutory

_*Denotes report accompanied by additional, dissenting, minority, separate, or supplemental
views.

(19)
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Deadlines.”* (Subcommittee on Human Resources and Inter-
governmental Relations)

Fifth Report (H. Rept. 104—437): “The Federal Takeover of
the Chicago Housing Authority—HUD Needs to Determine
Long-Term Implications.”* (Subcommittee on Human Re-
sources and Intergovernmental Relations)

Sixth Report (H. Rept. 104—438): “Voices for Change.” (Sub-
committee on the Postal Service)

B. LEGISLATION

The legislative jurisdiction of the Committee on Government Re-
form and Oversight covers a wide range of important governmental
operations. In accordance with junisdiction assumed from the
former Committee on Government Operations, the committee re-
ceives all budget and accounting measures other than appropria-
tions; all measures relating to t%xe overall economy and efficiency
of Government operations and activities, including Federal procure-
ment, intergovernmental relationships, general revenue sharing
(the latter subject was formerly within the jurisdiction of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means), and the National Archives (formerly
within the jurisdiction of the Committee on Post Office and Ciwnl
Service); all reorganization plans and bills providing for the estab-
lishment of new departments in the executive branch such as the
Department of Energy and the Department of Education; and most
other reorganization legislation, examples of which are legislation
to reorganize the intelligence community, international trade, and
regulatory agencies. Other legislation includes debt collection and
proposals relating to delinquent payments and paperwork reduc-
tion. It also receives legislation dealing with the General Services
Administration, including the Federal groperty and Administrative
Services Act of 1949 and special bills authorizing the Administrator
of General Services to make specific transfers of property, plus leg-
islation dealing with the General Accounting Office, the Office of
Management and Budget, the Administrative Expenses Act, the
Trave Expenses Act, the Employment Act of 1946, and the Javits-
Wagner-O’'Day Act relating to the sale of products and services of
blind and other handicapped persons. In addition, the committee
has jurisdiction over the Freedom of Information provisions of the
Administrative Procedure Act, the Privacy Act, the Government in
the Sunshine Act, and the Federal Advisory Committee as well as
the Inspector General Act.

Rule X, 2(b) of the standing Rules of the House, requires the
committee to see and review the administration of all laws in the
legislative jurisdiction, and Rule XI, 1(d) requires that the commit-
tee report to the House thereon by the end of each Congress. The
present report outlines the extent and nature of the committee and
subcommittee activities constituting the review.

On January 4, 1995, as the first session of the 104th Congress
convened, the new Republican House majority moved to fulfill its
promise of true government reform by implementing its Contract
with America. Pursuant to the Contract, 14 bills were introduced
as the opening bells rang to promote jobs, enhance wages, take
back our Nation’s streets, and restore openness, accountability, and
fiscal responsibility in our Federal Government. Of the Contract
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bills, four were referred to the Committee on Government Reform
and Oversight for immediate review and action. They included:
H.R. 2, the Line-Item Veto Act; H.R. 5, the Unfunded Mandates
Reform Act; H.R. 9, the Job Creation and Wage Enhancement Act;
and H.R. 450, (830) the Paperwork Reduction Act. The actions
taken on each are described below.

During the 104th Congress, first session, as noted above, the
committee studied 295 bills and resolutions referred to it and re-
ported 20 to the House. The measures reported or ordered reported
are discussed more fully in part two below. However, they are list-
ed here for convenience in the order of approval by the committee
and with the name of the subcommittee that initially considered
them:

H.R. 5, To curb the practice of imposing unfunded Federal
mandates on States antf local governments, to ensure that the
Federal Government pays the costs incurred by those govern-
ments in complying with certain requirements under Federal
statutes and regulations, and to provide information on the
cost of Federal mandates on the private sector, and for other
purposes. (H. Rept. 104-1, Pt. 2, S. 1; Public Law 104-4.)

H.R. 2, To give the President item veto authority over appro-
priation Acts and targeted tax benefits in revenue Acts. (H.
Rept. 104-11, Pt. 2, S. 4.)

H.R. 830, To amend chapter 35 of title 44, United States
Code, to further the goals of the Paperwork Reduction Act to
have Federal agencies become more responsible and publicly
accountable for reducing the burden of Federal paperwork on
the public, and for other purposes. (H. Rept. 104-37, S. 244,
Public Law 104-13.)

H.R. 450, To ensure economy and efficiency of Federal Gov-
ernment operations by establishing a moratorium on regu-
latory rulemaking actions, and for other purposes. (Subcommit-
tee on National Economic Growth, Natural Resources, and
Regulatory Affairs, H. Rept. 104-39, Pt. 1, S. 219.)

H.R. 1271, To provide protection for family privacy. (Sub-
~committee on Government Management, Information, and
Technology, H. Rept. 104-94.)

H.R. 1345, To eliminate budget deficits and management in-
efficiencies in the government of the District of Columbia
through the establishment of the District of Columbia Finan-
cial Responsibility and Management Assistance Authority, and
for other purposes. (Subcommittee on the District of Columbia,
H. Rept. 104-96, Public Law 104-8.)

H.R. 1826, To repeal the authorization of transitional appro-
priations for the United States Postal Service, and for other
;{gzp)oses. (Subcommittee on the Postal Service, H. Rept. 104—

H.R. 1026, To designate the United States Post Office build-
ing located at 201 East Pikes Peak Avenue in Colorado
Springs, Colorado, as the “Winfield Scott Stratton Post Office.”
(Subcommittee on the Postal Service, passed House and Senate
as H.R. 1026; Public Law 104—44.)

H.R. 1655, To authorize appropriations for fiscal year 1996

for intelligence and intelligence-related activities ofy the U.S.
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Government, the Community Management Account, and the
Central Intelligence Agency Retirement and Disability System,
and for other purposes. (H. Rept. 104138, Pt. 2, S. 922: Public
Law 104-93.)

H.R. 994, To require the periodic review and automatic ter-
mination of Federal regulations. (Subcommittee on National
Economic Growth, Natural Resources, and Regulatory Affairs,
H. Rept. 104-284, Pt. 1.)

H.R. 1670, To revise and streamline the acquisition laws of
the Federal Government, to reorganize the mechanisms for re-
solving Federal procurement disputes, and for other purposes.
(H. Rept. 104-222, Pt. 1.)

H.R. 2108, To é)ermit the Washington Convention Center Au-
thority to expend revenues for the operation and maintenance
of the existing Washington Convention Center and for
preconstruction activities relating to a new convention center
in the District of Columbia, to permit a designated authority
of the District of Columbia to borrow funds for the
preconstruction activities relating to a sports arena in the Dis-
trict of Columbia and to permit certain revenues to be pledged
as security for the borrowing of such funds, and for other pur-
poses. {(Subcommittee on the District of Columbia, H. Rept.
104-227; Public Law 104-28.)

H.R. 1756, To abolish the Department of Commerce, (Title
1.) (H. Rept. 104-260, Pt. 1, S. 929.)

S. 790, To provide for the modification or elimination of Fed-
eral reporting requirements. (H. Rept. 104-327; Public Law
104-66.)

H.R. 2077, To designate the United States Post Office build-
ing located at 33 College Avenue in Waterville, Maine, as the
“George J. Mitchell Post Office Building.” (Subcommittee on
Postal Service, Committees discharged, passed House and Sen-
ate; Public Law 104-27.)

H.R. 2661, To amend the District of Columbia Self-Govern-
ment and Government Reorganization Act to permit the Dis-
trict of Columbia to expend its own funds during any portion
of a fiscal year for which Congress has not enacted the budget
of the District of Columbia for the fiscal year, and to provide
for the appropriation of a monthly pro-rated portion of the an-
nual Federal payment to the District of Columbia for such fis-
cal year during such portion of the year. (Subcommittee on the
District of Columbia, H. Rept. 104—408.)

OTHER LEGISLATIVE ACTION

H.R. 1398, To designate the United States Post Office building
located at 1203 Lemay Ferry Road, St. Louis, Missouri, as the
“Charles J. Coyle Post Office Building.” (Subcommittee on the Post-
al Service, passed House.)

H.R. 1606, To designate the United States Post Office building
located at 24 Corliss Street, Providence, Rhode Island, as the
“Harry Kizirian Post Office Building.” (Subcommittee on the Postal
Service, passed House, passed Senate with amendments. House
disagreed to Senate amendments, Senate receded from its amend-
ments.)
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H.R. 1880, to designate the United States Post Office building lo-
cated at 102 South McLean, Lincoln, Illinois, as the “Edward Mad-
igan Post Office Building.” (Subcommittee on the Postal Service,
passed House.) o

H.R. 2262, To designate the United States Post Office building
located at 218 North Alston Street in Foley, Alabama, as the “Holk
Post Office Building.” (Subcommittee on the Postal Service, passed
House.)

H.R. 2704, To provide that the United States Post Office building
that is to be located on the 2600 block of East 75th Street in Chi-
cago, Illinois, shall be known and designated as the “Charles A.
Hayes Post Office Building.” (Subcommittee on the Postal Service,
passed House.)

The following bills were referred to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight, the committee was discharged from
further consideration, and, therefore, the bills were not reported by
the committee. Latest action is shown:

H.R. 9, to create jobs, enhance wages, strengthen property
rights, maintain certain economic liberties, decentralized and
reduce the power of the Federal Government with respect to
the States, localities, and citizens of the United States, and to
increase the accountability of Federal officials. (Reported
amended by Committee on Commerce, H. Rept. 104-33, Pt. I;
amended from Committee on Science, Pt. II; passed House
amended and received in Senate and referred to Governmental
Affairs.)

H.R. 564, a bill to provide that receipts and disbursements
of the Highway Trust Fund, the Airport and Airway Trust
Fund, the Inland Waterways Trust Fund, and the Harbor
Maintenance Trust Fund shall not be included in the totals of
the budget of the U.S. Government as submitted by the Presi-
dent or the congressional budget. (Subcommittee on Govern-
ment Management, Information, and Technology.)

H.R. 842, a bill to provide off-budget treatment for the High-
way Trust Fund, the Airport and Airway Trust Fund, the In-
land Waterways Trust Fund, and the Harbor Maintenance
Trust Fund. (Subcommittee on Government Management, In-
formation, and Technology.)

H.R. 1022, a bill to provide regulatory reform and to focus
national economic resources on the greatest risks to human
health, safety, and the environment through scientifically ob-
jective and unbiased risk assessments and through the consid-
eration of costs and benefits in major rules, and for other pur-
poses. (Subcommittee on National Economic Growth, Natural
Resources, and Regulatory Affairs. Considered by House Unfin-
ished Business. Committee Amendment in the Nature of a
Substitute Considered as an Original Bill for the Purpose of
Amendment. House agreed to Amendments Adopted by the
Committee of the Whole. Motion to Recommit with Instructions
Failed in House by Yea-Nay Vote: 174-250 (Record Vote No:
182). Passed House (Amended) by Recorded Vote: 286-141
(Record Vote No: 183). Received in the Senate and referred to
Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs.)
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H.R. 1182, a bill to permit certain Federal employees who re-
tired or became entitled to receive compensation for work in-
jury before December 9, 1980, to elect to resume coverage
under the Federal employees’ group life insurance program.
(Subcommittee on Civil Service.)

H.R. 1508, a bill to require the transfer of title to the District
of Columbia of certain real property in Anacostia Park to facili-
tate the construction of National Children’s Island, a cultural,
educational, and family oriented park. (Subcommittee on the
District of Columbia. Reported Amended by the Committee on
Resources, H. Rept. 104277, Pt. I; called up by House under
Suspension of Rules and passed Heuse. Received in the Senate
and referred to Governmental Affairs.)

H.R. 1530, to authorize appropriations for fiscal year 1996
for military activities of the Department of Defense, to pre-
scribe military personnel strengths for fiscal year 1996, and for
other purposes. (Reported amended by the Committee on Na-
tional Security, H. Rept. 104-131; passed House amended;
passed Senate amended; House agreed to Conference Rept.
104-406; called up by House as Privileged Matter. Public Law
No: 104-106.)

H.R. 2017, to authorize an increased Federal share of the
costs of certain transportation projects in the District of Co-
lumbia for fiscal years 1995 and 1996, and for other purposes.
(Subcommittee on the District of Columbia. Reported Amended
by the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, H.
Rept.104-217, Pt. 1; called up by House under Suspension of
Ru‘)es and passed House and Senate. Public Law 104-21.)

H.R. 2077, to designate the U.S. Post Office building located
at 33 College Avenue in Waterville, Maine, as the “George J.
Mitchell Post Office Building.” (Called up by House by Unani-
mous Consent. Passed House and Senate by Voice Vote. Public
Law No: 104-27.)

H.R. 2564, to provide for the disclosure of lobbying activities
to influence the Federal Government, and for other purposes.
(Reported by the Committee on Judiciary, H. Rept. 104-339
Pt. 1; called up by House by Suspension of Rules and passe(i
House by Voice Vote. Public Law 104-65.)

C. REORGANIZATION PLANS
The most recent authority of the President to transmit reorga-

nization plans to Congress was reestablished by Public Law 98-
614. Approved November 8, 1984, this authority expired on Decem-
ber 31, 1984. Legislation extending executive reorganization au-
thority was not enacted during the first session of the 104th Con-

gress.

D. COMMITTEE PRINTS
Three committee prints, resulting from work by the committee

staff, were issued during the first session, 104th Congress, as fol-
lows:

“Rules of the Committee on Government Reform and Over-
sight, House of Representatives, Together with Selected Rules
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of the House of Representatives (Including Clause 2 of House
Rule XI) and Selected Statutes of Interest.” (Full Committee.)
(January 1995.) . )

“Oversight Plans for all House Committees with Accompany-
ing Recommendations by the Committee on Government Re-
form and Oversight, House of Representatives (Required by
Clause 2 of House Rule XI).” (Full Committee.) (March 1995.)

“Mail Service in the United States: Exploring Options for Im-
provement.” Report of the U.S. Postal Service and the Postal
Rate Commission, to the Committee on Government Reform
and Oversight. (Full Committee.) (December 1995.)

E. COMMITTEE ACTION ON REPORTS OF THE
COMPTROLLER GENERAL

Rule X, 4(c)(1XA), of the rules of the House, imposes the duty
upon this committee to receive and examine reports of the Comp-
troller General referred to and to make such recommendations to
the House as it deems necessary or desirable in connection with
the subject matter of the reports.

In discharging this responsibility, each report of the Comptroller
General received by the committee is studied and analyzed by the
staff and referred to the subcommittee of this committee to which
hals b(fen assigned general jurisdiction over the subject mater in-
volved.

The committee has received a total of 460 General Accounting
Office Reports to the Congress for processing during the first ses-
sion of the 104th Congress. After preliminary staff study, these re-
ports were referred to subcommittees of this committee as follows:

Civil Service Subcommitlee ......ccvivriiverirvnrcrrecenrnsssonsssisinn . 36

District of Columbia Subcommittee .....vccriiciineersenire st s e s ¢
Government Management, Information, and Technology Subcommittee ......... 92
Human Resources and Intergovernmental Relations Subcommittee ............... 110
National Economic Growth, Natural Resources, and Regulatory Affairs Sub-
COMIMILLRR ..eeeeeeriiiirsresssacesrsnierterranritesreessaneecasseasessnnronsassssesorssasesassanessssassssosnanns 105

National Security, International Affairs, and Criminal Justice Subcommittee 109
Postal Service SUDCOMMILLEE covvvvvevirriiniinrcssrnsesseraersereeesrvsrmmsresressssnsessseessssananss 8

TOLAL ..ot s srs s s en e s s et e ses s eneeans s e naeanaee srnenan 460

Furthermore, in implementation of section 236 of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1970, the committee now regularly receives
GAOQ reports that are not addressed to Congress but contain rec-
ommendations to heads of the Federal agencies. These are gen-
erally reports to the agency heads their written statements of ac-
tions taken with respect to such recommendations, as required by
section 236, The committee received a total of 794 such GAO re-
ports to Federal agencies or other committees and Members within
the legislative branch.

Periodic reports are received from the subcommittees on actions
taken with respect to individual reports, and monthly reports are
made to the chairman as to reports received. During the session,
the committees used the reports to further specific investigations
and reviews. In most cases, additional information concerning the
findings and recommendations of the Comptroller General was re-
quested and received from the administrative agency involved, as
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well as from the General Accounting Office. More specific informa-
tion on the actions taken appears in part two below.

Complete files are maintained by the committee on all Comptrol-
ler General's reports received. Detailed records are kept showing
the subcommittee to which the report is referred, the date of refer-
ral, and the subsequent action taken.

The committee will review all of the Comptroller General’s re-
ports received during the Congress in the light of additional infor-
mation obtained and actions taken by the subcommittees, and de-
terminations will be made whether specific recommendations to the
House are necessary or desirable under rule X.



PART TWO. REPORT OF COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES
I. Matters of Interest, Full Committee

A. GENERAL

1. Oversight Plans of the Committees of the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives.

The 104th Congress adopted a new Rule that provides for each
standing committee of the House to formally adopt oversight plans
at the beginning of each year. Specifically, the Rule states in part:

Rule X, clause (2)(d)(1). Not later than February 15 of
the first session of a Congress, each standing committee of
the House shall, in a meeting that is open to the public
and with a quorum present, adopt its oversight plans for
that Congress. Such plans shall be submitted simulta-
neously to the Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight and to the Committee on House Oversight.

On March 31, 1995, Committee Chairman William F. Clinger,
Jr., submitted the oversight plans of each committee together with
recommendations to ensure the most effective coordination of such
plans. : :

RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE COMMITTEE ON
GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT

OVERSIGHT PLANS OF THE COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE

Collectively, the committee oversight plans cover a wide array of
Federal programs and management issues. The challenges of deal-
ing with the serious, pervasive problems that continue to impede
effective management and efficient program delivery is formidable.

A major breakthrough in prospects for improving Federal man-
agement, as well as congressional oversight of Federal programs,
has been provided by two recent laws: the Chief Financial Officers
Act and Government Performance and Results Act. Together, these
acts provide a framework necessary to help achieve improved gov-
ernment accountability and stewardship and to lower costs by fo-
cusing on results. The Congress framed it this way: Set goals, oper-
ate programs, and measure results using reliable financial and
management information.

While these acts are still in the process of being implemented, ef-
forts already completed or underway in response to both acts offer
committees a valuable source of information and insight into the
management problems and issues. These include issues that impact
individual programs, as well as those that cut across agency pro-
grams and organizational boundaries.

27
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The committees of the House should: (1) conduct oversight to en-
sure that these statutes are being aggressively implemented, and
(2) use the information produced by the implementation of these
statutes and the General Accounting Office’s (GAO) high risk list
to assess the management weaknesses in the agencies within their
jurisdiction.

CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICERS ACT

One of the underlying historical impediments to better manage-
ment of government programs has been the lack of reliable finan-
cial information. With passage of the CFO Act, the Congress has
said that this must change and change quickly. The long-needed
fiscal accountability that the act is designed to bring about is es-
sgn}ilzial to effective program management and congressional over-
sight.

Agencies, which represent organizations larger than the Nation’s
largest private corporations, have typically not been able to per-
form even the most rudimentary bookkeeping functions. Agency fi-
nancial management systems are badly deteriorated-OMB reports
that most do not meet standards and almost all agencies have been
ungble to pass the test of an independent financial statement
audit.

A primary element of the Chief Financial Officers Act, as ex-
panded by Ke Government Management Reform Act of 1994, is the
requirement for all 24 major agencies to have audited financial
statements. (The act also calls for governmentwide financial state-
ments, audited by GAO, by fiscal year 1997.) Also, agencies must
now have: '

e financial information that is linked with program and budget
data for use in both management control and planning;

e reports on program cost trends and other performance indica-
tors from which managers can make informed decisions on running
government operations effectively and efficiently

Since passage of the initial legislation in 1990, the CFO Act has
already provided:

. si%niﬁcantly more accurate information on the government’s fi-
nancial status and operations, as well as an understanding of how
unreliable the financial information being provided to the Congress
and program managers has been;

o a better understanding of the pervasiveness of management
control problems; and

e substantial savings from recoveries and better use of funds.

Annual financial statement audits, which are done by the agency
Inspectors General (IGS) or by GAO, continue to provide valuable
information on the results of program operations and the current
financial condition of agencies. This information can be of great use
to committees in their oversight efforts. Audits, for example, have
identified:

e Despite over $400 billion in adjustments needed to correct er-
rors in Defense’s financial data over the last 3 years, Defense is
still unable to render an accurate accounting of its hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars in assets. This unreliable data has traditionally
served as the basis for Defense’s reports to the Congress.
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e Duplicate, erroneous, and even fraudulent payments to De-
fense contractors totaling billions of dollars. o

e Unneeded Defense inventories of almost $40 billion.

e The IRS being unable to effectively collect or accurately ac-
count for $1.25 in annual revenues; audits show that only a frac-
tion of over $100 billion in recorded tax receivables was collectible.

GAO’s ongoing financial audit work includes the IRS, the Bank
Insurance Fund, the Resolution Trust Corporation, and the Pension
Benefit Guaranty Corporation, all for fiscal {ear 1994, and the De-
partment of the Navy for fiscal year 1995. IG's are conducting (in
some instances with contracted assistance from accounting firms)
fiscal year 1994 audits in the Departments of Education, HHS,
Army, Air Force, NASA, Veterans Affairs, EPA, Labor, Agriculture,
HUI%I, Interior, and other agencies.

GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE AND RESULTS ACT

Effective implementation of the Chief Financial Officers Act is
also a vital element to the success of the Government Performance
and Results Act (GPRA). GPRA seeks to change the focus of Fed-
eral management and accountability from a preoccupation with in-
puts, such as the amount of program appropriations, to measured
results and outcomes of Federal programs. Successful implementa-
tion of the act will help address the question: What are the Amer-
ican r;)eop]e getting for their investment in the Federal Govern-
ment? Information on performance in relation to agency goals can
also be helpful to the Congress.

Experiences of State governments and foreign countries that are
leaders in public management show that GPRA’s three key ele-
ments: strategic planning; performance measurement; and public
reporting and accountability could influence the basic culture of the
government so that is more results-oriented. Accurate results-ori-
ented information will greatly assist the Congress in its efforts to
?versee current programs and in making informed decisions for the
uture.

But making the major changes in the way Federal agencies are
managed and held accountable called for under GPRA will require
agencies to develop the capacity to manage for results. This will
not be accomplished quickly or easily. Therefore, the act’s provi-
sions are being phased in with a series of pilot projects over the
next several years.

Already, 70 pilots have been designated ranging in size from
small programs to entire agencies, including the ﬁ%Sg, SSA, and the
Defense Logistics Agency. As agencies implement the act, oversight
committees should have opportunities to work with agencies in im-
proving performance by providing managers freedom to experiment
and find innovative ways to improve program results, while in-
creasing accountability for achieving those results.

2. Investigations.

a. The Financial Holdings and Activities of Secretary of Com-
merce Ronald H. Brown.—Beginning in February 1994, Rep. Wil-
liam F. Clinger, Jr., then-ranking member of the Committee on
Government Operations, wrote to Secretary of Commerce, Ronald
H. Brown, requesting that Secretary Brown answer questions aris-
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ing from his Financial Disclosure Statement. The questions focused
on appearances of a conflict in Secretary Brown’s holdings and/or
role in such companies as Harmon International, Inc., First Inter-
national Communication, Inc.,, Corridor Communication, Inc.,
Albimar Communications, Inc., and Kellee Communications Inc., as
well as his business relationship with Ms. Nolanda Hill. Given
their extensive involvement in the telecommunications field and
Secretary Brown's influence in that area as the Secretary of Com-
merce, those companies and Ms. Hill, the owner of First Inter-
national Communications, Inc., and Corridor Communications, Inc.,
%ppeared likely to benefit from a relationship with Secretary
rown. '

Secretary Brown’s responses, through intermediaries, generated
follow-up letters by Rep. Clinger on March 23, 1994, July 11, 1994,
July 20, 1994, and at least one meeting between committee staff
ang Commerce Department staffers before Mr. Clinger requested
that Mr. Stephen D. Potts, Director of the United States Office of
Government Ethics, investigate the matter pursuant to 5 C.F.R.
§2638.401 et. seq. on October 5, 1994. On that same day, Rep.
Clinger asked Department of Commerce Inspector General, Frank
DeGeorge, to investigate Secretary Brown’s relationship with the
aforementioned companies as well as Boston Bank of Commerce
and Boston Bank of Commerce Associates.

On December 21, 1994, Inspector General DeGeorge deferred to
OGE Director Potts, stating, “this office and OGE agreed that if is-
sues or problems arose during their review which needed investiga-
tion, OGE, pursuant to their statutory authority, would refer those
matters to this office for appropriate investigation. To date, we
have not been asked by OGE to look into any matter. At the end
of the OGE review, we will review their findings to determine
whether there are any indications of conflicts or other violations
warranting further investigation.”

Office of Government Ethics Director Stephen D. Potts, in a let-
ter dated December 29, 1994, stated, “We found that the manner
in which Commerce’s ethics officials reviewed the financial disclo-
sure forms was consistent with the manner in which we require
and expect agencies to carry out these responsibilities.” Despite ac-
knowledging repeated discrepancies in Secretary Brown’s disclo-
sure reports, Director Potts concluded that appearances of conflicts
had been avoided due to Secretary Brown’s divestiture of holdings,
resignation from managerial roles or receipt of waivers.

These responses, however, failed to address the concerns of Rep.
Clinger who on January 4, 1995, became chairman of the Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight Committee of the 104th Congress. The
investigation into Secretary Brown continued.

Chairman Clinger noted in a January 23, 1995, letter to Sec-
retary Brown that Secretary Brown had received income from First
International Communications Limited Partnership during 1993—
while Secretary of Commerce—and had failed to disclose that in-
come in his Financial Disclosure Reports. Furthermore, First Inter-
national Communications Limited Partnership’s primary source of
income was a debt instrument payable by Corridor Broadcasting
Corporation, an entity controlled by Nolanda Hill, Secretary
Brown’s business associate in First International. In addition, Cor-
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ridor Broadcasting Corporation had defaulted on a $26 million loan
held by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, thereby costing
American taxpayers roughly $23 million.

Secretary Brown’s failure to address the chairman’s concerns
with potential conflicts of interest involving his business affili-
ations, coupled with ongoing efforts by the committee’s investiga-
tive staff, led to Chairman Clinger’'s February 27, 1995, request
that Attorney General Janet Reno appoint an Independent Coun-
sel, under the Independent Counsel Act, 28 U.S.C. §591 et. seq.,
to investigate the holdings and activities of Secretary Brown.
Chairman Clinger raised allegations concerning Secretary Brown’s:
(i) submission of incomplete, inaccurate and misleading financial
disclosure statements; (11) supplementation of salary; (ii1) potential
conflicts of interest; (iv) misinformation to Congress; and (v) refus-
ing to respond to Congress.

n addition to questions raised concerning Secretary Brown’s af-
filiation with the business previously mentioned, the February 27,
1995, request noted that Secretary %rown: (i) failed to disclose ei-
ther as a gift or loan, $108,000 used as a down-payment for a town-
house purchased by Secretary Brown and his son, Michael Brown,
in Washington, DC; (ii) faﬂzﬁd to report future income of some
$190,955, which he knew he would receive in the wake of his dives-
titure of his interest in First International; (iii) supplemented his
Federal salary by receiving some $412,000, in direct payments,
loan foregiveness and payments to his creditors by business part-
ners; (iv) undertook official actions which benefited his business
partners and associates; and (v) misled the Congress concerning
compensation paid by business partners to members of his imme-
diate family.

On dJuly 6, 1995, a three-judge Federal appeals court panel an-
nounced its selection of former Federal prosecutor Daniel S. Pear-
son to serve as an independent counsel in the matter of Secretary
Ronald H. Brown. The Government, Reform and Oversight Commit-
tee provided copies of relevant documents to Independent Counsel
Pearson.

No committee hearings were held during the first session of the
104th Congress on the matter of Secretary of Commerce Ronald H.
Brown. None are expected during the second session given the on-
going investigation of Independent Counsel Pearson; however, the
committee reserves the right to hold hearings into those areas not
covered by the Independent Counsel.

b. The White House Travel Office Investigation.—At approxi-
mately 10 a.m., on May 19, 1993, all seven members of the White
House Travel Office staff were fired and the five Travel Office em-
ployees present in the White House that day were ordered to va-
cate the White House compound within 2 hours. Returning to the
Travel Office by 10:30 a.m., the fired Travel Office employees found
their desks already occupied by employees of World Wide Travel,
the Arkansas travel agency which arranged for press charters dur-
ing the Clinton Presidential campaign, Catherine Cornelius and
others. .

Two White House Travel Office employees were out of the White
House Travel office on May 19, 1993, one on a White House ad-
vance trip to South Korea, the other on vacation. They learned of
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their firings, respectively, via CNN telecast and a son who saw
Tom Brokaw announce the firings on network news that night. The
seven White House Travel Office employees had served from 9 to
32 years in the White House Travel Office.

The five Travel Office employees who were present in the White
House for their firings ultimately were given additional time to
complete their White House out-processing. By early afternoon,
they heard then-White House Press Secretary Dee Dee Myers an-
nounce at a press briefing that they were subject of an FBI crimi-
nal investigation. They had been given no such indication at the
time of their dismissals. After completing out-processing, the five
Travel Office employees present on May 19, 1993, were driven out
of the White House compound in a panel van with no passenger
seats. They were seated on the floor and wheel wells of the van
al%r&% with boxes of their gathered personal effects.

ile the Travel Office employees served at the pleasure of the
President, their precipitous firings and replacement by the Clinton
campaign’s primary travel agency imme(Piately raised a storm of
criticism. Administration claims that it had acted in order to save
the press and taxpayers money were met with skepticism by a
White House press corps which responded with a litany of com-
plaints of over billing and undocumented billings by World Wide it-
self throughout the 1992 campaign. In addition, the Clinton admin-
istration’s announcement that an FBI criminal investigation had
been launched was highly improper and, in fact, questionable when
it was announced. Furthermore, White House contacts with the
FBI in the days leading up to and immediately following the Travel
Office firings also were considered improperly handled by Attorney
General Janet Reno, who publicly admonished the administration
for them.

Members of the House and the Senate immediately raised con-
cerns about the manner in which the Travel Office firings took
place. In the face of press, public and congressional outcry, the
White House placed five of the seven Travel Office employees on
administrative leave with pay on May 25, 1993, and announced
that it would conduct a White House Management Review of the
Travel Office and the administration’s role in the Travel Office
firings. The fired Travel Office director and deputy director retired.

On June 1, 1993, William F. Clinger, Jr., the then-ranking mi-
nority member of the House Government Operations Committee,
requested that then Chairman John Conyers, Jr., hold hearings on
the White House Travel Office firings.

Then-White House Chief Thomas F. (Mack) McLarty and then-
Office of Management and Budget Director Leon Panetta released
the White House Travel Office Management Review on July 2,
1993, and announced the reprimands of four White House staffers.
Reprimanded were: Associate Counsel to the President, William H.
Kennedy III; Assistant to the President for Management and Ad-
ministration, David Watkins; former Special Assistant to the Presi-
dent for Management and Administration, Catherine A. Cornelius;
and Deputy Assistant to the President and Director of Media Af-
fairs, Jeff Eller. At least three of the four first learned of the “rep-
rimands” during their televised announcement. None of the rep-
rimands were documented in the personnel files of any of the four.
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Also on July 2, 1993, the Supplemental Appropriations Act of
1993 (Public Law 103-50) required the U.S. General Accounting
Office (GAQ) to “conduct a review of the action taken with respect
to the White House Travel Office.”

In addition to the White House Management Review and the
GAO Report entitled White House Travel Office Operations (re-
leased on May 2, 1994), at least three other reports were prepared
concerning various aspects of the White House Travel Office
firings. These reports were prepared by: the Office of Professional
Responsibility (OPR) of the U.S. Department of Justice (dated
March 18, 1994, and released by the committee on October 24,
1995); a Federal Bureau of Investigation Internal Review of FBI
Contacts with the White House (dated June 1, 1993), and the De-
partment of Treasu Inspector General Report “Allegation of Mis-
use of IRS RE: ULTRAIR” (dated June 11, 1993).

On September 23, 1993, after consultations with majority staff of
the Government Operations Committee, Mr. Clinger withdrew his
request for Committee hearings on the White House Travel Office
firings, “contingent upon the adequacy of the GAO effort” which
had been mandated by Congress through Public Law 103-50.

Individually and collectively, the five reports prepared concernin
the White House Travel Office left many questions unanswereg
and, in fact, raised many more. Several Members of Congress, in-
cluding Mr. Clinger, sought to have these questions answered
through further investigation and congressional hearings. In a let-
ter dated October 7, 1994, Mr. Clinger and 16 other House Mem-
bers again requested congressional hearings on the White House
Travel Office in order to “address serious questions arising from,
or unanswered by, the General Accounting Office (GAO) Report to
%}g}g,v};ess, White House Travel Office Operations (GAO/GGD-94—

Mr. Clinger’s request was accompanied by a 71-pa§e minority
analysis of 1ssues unaddressed by any of the previous five reports.
This analysis reviewed contradictions concerning: memoranda
drafted by Catherine Cornelius outlining its new organizational
structure and placing her in charge; activities of Harry Thomason
and Darnell Martens; mismanagement by David Watkins; White
House reasons justifying the Travel Office firings; contacts between
Dee Dee Myers and Darnell Martens; public disclosure of the FBI
investigation; possible influence on the FBI; the integrity of Travel
Office records; the role of the President; the reprimands, and inac-
curacies and insufficiencies in the GAO report on the White House
Travel Office.

Soon after the November 1994 congressional elections, Mr.
Clinger, chairman of the Government Reform and Oversight Com-
mittee of the 104th Congress, announced that he would hold hear-
ings on the White House Travel Office firings. In December 1994,
the Public Integrity Division of the U.S. Department of Justice in-
dicted former White House Travel Office Director Billy R. Dale on
one charge of embezzlement and one charge of conversion.

The committee investigative staff conducted interviews and gath-
ered documents from various participants in the Travel Office mat-
ter on a voluntary basis throughout the spring and summer of
1995. White House document production, however, proved problem-
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atic and led to numerous meetings and phone conversations with
Clinton administration representatives in the White House Coun-
sel’s Office, the Department of Justice, Department of the Treasury
as well as the General Accounting Office.

In the fall of 1995, Chairman Clinger scheduled the committee’s
first hearing on the White House '%’ravel Office for October 24,
1995. The hearing focused on the accuracy and completeness of the
five White House Travel Office reports and to consider whether fur-
ther hearings were required to address unanswered issues. The
panel at the October 24, 1995, hearing included authors of each of
the five reports, respectively. This hearing purposely avoided all
areas that might have impacted upon the trial of former Travel Of-
fliggSDirector Billy R. Dale which was to commence on October 26,

The committee reviewed which of seven key Travel Office issues
each report addressed. These issues were: the completeness of the
review of references to “Highest Levels” involvement at the White
House in the Travel Office firings; whether any assessment of
White House Standards of Conduct was performed and whether ad-
ministration staffers had violated those standards; whether inquir-
ies were made into the role of Hollywood producer Harry Thomason
in the firings; the role of Mr. Thomason’s and his firm, Thomason,
Richland and Martens (TRM) in seeking contracts involving the
Interagency Committee on Aviation Policy (ICAP); whether the
issue of competitive bidding by the White House Travel Office and
by the White House itself in dealing with the Travel Office was re-
viewed; and whether thorough investigations into FBI and IRS ac-
ticicns and reactions to the White House inquiries had been under-
taken.

The hearing made clear that, given limitations on their scopes,
none of the reports had addressed fully the issues raised by the
Travel Office firings. The Treasury Inspector General IRS report
redactions made it impossible to determine whether the IRS ad-
dressed any of the seven issues. The OPR and FBI reports only
partially addressed two issues, “FBI actions” and references to
“Highest Levels of the White House” and never addressed the other
five. Despite its far greater understanding of the participants and
circumstances leading to the Travel Office firings—or because of
it—the White House %ravel Office Management Review only briefly
and superficially addressed Harry Thomason’s role, FBI actions
and references to “Highest Levels” of the White House while ignor-
ing competitive bidding, IRS action, standards of conduct and ICAP
contracts. Similarly, the GAO relied on the White House Manage-
ment Review in its report on Mr. Thomason’s role and only par-
tially addressed FBI actions and “Highest Levels” while leaving
ICAP, competitive bidding and standards of conduct unaddressed.
IRS disclosure laws prevented the GAO from publicly addressing
IRS actions, .

The October 24, 1995 hearing also made clear that the GAO and
OPR reports, the most independent of the five, were hobbled b
what their respective authors referred to as an unprecedented lac
of cooperation by the White House in their investigations. It was
determined in the hearing that the White House had denied both
GAO and OPR documents which were critical to their investiga-
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tions, documents which well might have affected their conclusions.
Accordingly, both GAO and OPR never received any of the docu-
ments subsequently produced by the White House.

The criminal trial of former Travel Office Director Billy R. Dale
began on October 26, 1995, and concluded on November 17, 1995,
with Mr. Dale’s acquittal of both charges. After the acquittal was
announced, Chairman Clinger requested that the Public Integrity
Section of the Department of Justice turn over all documents relat-
ed to the criminal prosecution for review by the committee.

At year-end 1995, the committee planned hearings on: the role
of Mr. David Watkins in the Travel Office firings; the experiences
of the fired seven Travel Office employees; the role of Mr. Harry
Thomason; and the role of the FBI and IRS. In January 1996, the
committee subpoenaed all of Mr. Thomason’s documents related to
the Travel Office and filed a “6103 Waiver” with the IRS in which
representatives of UltrAir authorized the IRS, Department of
Treasury and others to release all relevant documents concerning
the IRS audit of UltrAir in the wake of the Travel Office firings.
The Department of the Treasury had promised prompt delivery of
all documents pending receipt of the expanded 6103 waiver.

As of year-end 1995, the Clinton administration continued to
prove most uncooperative in Travel Office document productions.
The Department of the Treasury failed to turn over the documents
previously promised. The threat of further subpoenas to compel ex-
ecutive branch compliance with the ongoing congressional inves-
tigation loomed. :

c. Health Care Task Force.—In February 1993, Rep. Clinger
called into question the secretive manner in which the administra-
tion’s Health Care Task Force was conducting business. After re-
questing information from an unresponsive White House on wheth-
er the Task Force was meeting in compliance with statutes con-
cerning open meetings, recordkeeping, conflict of interest require-
ments and costs, Rep. Clinger requested a GAO audit. In a re-
quired charter, the Clinton administration claimed Task Force
costs would be less than $100,000. The GAO audit, however, placed
the total cost at $13.8 million.

d. Labor Department Taxpayer Funded “Toll-Free” Hotline.—Fol-
lowing reports of a telephone hotline set up by the Department of
Labor to gather support for increasing the minimum wage from
minimum wage earners, Chairman Clinger sent a letter to Sec-
retary Reich requesting information on the costs and purpose of the
telephone bank, and to ascertain whether the Department was in
compliance with appropriate information collection laws. Shortly
thereafter, the hotline was shut down. After several delays, the De-
partment reported that, although total costs were not yet available,
the Department had capped the total cost of the politically inspired
hotline at $25,000. The minimum wage brings workers an annual
salary of $8,840.

e. National Reconnaissance Office—Chairman Clinger and sub-
committee Chairman Horn have asked the GAO to review reports
due from Defense Department and the Central Intelligence A%ency
on revelations that the National Reconnaissance Office secretly ac-
cumulated $1.7 billion in unspent appropriated funds. After the
GAO report has been completed and reviewed, the committee will
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determine if further action, including possible financial manage-
ment reforms, is warranted.

f. Taxpayer Funded Trip to Disney World.—After learning of a
Disney World training seminar conducted at taxpayer expense for
as many as 400 Federal employees, Chairman Clinger wrote on be-
half of the committee to the Departments of Interior, Agriculture,
and Defense to obtain an accounting of the exact costs of the trip,
the number of employees involved, and an explanation of how the
training related to the Departments’ missions. The trip was taken
just 1 week after the Federal Government shut down as a result
of disagreements on how to achieve a balanced budget. Chairman
Clinger spelled out his concern that hundreds of thousands of dol-
lars may have been spent for what appears to be a lavish, tax-
payver-funded vacation.

3. Legislation.

a. HR. 5, the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995 (Pub-
lic Law 1044

a. Report Number and Date.—House Report No. 104-1, Pt. 2;
January 13, 1995,

b. Summary of Measure.—The Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of
1995 was intended to relieve the burden of unfunded Federal man-
dates on State, local and tribal governments and the private sector.
It was designed to ensure that Congress and the executive branch
(1) had information on the costs of unfunded Federal mandates,
and (2) were accountable to States and localities, the private sector,
a}x:d the public for imposing new mandates without paying for
them.

Title I of the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act (Public Law 104—
4) amended Title IV of the Congressional Budget Act to provide
that Congress must have Congressional Budget Office (CBO) esti-
mates for the costs of mandates it would impose on State and local
governments and the private sector through reported legislation.
Intergovernmental mandates projected to cost State, local or tribal
governments over $50 million in the aggregate must be funded.
Legislation that does not meet these requirements will be subject
to a point of order on the House and Senate floor, where a majority
of members must vote to waive the point of order before Congress
can consider an intergovernmental mandate without paying its
costs.

Title II of the law requires Federal agencies to analyze the ef-
fects of their rules on State and local governments and the private
sector, and prepare written statements detailing the costs and ben-
efits of rules expected to cost either State, local and tribal govern-
ments or the private sector over $100 million in the aggregate.
Agencies must consult with State and local elected officials
throughout the process. Agencies also must select the least costly
or most cost-effective rule where possible.

Title III provides for a look back at existing mandates. It re-
quires the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations to
re-evaluate existing mandates and to make recommendations to
Congress and the President within 1 year as to whether some or
all should be changed or repealed.
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Title TV provides for limited judicial review of agency actions
under Title II. )

The differences between H.R. 5 as reported by the committee and
Public Law 104—4 are fairly technical in nature and do not dra-
matically alter the purpose or effect of the legislation.

c. Legislative History/Status.—Government Reform and Over-
sight Committee Chairman William F. Clinger, Jr., joined with
Reps. Rob Portman (R—-OH), Gary Condit (D-CA) and Tom Davis
(R-VA) to introduce H.R. 5, the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act,
on January 4, 1995. The bill was referred to the Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight, with secondary referrals given
to the Committees on Rules, Budget, and Judiciary.

d. Hearings and Committee Actions.—On January 10, 1995, the
committee voted to report H.R. 5 by a voice vote after a mark up
in which 18 amendments were offered and 4 were adopted. Of
those amendments adopted, three were offered by Rep. Steve Horn
(R-CA) and one was offered by Rep. Paul Kanjorski (D-PA). The
committee did not consider sections 201, 202, or Title III of H.R.
5 based on consultations with the Parliamentarian that those pro-
visions were not in the committee’s jurisdiction.

S. 1, the companion bill in the Senate (also titled the Unfunded
Mandates Reform Act of 1995), moved through the Senate Govern-
mental Affairs Committee on a parallel track.

House floor consideration of H.R. 5 began on January 19, 1995,
and concluded on February 1, 1995. The Conference Report on S.
1 was passed by the House on March 16, 1995, and was signed into
law on March 22, 1995.

e. Legislative Time Line.—

Jan 4, 1995 Referred to the Committee on Government Reform
and Oversight, and in addition to the Committees on Rules, the
Budget, and the Judiciary, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

. e{gn 10, 1995 Committee Consideration and Mark-up Session
eld.

Jan 10, 1995 Ordered to be Reported (Amended) by Voice Vote.

Jan 13, 1995 Reported to House (Amended) by House Committee
on Government Reform and Oversight Report No. 104-1 (Pt. ID).

Jan 4, 1995 Referred to House Committee on Rules.

Jan 11, 1995 Committee hearings held.

. e{gn 12, 1995 Committee Consideration and Mark-up Session
eld.
NJan 33’1 1995 Ordered to be Reported (Amended) by the Yeas and

ays: .

an 13, 1995 Reported to House (Amended) by House Committee
on Rules Report No. 104-1 (Pt. I).

Jdan 4, 1995 Referred to House Committee on the Budget.

Jdan 4, 1995 Referred to House Committee on the Judiciary.
HJan 18, 1995 Rules Committee Resolution H. Res. 38 Reported to

ouse.

Jan 18, 1995 Committee on Rules, by a Recorded Vote of 8 to 3,
Granted an Open Rule with Two Hours of General Debate, divided
between the Committees on Government Reform and Oversight
and Rules; Making in Order an Amendment in the Nature of a
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Substitute Printed in the Rules Committee Report as Original Text
for Amendment Purposes, to be Considered by Title rather than
Section; Giving Priority Recognition to Members who have Pre-
Printed Amendments in the Congressional Record prior to their
Consideration; Providing One Motion to Recommit With or Without
Instructions.

dan 19, 1995 Rule Passed House.

Jan 19, 1995 Called up by House by Rule.

Jan 19, 1995 Committee of the ole House on the state of the
Union rises leaving H.R. 5 as unfinished business,

Jan 20, 1995 Considered by House Unfinished Business.

Jan 20, 1995 Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union rises leaving H.R. 5 as unfinished business.

Jdan 23, 1995 Considered by House Unfinished Business.

Jan 23, 1995 Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union rises leaving H.R. 5 as unfinished business.

Jan 24, 1995 Considered by House Unfinished Business.

Jan 24, 1995 Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union rises leaving H.R. 5 as unfinished business.

Jan 27, 1995 Considered by House Unfinished Business.

Jan 27, 1995 Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union rises leaving H.R. 5 as unfinished business.

Jan 30, 1995 Considered by House Unfinished Business.

Jan 30, 1995 Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union rises leaving H.R. 5 as unfinished business.

Jan 30, 1995 Considered by House Unfinished Business.

Jan 31, 1995 Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union rises leaving H.R. 5 as unfinished business.

Jan 31, 1995 Considered by House Unfinished Business.

Jan 31, 1995 Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union rises leaving H.R. 5 as unfinished business.

Feb 1, 1995 Considered by House Unfinished Business.

Feb 1, 1995 Committee Amendment in the Nature of a Sub-
stitute Considered as an Original Bill for the Purpose of Amend-
ment.

Feb 1, 1995 House Agreed to Amendments Adopted by the Com-
mittee of the Whole.

Feb 1, 1995 Motion to Recommit Failed in House by Voice Vote.

Feb 1, 1995 Passed House (Amended) by Recorded Vote: 360-74
{Record Vote No, 83).

Feb 1, 1995 The House took from the Speaker’s table and moved
to the consideration of S. 1, a similar measure to H.R. 5.

Feb 1, 1995 For Further Action See S. 1.

Senate Version:

Jan 4, 1995 Referred to Senate Committee on the Budget.

Jan 9, 1995 Committee Consideration and Mark-up Session held.

Jan 9, 1995 Ordered to be Reported (amended).

Jan 9, 1995 Reported to Senate (Amended) by Senate Committee
on the Budget.

Jan 4, 1995 Referred to Senate Committee on Governmental Af-
fairs.

Jan 5, 1995 Committees on Budget; Governmental Affairs. Joint
hearings held.
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Jan 9, 1995 Committee Consideration and Mark-up Session held.

b. HR. 2, Line Item Veto Act of 1995

a. Report Number and Date.-—House Report No. 104-11, Pt. II,
January 30, 1995.

b. Summary of Measure.—H.R. 2, the Line-Item Veto Act of 1995,
supplements the President’s existing impoundment authority by
creating a new item-veto process for individual appropriations and
tar, ete% tax benefits contained in Federal tax and spending bills.
Under H.R. 2, items which the President proposes to veto or re-
seind will automatically be canceled unless both Houses of Con-
gress vote to disapprove the President’s veto recommendations
within a fixed time period. If both Houses disapprove the Presi-
dent’s recommendations by a bill or joint resolution, the President
retains his constitutional authority to veto the disapproval meas-
ure, forcing the Congress to obtain a two-thirds vote in each House
to override. H.R. 2 permits the President to choose between using
its new item-veto process or the existing impoundment process con-
tained in title X of the Congressional Budget Act.

¢. Legislative History/Status.—H.R. 2 was introduced on January
4, 1995, and was approved and ordered reported, as amended, by
the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight on January
25, 1995. On January 26, 1995, the Committee on Rules asserted
its sequential referral by marking-up the bill. The Rules Committee
ordered the bill reported with two amendments which more closely
defined the format of the President’s special disapproval message.
An amendment in the nature of a substitute to H.R. 2, incorporat-
ing both the Government Reform and Oversight and Rules Com-
mittee amendments, passed the House of Representatives on Feb-
ruary 6, 1995. The bill remained in conference with the Senate
throughout the first session of the 104th Congress.

d. Hearings and Committee Actions.—A joint hearing was held on
January 12, 1995, by the House Committee on Government Reform
and Oversight and the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs.
In the first panel, testimony was received from Senators John
McCain and Dan Coats, and from Representatives Gerald Solomon,
Jack Quinn, Mark Neumann and Michael Castle. All spoke in favor
of the bill. Governor William Weld of Massachusetts then testified
to the effectiveness of the line-item veto in controlling State ex-
penditures. Dr. Alice Rivlin, Director of the Office of Management
and Budget, spoke on behalf of the Clinton administration and ex-
pressed support for the legislation as enhancing the President’s au-
thority to cut spending. Dr. Robert Reischauer, Director of the Con-
gressional Budget Office, then cautioned that the bill would provide
the President with greater potential power than a constitutionally
approved item-veto. Judge Gilbert S. Merritt, Chief Judge of the
Sixth Circuit and chairman of the Executive Committee of the Ju-
dicial Conference, expressed concern over applying the line-item
veto to appropriations acts for the judiciary. The hearing ended
with the final panel, which consisted of Jose;){x Winkelmann of Citi-
zens Against Government Waste, David Keating of the National
Taxpayers’ Union, and Dr. Norman Ornstein of the American En-
terprise Institute, taking different views of the bill. Mr.
Winkelmann and Mr. Keating strongly supported H.R. 2, while Dr.
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Ornstein regarded the bill as more of a transfer of congressional
power to the President than a process for true spending restraint.

e. Legislative Time Line — ‘

dan 4, 1995 Referred to the Committee on Government Reform
and Oversight, and in addition to the Committee on Rules, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the Speaker, in each case
for consideration of such provisions as fall within the jurisdiction
of the committee concerned.

Jan 12, 1995 Joint hearings held by the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight and by the Senate Committee on Gov-
ernmental Affairs.

. .llém 25, 1995 Committee Consideration and Mark-up Session

eld. j

Jan 25, 1995 Ordered to be Reported (Amended) by the Yeas and
Nays: 30-11.

Jan 30, 1995 Reported to House (Amended) by House Committee
on Government Reform and Oversight Report No. 104-11 (Pt. II).

Jan 4, 1995 Referred to House Committee on Rules.

. e{qn 26, 1995 Committee Consideration and Mark-up Session
eld.

Jan 26, 1995 Ordered to be Reported (Amended) by the Yeas and
Nays: 94. ;

Jan 27, 1995 Reported to House (Amended) by House Committee
on Rules Report No. 104-11 (Pt. I).

Jan 30, 1995 Placed on Union Calendar No. 5.

HFeb 1, 1995 Rules Committee Resolution H. Res. 55 Reported to
ouse.

Feb 1, 1995 Committee on Rules Granted, by a Non-Recorded
Vote, an Open Rule Providing Two Hours of General Debate; Mak-
ing in Order an Amendment in the Nature of a Substitute Printed
in the Report Accompanying the Rule as an Original Bill for
Amendment Purposes; Waiving Clause 7 Against the Amendment
in the Nature of a Substitute; Giving Priority Recognition to Mem-
bers who have Pre-Printed their Amendments in the Congressional
Record; Providing One Motion to Recommit, With or without In-
structions.

Feb 2, 1995 Rule Passed House.

Feb 2, 1995 Called up by House by Rule.

Feb 2, 1995 Committee of the W%ole House on the state of the
Union rises leaving H.R. 2 as unfinished business.

Feb 3, 1995 Considered by House Unfinished Business.

Feb 3, 1995 Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union rises leaving H.R. 2 as unfinished business.

Feb 6, 1995 Considered by House Unfinished Business.

Feb 6, 1995 Committee Amendment in the Nature of a Sub-
stitute Considered as an Original Bill for the Purpose of Amend-
ment.

Feb 6, 1995 House Agreed to Amendments Adopted by the Com-
mittee of the Whole.

Feb 6, 1995 Motion to Recommit with Instructions Failed in
House by Yea-Nay Vote: 185-241 (Record Vote No. 94).

Feb 6, 1995 Passed House (Amended) by Recorded Vote: 294-134
(Record Vote No. 95).

Feb 7, 1995 Received in the Senate.
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Feb 7, 1995 Referred to Senate Committee on the Budget.

Feb 7, 1995 Referred to Senate Committee on Governmental Af-
fairs.

May 17, 1995 For Further Action See S. 4.

Senate Version (S. 4):

Jan 4, 1995 Referred to Senate Committee on the Budget.

dan 18, 1995 Committee on Budget. Hearings held.

Feb 14, 1995 Committee Consideration and Mark-up Session
held.

Feb 14, 1995 Ordered to be Reported Without Recommendation
(amended).

Feb 27, 1995 Reported to Senate (Amended) by Senate Commit-
tee on the Budget Report No. 104-9.

Jan 4, 1995 Referred to Senate Committee on Governmental Af-
fairs,

Feb 23, 1995 Committee on Governmental Affairs. Hearings held.

Mar 2, 1995 Ordered to be Reported Without Recommendation.

Mar 7, 1995 Reported to Senate by Senate Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs Report No. 104-13.

Mar 7, 1995 Placed on Senate Legislative Calendar under Gen-
eral Orders. Calendar No. 26.

Mar 20, 1995 Measure laid before Senate by Unanimous Con-
sent.

Mar 20, 1995 The reported Budget Committee amendments were
withdrawn in Senate.

Mar 20, 1995 Cloture motion on SP 347 presented in Senate.

Mar 21, 1995 Considered by Senate.

Mar 21, 1995 Second cloture motion on amendment SP 347 pre-
sented in Senate.

Mar 22, 1995 Considered by Senate.

Mar 22, 1995 The first and second cloture motions on SP 347
were vitiated by Unanimous Consent.

Mar 23, 1995 Considered by Senate.

Mar 23, 1995 Passed Senate (amended) by Yea-Nay Vote: 69-29
(Record Vote No. 115).

May 16, 1995 Rules Committee Resolution H. Res. 147 Reported
to House.

May 17, 1995 Considered in House by Motion.

May 17, 1995 House Struck All After the Enacting Clause and
Substituted the Language of H.R. 2. ’

May 17, 1995 Passed House (Amended) by Voice Vote.

Jun 20, 1995 Senate disagreed to the House amendments.

Jun 20, 1995 Senate requested a conference.

Jun 20, 1995 The Senate appointed conferees: Stevens, Roth,
Thompson, Cochran, McCain, Glenn, Levin, Pryor, Sarbanes, Do-
menici, Grassley, Nickles, Gramm, Coats, Exon, Hollings, Johnston,
and Dodd. ’

Sep 7, 1995 House Insisted upon its Amendments.

Sep 7, 1995 House Requested a Conference.

Sep 7, 1995 House Conferees Instructed by Voice Vote.

Sep 7, 1995 The Speaker appointed conferees: Clinger, Solomon,
Bunning, Goss, Blute, Collins (IL), Sabo, and Beilenson.

Sep 27, 1995 Conference held.



42

Oct 25, 1995 House Conferees Instructed Agreed to by the Yea-
Nay Vote: 381-44 (Record Vote No. 736).

¢. HR. 1670, The Federal Acquisition Reform Act of 1995

a. Report Number and Date.—Report No. 104-222, Pt. 1, together
with additional minority views; August 1, 1995.

b. Summary of Measure.—During this time of declining Federal
budgets, Chairman Clinger and his colleagues sought to eliminate
the mass of requirements littering the current Federal procurement
system that has led to too much money being spent for too little
product. H.R. 1670 would remove from statute many of these un-
necessary governmeént-unique requirements which are often non-
value added obstacles to doing business with the Federal Govern-
ment.

This legislation would make changes to the current competition
standard; increase the government’s purchase of commercial items;
streamline current procurement integrity statutes; provide that it
is the policy of the Federal Government to acquire goods and serv-
ices from the private sector; and consolidate current contract dis-
putes and bid protest forums into two streamlined entities, one for
Department of Defense acquisitions and the other for the civilian
agencies.

c. Legislative History/Status.—On June 14, 1995, a version of
H.R. 1670 was offered on the floor of the House of Representatives
as an amendment to the fiscal year 1996 Department of Defense
Authorization Act; adopted and amended by Congresswoman
Cardiss Collins’ second degree amendment to remove Title I of H.R.
1670, and replace it with language which would retain the current
statutory competition standard and include further statutory revi-
sions.

An amendment in the nature of a substitute to H.R. 1670 was
developed prior to committee mark-up to reflect the views of other
Members of Congress (both Republican and Democrat), industry as-
sociations, senior industry executives, the administration, govern-
ment contracting officials, representatives of both large and small
business, and from other interested individuals. The Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight met on July 27, 1995, to con-
sider H.R. 1670. The bill, as amended, was favorably reported to
the House by voice vote and without further amendment by the full
Committee.

H.R. 1670 was passed on the floor of the House of Representa-
tives on September 14, 1995, by an overwhelming vote of 423-0.
The bill was sent to the Senate and referred to the Committee on
Governmental Affairs.

H.R. 1670 was included in a modified form in the final conference
report to accompany S. 1124, the Fiscal Year 1996 Department of
Defense Authorization Act. S. 1124 was signed by the President on
February 10, 1996, and became Public Law 104-106.

d.’ Hearings and Committee Actions—A joint hearing by the
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight and the Commit-
tee on National Security was held on May 25, 1995, to solicit views
on H.R. 1670 as introduced on May 18, 1995. Procurement experts
representing both government and industry provided comment.
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Statements presented by industry representatives emphasized
that H.R. 1670 would shift presumptions of private and public-sec-
tor business interaction from a negative one to a positive one, and
would permit things to be done cheaper, faster, and better than
currently is being done today. These representatives identified H.R.
1670 as clearly making a long-term mark on the acquisition system
to prepare it for the 21st century.

e. Legislative Time Line.—

May 18, 1995 Referred to the Committee on Government Reform
and Oversight, and in addition to the Committees on National Se-
curity, and the Judiciary, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

May 25, 1995 Joint hearings held by the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight and by the Committee on National Se-
curity.

b elléxil 27, 1995 Committee Consideration and Mark-up Session
eld.

Jul 27, 1995 Ordered to be Reported by Voice Vote.

Aug 1, 1995 Reported to House (Amended) by House Committee
on Government Reform and Oversight Report No. 104-222 (Pt. I).

May 18, 1995 Referred to House Committee on National Secu-
rity.

Aug 1, 1995 House Committee on National Security Granted an
Extension for Further Consideration Ending not Later Than Au-
gust 2, 1995, ’

Aug 2, 1995 House Committee on National Security Granted an
Extension for Further Consideration Ending not Later Than Octo-
ber 2, 1995.

May 22, 1995 Executive Comment Requested from DOD.

May 25, 1995 Joint hearings held by the Committee on National
Sec};mty and by the Committee on Government Reform and Over-
sight.

May 18, 1995 Referred to House Committee on the Judiciary.

Aug 1, 1995 House Committee on the Judiciary Granted an Ex-
tension for Further Consideration ending not Later Than August 2,
1995,

Aug 2, 1995 House Committee on the Judiciary Granted an Ex-
tension for Further Consideration Ending not Later Than October
2, 1995. .

dJul 18, 1995 Referred to Subcommittee on Commercial and Ad-
ministrative Law. '

Sep 12, 1995 Committee on Rules Granted, by Voice Vote, an
Ofpen Rule Providing One Hour of General Debate; Waiving Points
of Order against Consideration of the Bill for Failure to Comply
with Section 302(f) and 308(a) of the Budget Act; Making in Order
the Amendment in the Nature of a Substitute Recommended by the
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight as an Original
Bill for the Purpose of Amendment; Waiving Points of Order
against the Committee Amendment in the Nature of a Substitute
for Failure to Comply with Clause 5(a) of Rule XXI and Section
302(f) of the Budget Act; Giving Priority Recognition to Members
who have Pre-Printed Amendments in the Congressional Record:
Providing One Motion to Recommit, With or Without Instructions.
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Sep 12, 1995 Rules Committee Resolution H. Res. 219 Reported
to House. .

Sep 12, 1995 Referred to House Committee on Small Business
?gg\sxentiaﬂy, for a Period Ending not Later Than September 12,

Sep 12, 1995 House Committee on Small Business Discharged by
Unanimous Consent,

Sep 13, 1995 Rule Passed House.

Sep 13, 1995 Called up by House by Rule.

Sep 13, 1995 Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union rises leaving H.R. 1670 as Unfinished business.

Sep 14, 1995 Considered by House Unfinished Business.

Sep 14, 1995 Committee Amendment in the Nature of a Sub-
stitute Considered as an Original Bill For the Purpose of Amend-
ment.

Sep 14, 1995 House Agreed to Amendments Adopted by the Com-
mittee of the Whole.

Sep 14, 1995 Passed House (Amended) by Recorded Vote: 423-
0 (Record Vote No. 663).

Sep 18, 1995 Received in the Senate.

. Sep 18, 1995 Referred to Senate Committee on Governmental Af-
airs,

Senate Version (S. 1124):

Jan 23, 1996 House Committee on Rules Reported an Original
Measure. Report No. 104451,

Jan 23, 1996 Placed on House Calendar No. 178.

Jan 24, 1996 Called up by House as Privileged Matter.

Jan 24, 1996 Resolution Agreed to in House by Voice Vote.

d. H.E. 1038, a bill to revise and streamline the acquisition
' laws of the Federal Government.

a. Report Number and Date.—None.

b. Summary of Measure.—On February 24, 1995, Chairman Wil-
liam F. Clinger, Jr., of the Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight, Chairman Floyd D. Spence of the Committee on Na-
tional Security, and Chairman Benjamin A. Gilman of the Commit-
tee on International Relations, introduced H.R. 1038 to revise and
streamline the acquisition laws of the Federal Government. The
bill addressed two issues: repeal of the recoupment of research and
ilevelopment costs, and a rewrite of the Procurement Integrity
aws,

¢. Legislative History/Status.—Included as part of H.R. 1670, the
Federal Acquisition Reform Act of 1995 in May 1995, which subse-
quently was modified and included in the conference report to S.
1124, the Fiscal Year 1996 Department of Defense Authorization
Act (Public Law 104-106).

d. Hearings and Committee Actions.—The bill was referred to the
Subcommittee on Government Management, Information, and
Technology, which met pursuant to notification on February 28,
1995, to solicit additional proposals for further simplifying and
streamlining the Federal procurement system. At the hearing, tes-
timony was received from various procurement specialists in the
contracting community representing government and industry.
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Generally, the comments of the witnesses were as follows: those
representing the government expressed the need for less congres-
sional micro-management and greater flexibility and authority for
agency contracting officers; those representing businesses, both
large and small, reiterated their long held views about reducing
government rules and regulations so they could sell to government
agencies like they do to private sector buyers; and those represent-
ing other groups complained that existing laws are too complicated
and too confusing.

The various proposals for reform brought forward by the wit-
nesses ranged from minor technical corrections to a complete over-
haul of the system.

e. Legislative Time Line. —

Feb 24, 1995 Referred to the Committee on Government Reform
and Oversight, and in addition to the Committees on National Se-
curity, International Relations, and the Judiciary, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

Mar 16, 1995 Referred to Subcommittee on Government Manage-
ment, Information, and Technology.

Feb 24, 1995 Referred to House Committee on National Security.

Mar 6, 1995 Executive Comment Requested from DOD.

: Feb 24, 1995 Referred to House Committee on International Re-
ations.

Feb 24, 1995 Referred to House Committee on the Judiciary.

Mar 15, 1995 Referred to Subcommittee on Commercial and Ad-
ministrative Law.

Senate Version (S. 1124);

May 2, 1995 Referred to House Committee on National Security.
May 16, 1995 Referred to Subcommittee on Military Research
and Development.
. ll\gay 17, 1995 Subcommittee Consideration and Mark-up Session
eld.
. ll\illay 23, 1995 Subcommittee Consideration and Mark-up Session
eld.
May 23, 1995 Forwarded by subcommittee to full committee
(Amended) by the Yeas and Nays: 21-1.
May 16, 1995 Referred to Subcommittee on Military Personnel.
. Il\gay 17, 1995 Subcommittee Consideration and Mark-up Session
eld. :
. ll\zllay 18, 1995 Subcommittee Consideration and Mark-up Session
eld.
May 18, 1995 Forwarded by subcommittee to full committee by
Voice Vote.
May 16, 1995 Referred to Subcommittee on Military Readiness.
. Il\iliay 17, 1995 Subcommittee Consideration and Mark-up Session
eld.

b ll\i[iay 18, 1995 Subcommittee Consideration and Mark-up Session
eld.

May 18, 1995 Forwarded by subcommittee to full committee by
Voice Vote.
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May 16, 1995 Referred to Subcommittee on Military Installations
and Facilities.
. Il\illay 17, 1995 Subcommittee Consideration and Mark-up Session

eld.

May 17, 1995 Forwarded by subcommittee to full committee by
Voice Vote.

May 16, 1995 Referred to Subcommittee on Military Procure-
ment.
. Il\illay 17, 1995 Subcommittee Consideration and Mark-up Session

eld.
. llv(llay 23, 1995 Subcommittee Consideration and Mark-up Session

eld.

May 23, 1995 Forwarded by subcommittee to full committee by
the Yeas and Nays: 23-2.
b ll\gay 24, 1995 Committee Consideration and Mark-up Session
eld. :

May 24, 1995 Ordered to be Reported (Amended) by the Yeas
and Nays: 43-8.

Jun 1, 1995 Reported to House (Amended) by House Committee
on National Security Report No. 104-131.

Jun 1, 1995 Placed on Union Calendar No. 56.

Jun 8, 1995 Rules Committee Resolution H. Res. 164 Reported
to House.

Jun 13, 1995 Rule Passed House.

dJun 13, 1995 Called up by House by Rule.

dJun 13, 1995 Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union rises leaving H.R. 1530 as unfinished business.

Jun 14, 1995 Considered by House Unfinished Business.

dJun 14, 1995 Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union rises leaving H.R. 1530 as unfinished business.

Jun 15, 1995 Considered by House Unfinished Business.

dJun 15, 1995 Committee Amendment in the Nature of a Sub-
stitute Considered as an Original Bill for the Purpose of Amend-
ment.

Jun 15, 1995 House Agreed to Amendments Adopted by the Com-
mittee of the Whole.

Jun 15, 1995 Motion to Recommit with Instructions Failed in
House by Yea-Nay Vote: 188-239 (Record Vote No. 384).

Jun 15, 1995 Passed House (Amended) by Recorded Vote: 300~
126 (Record Vote No. 385).

Jun 20, 1995 Received in the Senate.

Jun 20, 1995 Referred to Senate Committee on Armed Services.

Sep 6, 1995 Senate Committee on Armed Services discharged by
Unanimous Consent.

Sep 6, 1995 Measure laid before Senate by Unanimous Consent.

Sep 6, 1995 Senate Struck All After the Enacting Clause and
Substituted the Language of S. 1026 Amended.

Sep 6, 1995 Passed Senate in lieu of S. 1026 By Yea-Nay Vote:
64-34 (Record Vote No. 399).

Sep 6, 1995 S. 1124, S. 1125, and S. 1126 passed the Senate re-
lating to this measure by Unanimous Consent.

Sep 6, 1995 Senate insisted upon its amendment.

Sep 6, 1995 Senate requested a conference.
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Sep 8, 1995 The Senate appointed conferees: Thurmond, Warner,
Cohen, McCain, Lott, Coats, Smith, Kempthorne, Hutchison,
Inhofe, Santorum, Nunn, Exon, Levin, Kennedy, Bingaman, Glenn,
Byrd, Robb, Lieberman, and Bryan.

Sep 21, 1995 House Disagreed to the Senate Amendment by
Unanimous Consent.

Sep 21, 1995 House Agreed to a Conference. .

Sep 21, 1995 House Conferees Instructed Agreed to by the Yea-
Nay Vote: 415-2 (Record Vote No. 684).

Sep 21, 1995 House Closed portions of the Conference to the pub-
lic by Yea-Nay Vote: 414-1 (Record Vote No. 685).

Sep 21, 1995 The Speaker appointed conferees from the Commit-
tee on National Security for consideration of the House bill (except
for secs. 801-03, 811-14, 826, 828-32, 834-38, 842-43, 850-96)
and the Senate amendment (except for secs. 801-03, 815-18, 2851
57, and 4001-4801), and modifications committed to conference:
Spence, Stump, Hunter, Kasich, Bateman, Hansen, Weldon (PA),
Dornan, Hefley, Saxton, Cunningham, Buyer, Torkildsen, Fowler,
McHugh, Watts (OK), Jones, Longley, Dellums, Montgomery,
Schroeder, Skelton, Sisisky, Spratt, Ortiz, Pickett, Evans, Tanner,
Browder, Taylor (MS), Abercrombie, Edwards, and Peterson (FL).

Sep 21, 1995 The Speaker appointed conferees from the Commit-
tee on National Security for consideration of secs. 801-03, 811-14,
826, 828-32, 834-38, 842-43, and 850-96 of the House bill and
secs. 801-03 and 815-818 of the Senate amendment, and modifica-
tions committed to conference: Spence, Stump, Watts (OK), Del-
lums, and Spratt.

Sep 21, 1995 The Speaker appointed conferees from the Commit-
tee on National Security for consideration of secs. 2851-57 of the
Senate amendment, and modifications committed to conference:
Spence, Hefley, Jones, Ortiz, and Montgomery.

Sep 21, 1995 The Speaker appointed conferees from the Commit-
tee on National Security for consideration of secs. 4001-4801 of the
Senate amendment, and modifications committed to conference:
Spence, Stump, Torkildsen, Watts (OK), Longley, Dellums, Ed-
wards, and Peterson (FL).

Sep 21, 1995 The Speaker appointed additional conferees from
the Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence for consideration
of matters within the jurisdiction of that committee under clause
2 of rule XLVIII: Combest, Young (FL), and Dicks.

Sep 21, 1995 The Speaker appointed additional conferees from
the Committee on Agriculture for consideration of sections 2851-57
of the Senate amendment, and modifications committed to con-
ference: Roberts, Allard, LaHood, de la Garza, and Johnson (SD).

Sep 21, 1995 The Speaker appointed additional conferees from
the Committee on Commerce for consideration of secs. 601 and
3402-04 of the House bill and secs. 323, 601, 705, 734, 2824, 2851~
57, 3106-07, 3166, and 3301-02 of the Senate amendment, and
mcﬁiiﬁcations committed to conference: Bliley, Schaefer, and Din-
gell.

Sep 21, 1995 The Speaker appointed additional conferees from
the Committee on Economic and Educational Opportunities for con-
sideration of sec. 394 of the House bill, and secs. 387 and 2813 of
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the Senate amendment, and modifications committed to conference:
Goodling, Riggs, and Clay.

Sep 21, 1995 The Speaker appointed additional conferees from
the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight for consider-
ation of sections 332, 333, and 338 of the House bill, and sections
333 and 33643 of the Senate amendment, and modifications com-
mitted to conference: Clinger, Mica, Bass, Collins (IL), and
Maloney.

Sep 21, 1995 The Speaker appointed additional conferees from
the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight for consider-
ation of sec. 801-03, 811-14, 826, 828-32, 83440, and 84243 of
the House bill, and secs. 801-03 and 815-18 of the Senate amend-
ment, and modifications committed to conference: Clinger, Horn,
Davis, Collins (IL), and Maloney.

Sep 21, 1995 The Speaker appointed additional conferees from
the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight for consider-
ation of secs. 850-96 of the House bill, and modifications commit-
ted to conference: Clinger, Davis, and Collins (IL).

Sep 21, 1995 The Speaker appointed additional conferees from
the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight for consider-
ation of secs. 4001-4801 of the Senate amendment, and modifica-
tions committed to conference: Clinger, Schiff, Zeliff, Horn, Davis,
Collins (IL), Maloney, and Spratt.

Sep 21, 1995 The Speaker appointed additional conferees from
the Committee on House Oversight for consideration of sec. 1077
of the Senate amendment, and modifications committed to con-
ference: Thomas, Roberts, and Hoyer.

Sep 21, 1995 The Speaker appointed additional conferees from
the Committee on International Relations for consideration of secs.
231-32, 235, 237-38, 242, 244, 1101-08, 1201, 1213,1221-30, and
3131 of the House bill and secs. 231-33, 237-38, 240-41, 1012,
1041-44, 1051-64, and 1099 of the Senate amendment, and modi-
fications committed to conference: Gilman, Goodling, Roth, Bereu-
ter, Smith (NJ), Hamilton, Gejdenson, and Lantos.

Sep 21, 1995 The Speaker apfpointed additional conferees from
the Committee on the Judiciary for consideration of secs. 831 (only
as it adds a new sec. 27(d) to the Office of Federal Procurement
Policy Act), and 850-96 of the House bill and secs. 525, 1075, and
1098 of the Senate amendment, and modifications committed to
conference: Hyde, Gekas, and Conyers.

Sep 21, 1995 The Speaker appointed additional conferees from
the Committee on Rules for consideration of sec. 3301 of the Senate
amendment, and modifications committed to conference: Solomon,
Dreier, and Beilenson.

Sep 21, 1995 The Speaker appointed additional conferees from
the Committee on Science for consideration of secs. 203, 211, and
214 of the House bill and secs. 220-21, 3137, 4122(a)(3), 4161,
4605, and 4607 of the Senate amendment, and modifications com-
mitted to conference: Walker, Sensenbrenner, and Brown (CA).

Sep 21, 1995 The Speaker appointed additional conferees from
the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure for consider-
ation of secs. 223, 322, 2824, and 2851-57 of the Senate amend-
ment, and modifications committed to conference: Shuster, Weller,
and Oberstar.
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Sep 21, 1995 The Speaker appointed additional conferees from
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs for consideration of sec. 2806
of the House bill and secs. 64445 and 4604 of the Senate amend-
ment, and modifications committed to conference: Smith (NJ),
Hutchison, and Kennedy (MA).

Sep 21, 1995 The Speaker appointed additional conferees from
the Committee on Ways and Means for consideration of secs. 705,
734, and 1021 of the Senate amendment, and modifications com-
mitted to conference: Archer, Thomas, and Stark.

Sep 28, 1995 Conference held.

Dec 12, 1995 Conference held.

Dec 12, 1995 Conferees agreed to file conference report.

Dec 13, 1995 Conference report H. Rept. 104—406 filed.

Dec 14, 1995 Rules Committee Resolution H. Res. 307 Reported
to House.

Dec 14, 1995 Committee on Rules Granted, by Voice Vote, a Rule
Waiving All Points of Order Against the Conference Report and
Against Its Consideration.

Dec 15, 1995 Rule Passed House.

Dec 15, 1995 House Agreed to Conference Report by Yea-Nay
Vote: 267-149 (Record Vote No. 865).

Dec 15, 1995 Conference report considered in Senate.

Dec 18, 1995 Conference report considered in Senate.

Dec 19, 1995 Conference report considered in Senate.

Dec 19, 1995 Senate agreed to the conference report by Yea-Nay
Vote: 51-43 (Record Vote No. 608).

Dec 19, 1995 Cleared for White House.

Dec 22, 1995 Presented to President.

Dec 28, 1995 Vetoed by President.

Jan 3, 1996 Failed of Passage in House Over Veto by Yea-Nay
Vote: 240-156 (Record Vote No. 3).

Jdan 3,-1996 Veto Message and Bill Referred to House Committee
on National Security.

Jan 23, 1996 House Committee on Rules Reported an Original
Measure. Report No. 104451.

Jdan 23, 1996 Placed on House Calendar No. 178.

Jan 24, 1996 Called up by House as Privileged Matter.

Jan 24, 1996 Resolution Agreed to in House by Voice Vote.

Feb 10, 1996 Became Public Law No. 104-106.

e. HR. 830, The Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995

19(51).5Repor't Number and Date.—Report No. 104-37, February 15,

b. Summary of Measure.—The Paperwork Reduction Act is in-
tended to:

1. Reauthorize appropriations for the Office of Management
and Budget’s (OMB) Office of Information and Regulatory Af-
fairs (OIRA) to carry out the provisions of the Paperwork Re-
duction Act of 1980 as amended.

2. Strengthen OIRA and agency responsibilities for the re-
duction of paperwork burdens on the public, particularly
through the inclusion of all federally sponsored collections of
information in a clearance process involving public notice and
comment, public protection, and OIRA review.
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. 3. Establish policies to promote the dissemination of public
information on a timely and equitable basis, and in useful
forms and formats.

_4. Strengthen agency accountability for managing informa-
tion resources in support of efficient and effective accomplish-
ment of agency missions and programs.

5. Improve OIRA and other central management agenc
oversight of agency information resources management (IRM);
policies and practices.

The legislation was premised on the committee’s continuing be-
lief in the principles and requirements of the Paperwork Reduction
Act of 1980. All of the legislation’s amendments to the 1980 act, as
amended in 1986, are intended to further its original purposes—to
strengthen OMB and agency paperwork reduction efforts, to im-
prove OMB and agency information resources management, includ-
ing in specific functional areas such as information dissemination,
and to encourage and provide for more meaningful public participa-
tion in paperwork reduction and broader information resources
management decisions,

With regard to the reduction of information collection burdens
the legislation increases the act’s 1986 goal of an annual 5 percent
reduction in the public paperwork burdens to 10 percent during the
first 2 years of authorization and 5 percent thereafter. OMB is re-
quired to include in its annual report to Congress recommendations
to revise statutory paperwork burdens if this goal is not reached.
The legislation includes third-party disclosure requirements in the
definition of collection of information to overturn the Supreme
Courts decision, Dole v. United Steelworkers of America (494 U.S.
26 (1990)). This will ensure that collection and disclosure require-
ments are covered by the OMB paperwork clearance process. The
act is also amended to require each agency to develop a paperwork
clearance process to review and solicit public comment on proposed
information collections before submitting them to OMB for review.
Public accountability is also strengthened through requirements for
public disclosure of communications with OMB regarding informa-
tion collections (with protections for whistle blowers complaining of
unauthorized collections), and for OMB to review the status of any
collection upon public request. In combination with more general
requirements, such as encouraging data sharing between the Fed-
eral Government and State, local and tribal governments, the legis-
lation strives to further the act’s goals of minimizing Government
information collection burdens, while maximizing the utility of Gov-
ernment information.

The legislation also adds further detail to strengthen other func-
tional areas such as statical policy and information dissemination.
The dissemination provisions, for example, delineate clear policies
that were not articulated in the act’s previous references to dis-
semination. The provisions require OMB to develop government-
wide policies and guidelines for information dissemination and to
promote public access to information maintained by Federal agen-
cies. In turn, the agencies are to: ensure that the public has timely
and equitable access to public information; solicit public input on
their information dissemination activities; and not establish restric-
tions on dissemination or redissemination. Emphasis is placed on
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efficient and effective use of new technology and a reliance on a di-
versity of public private sources of information to promote dissemi-
nation of Government information, particularly in electronic for-
mats.

With regard to over-arching information resources management
(IRM) policies, the legislation charges agency heads with the re-
sponsibility to carry out agency IRM activities to improve agency
productivity, efficiency, and effectiveness. It makes program offi-
cials responsible and accountable for those information resources
supporting their program. The IRM mandate is strengthened by fo-
cusing on managing information resources in order to improve pro-
gram performance, including the delivery of services to the public
and the reduction of information collection burdens on the public.

To improve accountability for agency IRM responsibilities, as
well as responsibilities for paperwork reduction, the agency respon-
sibilities provided in the act are amended to complement and more
directly parallel OMB’s functional responsibilities. Further, to
prompt agencies to reform their management practices, the bill re-
quires each agency head to establish an IRM steering committee,
develop an IRM strategic planning process, and develop IRM per-
formance measures linked to program performance. In these var-
ious pursuits, the goal is to integrate the management of informa-
tion resources with program management and assure the use of the
resources to achieve agency missions, With the Federal Govern-
ment spending approximately $25 billion a year on information
technology, the stakes are too high not to press for the most effi-
cient and effective management of information resources. The re-
duction of information collection burdens on the public and maxi-
mizing the utility of Government information will not otherwise
oceur. :

¢. Legislative History/Status.—H.R. 830, the Paperwork Reduc-
tion Act of 1995, was introduced on February 6, 1995, by Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight Committee l('jyhairman illiam F.
Clinger, Jr., for himself, Congressmen Norman Sisky, David
McIntosh, chairman of the Subcommittee on National Economic
Growth, Natural Resources, and Regulatory Affairs, and other
Members of Congress.
102&(133President signed the bill on May 22, 1995, as Public Law

d. Hearings and Committee Actions.—After introduction, H.R.
830 was referred to the Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight. On February 6, 1995, Chairman Clinger referred the bill
to the Subcommittee on National Economic Growth, Natural Re-
sources, and Regulatory Affairs for consideration. On February 7,
1995, the subcommittee, under the direction of Chairman
Meclntosh, held a hearing to consider reauthorization of appropria-
tions for the Paperwork Reduction Act, OIRA’s implementation of
the act, and OIRA’s conduct of regulatory review under Presi-
dential Executive order. Testimony included comment and discus-
sion of H.R. 830.

Witnesses at the February 8, 1995 hearing were: Sally Katzen,
Administrator, Office of Information and Regulatory airs; Mr,
James Mclntyre, former Director of the Office of Management and
Budget and currently an attorney; Mr. James Miller, former Direc-
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tor of the Office of Management and Budget and current chairman
-of the Citizens for a Sound Economy; Mr. Gene Dodaro, Assistant
Comptroller General, General Accounting Office accompanied by
Mr. Chris Hoenig, also of GAQ; Mr. Robert Coakley, executive di-
rector, Council on Regulatory and Information Management; Jack
Shechan, legislative director, United Steelworkers of America; and
Bob Stolmeier, president, KLC Corp.

At the hearing, Clinton administration witness Sally Katzen tes-
tified squarely in support of H.R. 830:

It is truly gratifying to be here today in what I hope is
the last phase of improving and strengthening the Paper-
work Reduction Act. For more than 2 years Congress has
had legislative proposals to update and expand the Paper-
work Reduction Act consistent with and building upon its
original purposes. My commendations to the congressional
staff who have worked professionally and constructively to
develop a consensus, a bipartisan approach, which is con-
tained in H.R. 830 and in the Senate, 244, which the Sen-
ate Governmental Affairs Committee reported out on Feb-
ruary 1. We are pleased to report that the administration
supports those efforts.

After taking into consideration the testimony of the witnesses at
the February 7 hearing, and after further consultation with the
staff of the House Small Business Committee, the Senate Commit-
tee on Governmental Affairs, and with staff of the General Ac-
counting Office and Office of Management and Budget, the sub-
committee held a mark-up of HR. 830 on February 8, 1995. The
full committee held its mark-up on February 10, 1995, and voted,
40 in favor and 4 against, to report H.R. 830, as amended, favor-
ably to the full House.

e. Legislative Time Line.—

Feb 6, 1995 Referred to House Committee on Government Re-
form and Oversight.

Feb 6, 1995 Referred to Subcommittee on National Economic
Growth, Natural Resources, and Regulatory Affairs.

Feb 7, 1995 Subcommittee hearings held.

h lﬁ,b 8, 1995 Subcommittee Consideration and Mark-up Session
eld.

Feb 8, 1995 Forwarded by subcommittee to full committee by
Voice Vote. )

ifb 10, 1995 Committee Consideration and Mark-up Session
held.

Feb 10, 1995 Ordered to be Reported (Amended).

Feb 15, 1995 Reported to House (Amended) by House Committee
on Government Reform and Oversight Report No. 104-37.

Feb 15, 1995 Placed on Union Calendar No. 19.

Feb 21, 1995 Committee on Rules, by a Voice Vote, Granted an
Open Rule Providing One Hour of General Debate; Providing One
Motion to Recommit With or Without Instructions.

Feb 21, 1995 Rules Committee Resolution H. Res. 91 Reported to
House.

Feb 22, 1995 Rule Passed House.

Feb 22, 1995 Called up by House by Rule.
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Feb 22, 1995 Committee Amendment in the Nature of a Sub-
stitute Considered as an Original Bill for the Purpose of Amend-
ment.

Feb 22, 1995 House Agreed to Amendments Adopted by the Com-
mittee of the Whole.

Feb 22, 1995 Passed House (Amended) by Recorded Vote: 418-
0. 6 Present (Record Vote No. 157).

Feb 23, 1995 Received in the Senate. -

Feb 23, 1995 Read twice. Placed on Senate Legislative Calendar
under General Orders. Calendar No. 23.

Mar 3, 1995 Pursuant to the Provisions of H. Res. 101 the House
Incorporated the Text of this Measure, as Passed by the House,
into H.R. 9.

Jun 8, 1995 Indefinitely postponed by Senate by Unanimous
Consent.

Jun 8, 1995 For Further Action See S. 244.

Senate Version (S. 244):

Jan 19, 1995 Referred to Senate Committee on Governmental Af-
fairs.

Feb 1, 1995 Committee Consideration and Mark-up Session held.

Feb 1, 1995 Ordered to be Reported (amended).

Feb 14, 1995 Reported to Senate (Amended) by Senate Commit-
tee on Governmental Affairs Report No. 104-8.

Feb 14, 1995 Placed on Senate Legislative Calendar under Gen-
eral Orders. Calendar No. 21.

Mar 6, 1995 Measure laid before Senate by Unanimous Consent.

Mar 7, 1995 Passed Senate (amended) by Yea-Nay Vote: 99-0
(Record Vote No. 100).

Mar 10, 1995 Considered by unanimous consent.

Mar 10, 1995 House Struck All After the Enacting Clause and
Substituted the Language of H.R. 830. Agreed to Without Objec-
tion.

Mar 10, 1995 Passed House (Amended) by Voice Vote.

Mar 10, 1995 House Insisted upon its Amendment.

Mar 10, 1995 House Requested a Conference.

Mar 10, 1995 The Speaker appointed conferees: Clinger, Meyers,
McHugh, McIntosh, Fox, Collins (IL), Peterson (MN), and Wise.

Mar 15, 1995 Senate disagreed to the House amendment by
Voice Vote. ‘

Mar 15, 1995 Senate agreed to request for Conference.

Mar 15, 1995 The Senate appointed conferees: Roth, Cohen,
Cochran, Glenn, and Nunn.

Mar 31, 1995 Conference held.

Mar 31, 1995 Conferees agreed to file conference report.

Apr 3, 1995 Conference report H. Rept. 104-99 filed. Filed late,
pursuant to previous special order.

Apr 6, 1995 Senate agreed to the conference report by Unani-
mous Consent.

Apr 6, 1995 House Agreed to Conference Report by Yea-Nay
Vote: 423-0, 2 Present (Roll No. 299).

Apr 6, 1995 Cleared for White House.

May 12, 1995 Presented to President.

May 22, 1995 Signed by President.
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May 22, 1995 Public Law No. 104-13.

f. S. 17;)99% The Federal Reports Elimination and Sunset Act of

19%.SReI:n)rt Number and Date —Report No. 104-327, November 8§,

b. Summary of Measure.—During consideration of S. 244 the Pa-
perwork Reduction Act of 1995 (PRA), the Senate adopted two
amendments which dealt with the elimination or modification of
certain congressionally mandated reporting requirements and also
placed a sunset on other similar reports. These amendments were
offered by Senators John McCain (R-AZ) and Carl Levin (D-MI).
Conferees meeting to resolve differences between the House and
Senate versions of the PRA agreed to offer the McCain and Levin
amendments as separate and freestanding legislation. The PRA
was signed into law on May 22, 1995, as Public Law 104-13 with-
out the McCain and Levin amendments.

After the President signed the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995
into law, House and Senate staffers in both the majority and mi-
nority began meeting to initiate the work necessary to present this
bill to the House Government Reform and Oversight Committee
and the Senate Governmental Affairs Committee.

The Paperwork Reduction Act sets the standard by which Con-
gress can continue to alleviate the paperwork burden on executive
branch agencies. The Federal Report Elimination and Sunset Act
of 1995 continues that work. By mandate, executive branch agen-
cies annually produce thousands of reports to Congress. Many are
outdated and no longer necessary. This bill eliminates or modifies
nearly 200 such reporting requirements and establishes a sunset
on all others.

S. 790 was needed not merely to alleviate the burden on the ex-
ecutive branch but to also allow the Government to focus its ener,
on more important issues, thereby better utilizing their time. On
December 21, 1982, President Ronald Reagan signed the Congres-
sional Reports Elimination Act of 1982 into law (Public Law 97—
375) and 13 years later the Federal Reports Elimination and Sun-
set Act continues, with the same strong bi-partisan support that
the 1982 act received, to relieve the Federal Government of need-
less and burdensome paperwork. President Reagan said in his
statement that this was a, “useful and constructive step in reduc-
ing unnecessary paperwork and in improving executive branch op-
erations.” Also, given increasing costs of report production, this bill
will help control costs in keeping with this committee’s efforts to
increase the efficiency of the Federal Government. :

c. Legislative History/Status.—Senators McCain and Levin intro-
duced S. 790, the Federal Reports Elimination and Sunset Act of
1995, on May 11, 1995. It was reported favorably by the Senate
Committee on Governmental Affairs and was approved by the Sen-
ate by a unanimous voice vote on July 17, 1995.

In his floor speech, Senator Levin compared S. 790 to S. 2157,
which he and Senator Cohen introduced in 1994. The Senator ex-
plained that the list of reports included in S. 790 was first compiled
by sending out letters asking all 89 executive and independent
agencies to identify those reports required by law which were no
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longer necessary or useful and could be eliminated or modified.
Agencies were asked to produce a clear and substantiated justifica-
tion for each recommendation made.

Following Senate approval, S. 790 was sent to the U.S. House of
Representatives on July 18, 1995, and held at the Clerk’s desk. On
September 12, 1995, S. 790 was referred to the House Committee
on Government Reform and Oversight. On September 14, 1995,
Congressman Robert Ehrlich (R-MD) introduced the House com-
panion to S. 790, H.R. 2331, with 9 additional co-sponsors. Con-
gressman Ehrlich echoed the concerns of the Paperwork Reduction
Act conferees by urging his colleagues to co-sponsor H.R. 2331 and,
“lighten the red tape burden on executive branch agencies so that
our government can operate with fewer restrictions and greater ef-
ficiency.” The Congressman also stated that he has, “the upmost
confidence that the President will want to sign this important piece
of legislation into law because it allows executive branch agencies
to focus more resources on important current issues as opposed to
focusing on outdated and unnecessary reporting requirements.”

d. Hearings and Committee Actions.—The Government Reform
and Oversight Committee, working in cooperation with the Senate
Governmental Affairs Committee, distributed a copy of this report
to all the House and Senate full committee chairmen and ranking
minority members to elicit their views as to whether the changes
being made would impede their committees legislative and over-
sight functions. Their responses were incorporated into the final
amendments to this bill.

On September 21, 1995, S. 790 was amended and reported by a
unanimous voice vote by the full Committee on Government Re-
form and Oversight. Committee Chairman William F. Clinger, Jr.
(R-PA) praised the Reports Elimination and Sunset Act of 1995 by
stating, “this legislation will continue the very positive work this
committee started with the Paperwork Reduction Act in a continu-
ing effort to eliminate Federal paperwork burdens.” Congress-
woman Cardiss Collins (D-IL), the committee’s ranking minority
member, also expressed her support.

During the committee’s September 21, 1995 consideration of S.
790, two en-bloc amendments were offered and passed without ob-
jection. The first, by Congresswoman Collins, modified the bill as
requested by the International Relations Committee, deleting some
of the reports that were slated for elimination and making some
minor technical changes. It was approved by a voice vote.

The second amendment was offered by Congressman Ehrlich and
also passed by a voice vote. A portion of the Ehrlich amendment
reinstated the Estimated expenditures under the Food Stamp Pro-
gram report, at the request of the House Agriculture Committee.
The information contained in this report was necessary to the com-
mittee as it prepared to vote on the Farm bill.

Also included in this en-bloc amendment was a request from the
U.S. Railroad Retirement Board modifying a report dealing with 5-
year retirement fund projections to allow for greater accuracy in
projecting funds numbers. S. 790 was approved by the Government
Reform and Oversight Committee by a unanimous voice vote.

e. Legislative Time Line.—
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May 11, 1995 Introduced in the Senate. Read the first time.
Placed on Senate Legislative calendar under Read the First Time.

May 15, 1995 Read the second time. Placed on Senate Legislative
Calendar under General Orders. Calendar No. 108.

Jul 17, 1995 Measure laid before Senate.

Jul 17, 1995 Passed Senate (amended) by Voice Vote.

Sep 12, 1995 Referred to House Committee on Government Re-
form and Oversight.
. ?(?) 21, 1995 Committee Consideration and Mark-up Session

eld.

Sep 21, 1995 Ordered to be Reported (Amended).

Nov 8, 1995 Reported to House (Amended) by House Committee
on Government Reform and Oversight Report No. 104-327.

Nov 8, 1995 Placed on Union Calendar No. 177.

Nov 8, 1995 Placed on Corrections Calendar No. 7.

Nov 14, 1995 Considered from the Corrections Calendar.

Nov 14, 1995 Passed House (Amended) by Voice Vote.

Dec 6, 1995 Measure laid before Senate.

Dec 6, 1995 Senate concurred in the House amendment with an
amendment (SP 3086) by Voice Vote.

Dec 7, 1995 House Kg’reed to the Senate Amendments to the
House Amendment by Unanimous Consent.

Dec 7, 1995 Cleared for White House.

Dec 12, 1995 Presented to President.

Dec 21, 1995 Signed by President.

Dec 21, 1995 Public Law No. 104-66.

g. H.R. 2326, Health Care Fraud and Abuse Prevention Act
of 1995

a. Report Number and Date.—None.

b. Summary of Measure.—The purpose of H.R. 2326 is to pre-
vent, detect, control and penalize fraud and abuse in the provision
of health care. The bill provides for improved coordination and data
sharing among Federal, State and local law enforcement agencies
and private insurers. It creates a new source of funds comprised of
fines, penalties, damages and proceeds from forfeitures collected
from those in violation of Federal health care fraud and abuse pro-
visions; such funds to be used by Federal and State law enforce-
ment agencies to supplement regularly appropriated funds. The
measure establishes, recognizes and defines health care fraud and
abuse as a Federal crime and prescribes penalties for violation
thereof. Additionally, the legislation details initiatives to be taken
in control of fraud and abuse.

c. Legislative History/Status.—H.R. 2326 was introduced on Sep-
tember 13, 1995, an’ciy referred to Government Reform and Over-
sight, Commerce, and Ways and Means. On October 16, 1995, Title
II of H.R. 2326 was offered by Mr. Schiff as an amendment to H.R.
2495 “The Medicare Preservation Act of 1995,” while Mr. Shays of-
fered Title III as an amendment to that measure. The Rules Com-
mittee found the Schiff Amendment in order and it was incor-
porated into H.R. 2425. The Shays amendment was not. Following
mark-up by Commerce, H.R. 2425, which included Title II of H.R.
2326, was incorporated, as amended, into H.R. 2491, “The Balanced
Budget Act of 1995,” which passed the House on November 20,
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1995. The bill was then passed by the Senate and subsequently ve-
toed by the President.

d. }gzarings and Committee Actions.—A hearing was held on Sep-
tember 28, 1995, before the Subcommittee on Human Resources
and Intergovernmental Relations to consider both H.R. 2326 and
H.R. 1850 introduced by Mr. Towns. Testimony was heard from
Helen Smits, M.D., Deputy Administrator, Health Care Financing
Administration, accompanied by Bill Gould, Special Assistant to
the Administrator; Gerald Stern, Special Counsel for Health Care
Fraud, Department of Justice; Lovola Burgess, past president,
American Association of Retired Persons; William J, Mahon, execu-
tive director, National Health Care Anti-Fraud Association; and
Thomas A. Schatz, president, Citizens Against Government Waste.
Dr. Smits was wholly in favor of the legislation gointin out the
benefits in coordination of law enforcement. Mr. Stern also spoke
in favor of the bill, but voiced some concerns held by the Depart-
ment of Justice specifically regarding the proposed authority of the
FBI to issue administrative subpoenas. Ms. Burgess, Mr. Mahon,
and Mr. Schatz all spoke in support of both bills although the pro-
visions in H.R. 2326 are more far reaching than H.R. 1850. The
hearing ended with the panel members being encouraged by the
Members to speak to their own Members and urge co-sponsorship
of H.R. 2326.

e. Legislative Time Line.—

Sep 13, 1995 Referred to the Committee on the Judiciary, and in
addition to the Committees on Government Reform and Oversight,
Ways and Means, and Commerce, for a period to be subsequentl
determined by the Speaker, in each case for consideration of suc
provisions as fall within the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

Oct 2, 1995 Referred to Subcommittee on Crime.

Sep 13, 1995 Referred to House Committee on Government Re-
form and Oversight.

Sep 15, 1995 Referred to Subcommittee on Human Resources and
Intergovernmental Relations.

Sep 28, 1995 Subcommittee hearings held.

Sep 15, 1995 Referred to Subcommittee on Government Manage-
ment, Information, and Technology.

Sep 13, 1995 Referred to House Committee on Ways and Means.

Sep 15, 1995 Referred to Subcommittee on Health.

Sep 13, 1995 Referred to House Committee on Commerce.

Sep 18, 1995 Referred to Subcommittee on Health and Environ-
ment, for a period to be subsequently determined by the chairman.






II. Investigations
A. INVESTIGATIONS RESULTING IN FORMAL REPORTS
GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE

Honorable William F. Clinger, Jr., Chairman

1. “A Citizen’s Guide on Using the Freedom of Information Act and
the Privacy Act of 1974 To Request Government Records,”
House Report No. 104-156, June 22, 1995, First Report by the
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight.

a. Summary.—The Freedom of Information Act (FOIA), enacted
in 1966, presumes those records of the executive branch of the U.S.
Government are accessible to the public. The Privacy Act of 1974
is a companion to FOIA and regulates Government agency record-
keeping and disclosure practices. The Freedom of Information Act
provides that citizens have access to Federal Government files with
certain restrictions. The Privacy Act provides certain safeguards for
individuals against an invasion of privacy by Federal agencies and
permits them to see most records pertaming to them maintained
by the Federal Government. ‘

A Citizen’s Guide on Using the Freedom of Information Act and
Privacy Act of 1974 To Request Government Records, House Report
104156, dated June 22, 1995, and issued by the House Committee
on Government Reform and Oversight, explains how to use the two
laws and serves as a guide to obtaining information from Federal
agencies. The complete texts of the Freedom of Information Act, as
amended (5 U.S.C. 552), and the Privacy Act, as amended (5 U.S.C.
552a), are reprinted in the committee report.

b. Benefits—Federal agencies use the Citizen’s Guide in training
programs for lgovemment; employees who are responsible for admin-
istering the Freedom of Information Act and the Privacy Act of
1974. The Guide enables those who are unfamiliar with the laws
to understand the process and to make requests. In addition, the
complete text of each law is included in an appendix. The Govern-
ment Printing Office and Federal agencies subject to the Freedom
of Information Act and the Privacy Act of 1974, distribute this re-
port widely. The availability of these acts to all Americans allows
executive branch information to be widely available.

¢. Hearings.—None.

2. “Creating a 21st Century Government,” House Report No. 104—
434, December 21, 1994, Second Report by the Committee on
gpvernment Reform and Oversight, Together With Additional

IEWS.

.@. Summary.—The purpose of the Government Reform and Over-
sight Committee field hearings on “Creating a 21st Century Gov-
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ernment” was to learn from the American public, State and local
government officials and the private sector their suggestions and
experiences on creating innovative, streamlined, and cost effective
organizations. The committee intends that Congress learns from
and adopt some of these successful strategies in an effort to re-
structure the executive branch and better meet the needs of Ameri-
cans today and in the 21st century.

In its effort to hear from people outside Washington, DC, the
committee invited witnesses from State and local government, the
private sector, and the American public to testify or participate in
an open forum in which members could hear their experiences and
ideas with regard to organizational downsizing. Members of the
committee traveled to Parma Heights, OH; Upper Montclair, NJ;
Federal Way, WA; Long Beach, CA; Albuquerque, NM; and Char-
lotte, NC. Each one of these cities has recently challenged ineffi-
cient government by revitalizing its main functions in order to sur-
vive, compete, prosper and provide for the needs of its citizens.
Identifying what has worked, what has hindered their reorganiza-
tion efforts and how best to implement a plan will aid congres-
sional initiatives to revitalize government at the Federal level.

State and local government witnesses, business representatives,
and the public all advocate looking at each Federal department and
agency to determine which of the functions it provides are vital to
the service delivery needs of Americans and which can be better
carried out by State or local governments or the private sector. The
widely shared view was that the Federal Government is not meet-
ing the needs of it customers, the American public, and is less ef-
gectave, less efficient and more costly than it should be. It must be
ixed.

b. Benefits.—As a result of the nationwide field hearing series
and consultation with experts in the private and public sectors, the
committee was successful in identifying strategies and principles
used by corporate, State and local government organizations in re-
structuring their entities, and learning how their most successful
and creative ideas might be applied to the Federal Government. We
now have a better understanding of what States and local govern-
ments expect from the Federal Government, what private business
expects from the Federal Government, and most importantly the
American public’s thoughts and ideas for a more responsive Fed-
eral Government designed to meet their needs.

Six fundamental points, or practices, were raised at all six field
hearings, each to promote the efficiency, effectiveness, high quality
and low cost of service delivery. The first three of these common
reorganization principles in particular affect the culture of an orga-
nization, while the other three are more practical in application.
The committee found—

(1) Clear missions and a solid organization mission state-
ment are necessary for establishing priorities and goals and
maintaining focus on established objectives.

(2) Open and honest communication with employees about
each step of the reorganization process is vital to maintaining
employee morale, as is affording employees an opportunity to
convey their views on downsizing and reorganization.
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(3) Innovative management techniques are enabling States,
localities and businesses to empower employees and to strip
layers of bureaucratic management in favor of more stream-
lined structures. The result has been more efficient, more re-
sponsive organizations with high morale and greater productiv-
ity.

y(4) Privatization is clearly one of the most advocated means
of taking government out of functions which are not inherently
governmental and which can be performed more efficiently and
cost-effectively by the private sector.

(5) Competitive bidding will improve service while saving
money. The government should be forced to compete with pri-
vate business for effective, efficient service delivery.

(6) The Federal Government must replace old and outdated
computer systems with advanced technology that allows for
open communication both internally and with the public. Using
such technology will facilitate “one-stop shopping” and other
innovations in service delivery.

The committee made the following recommendations as a result
of its oversight findings:

(1) Establish a citizens commission on 21st century govern-
ment.

(2) Identify and remove statutory and regulatory barriers to
reorganization and innovation.

(8) Increase privatization and competitive bidding.

(4) Enlist the aid of the private sector in reorganization and
innovation efforts.

(5) Restore responsibilities to the States and local govern-
ments without imposing unfunded mandates.

(6) Establish, communicate and adhere to a clear mission for
Federal agencies.

(7) Maintain open lines of communication with agency em-
ployees. :

(8) Promote innovation by managers and employees.

(9) Use technology to improve service and increase efficiency.

The committee intends.that Congress learn from and adopt some
of these successful strategies and recommendations in an effort to
restructure the executive branch to better meet the needs of Ameri-
¢ans today and in the 21st century.

c¢. Hearings.—Members of the committee began the “Creating a
21st Century Government” field hearing series on July 14, 1995, in
Parma Heights, OH, and continued the series in Upper Montclair,
NJ, on September 9, 1995. The committee’s following three hear-
ings were held over Columbus Day weekend traveling to Federal
Way, WA, on October 6, 1995; Long Beach, CA, on October 7, 1995;
and Albuquerque, NM; on October 9, 1995. The final hearing in the
series was held on October 20, 1995, in Charlotte, NC.
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GOVERNMENT MANAGEMENT, INFORMATION, AND
TECHNOLOGY SUBCOMMITTEE

Hon. Stephen Horn, Chairman.

1. “Making Government Work: Fulfilling the Mandate for Change,”
House Report No. 104—435, December 21, 1995, Third Report
by the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, To-
gether With Additional Minority Views.

a. Summary.—On December 14, 1995, the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight approved and adopted a report enti-
tled, “Making Government Work: Fulfilling the Mandate for
Change.” The committee’s report is based on a series of hearings
conducted by the Subcommittee on Government Management, In-
formation, and Technology. The subcommittee convened eight over-
sight hearings on various aspects of government management to
solicit advice and recommendations for: (a) changing what the Fed-
eral Government does; (b) improving the overall economy, effi-
ciency, and management of its operations and activities; and (c) ef-
fectively planning, measuring, and reporting the results to the
American public. The inquiry reflected public expectation that pro-
vided a mandate to the Congress to consider with care the various
Government functions, and to determine whether they should con-
tinue to be performed, and, if retained, how they can be made more
effective.

The experience of American industry also influenced the commit-
tee. In the past decade, corporations and other entities have reex-
amined their roles and redefined their institutional objectives and
purposes. Many corporate changes have been facilitated by tech-
nology that speeds information to decisionmakers and thereby re-
duces the need for traditional hierarchies. While such changes have
been at times wrenching to the people in these institutions, the re-
sult has been to make American industry far more productive and
competitive. The Federal Government has yet to implement a simi-
lar transformation on any appreciable scale. While the committee
recognizes fundamental differences between the purposes and the
cultures of business and Federal Government orgamzations, it re-
mains receptive to the suggestion that “rethinking” and “re-engi-
neering” methods successfully used in the private sector can be and
should be adapted for use in the Federal Government.

Because of the administration’s management responsibilities for
the Federal Government, the point of reference for all material re-
viewed was the National Performance Review, Phases I and II.

FINDINGS

Based upon the investigation and oversight hearings conducted
by the subcommittee, the committee found the following:

1. The Management of the Federal Government Needs Improvement.

(a) The capacity of the President as the Chief Executive Officer
of the Federal Government and its principal manager has been di-
minished over several administrations. The Executive Office of the
President has abrogated its responsibility to oversee and improve
the Government’s management structure.
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(b) The capacity available to the President in the Office of Man-
agement and Budget [OMB] to reform or improve management has
steadily declined and now barely exists, despite a competent Direc-
tor of OMB and a Deputy Director of Management, whose talents
in this area are underutilized. Federal management organization,
oversight authority, and general influence have been consistently
overridden by recurring budget crises and budget cycle demands,
despite conscientious intention to give “Budget” and “Management”
equal voice within OMB.

(¢) The NPR, in its ad-hoc and episodic approach to management
issues, reveals the weakened state of management capacity of the
Executive Office of the President.

(d) The NPR-inspired announcement of a reduction of over a
quarter-million Federal jobs may have been warranted; however,
without first having a sollid empirical rationale for doing so and not
knowing where or how, it reflected a lack of strategic vision as to
the Federal Government’s role, and as such it seriously eroded Fed-
eral workers’ morale, productivity, and planning for the future.

(e) The capacity of the Office of Personnel Management to pro-
vide leadership to a revitalized career service has been seriously
impaired.

(D Short-term political appointees have layered and “thickened”
the Federal Government’s upper echelons of organization to a point
where productivity, management, and continuity of operation have
become seriously affected.

(g) Some potential candidates for political appointment believe
that service on Federal organizations will hinder their careers, im-
posing a protracted and intrusive nomination process as well as nu-
merous restrictions on financial and employment activities during
and following Federal Government assignments. As a result, the
pool of available talent qualified for appointment and willing to
serve has been diminished.

(h) Qualified people considering careers in public administration
are discouraged from Federal career employment by layers of politi-
cal appointees of uneven quality which preclude advancement to
positions of senior responsibility.

(i) Career Federal public administrators have a long record of
faithfully executing clearly established policy and rendering effec-
tive political leadership. However, political appointees as a group
have tended to display more loyalty to individual political sponsors
and special interests than to the President, who is elected by and
ultimately accountable to the people.

() Employee-buyout programs in Federal organizations have not

worked as well as intended, resulting in the loss of employees with
the most marketable skills, leaving in the workplace many of the
poorer performers.
. (k) Programs for Federal-employee professional education, train-
ing, and development are vital to a smaller workforce adopting
modern management methods and achieving desired productivity
1m;1>rovements.

() The Federal Government must follow the best practices of pri-
vate and public organizations for exploiting information technology
in reforming management, reducing size, and raising productivity
and market competitiveness. A recent General Accounting Office
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report provides valuable insights on how the Federal Government
can lower costs, improve productivity, and provide better services
to its citizens.

2. The Federal Intergovernmental Roles Are Poorly Defined.

(a) The Federal role has evolved in a patchwork manner. The
Federal Government lacks a clear and comprehensive statement of
its proper role. The result is similar redundant programs through-
out disparate departments and agencies.

(b) Many citizens view the Federal Government as having over-
reached its proper role, by “meddling” in affairs such as elementa
and secondary education (better left to States and communities),
marketing and distribution of energy resources (better left to mar-
ket forces) and applied research and development (better left to pri-
vate investment and competition).

(¢) Many State governments are willing to risk accepting large
Federal block grants, with fewer dollars, in return for greater flexi-
bility and fewer restrictions. There is some concern that any resid-
ual reporting burdens and controls from Washington may interfere
with States’ roles and as such constitute an “unfunded mandate,”
contrary to a law sponsored by this committee.

(d) In the current environment, many agencies and States are
trying to develop program partnerships. Federal-State program
partnership agreements reached a high point during the Johnson
and early Nixon administrations. State and Federal leaders need to
be aware that those intergovernmental agreements later deterio-
rated because roles and responsibilities were not clearly defined
and accepted by all interested parties. Another cause was that the
Federal Government seized a decisionmaking role disproportionate
to the resources it provided.

3. Organization of Federal Functions Is Uneven and Duplicative.

(a) No Cabinet-level department has been eliminated outright in
our Nation’s history, although many have been reorganized, re-
named, combined, or split.

(b) Today’s Federal Government is even more enmeshed in red
tape, replicated functions and controls than it was in 1971, when
President Nixon tried unsuccessfully to reorganize and streamline
Cabinet departments.

(c) The proposed “Department of Commerce Dismantling Act of
1995” contains a model for dismantling any high-level Federal or-
ganization using a traditional organization within the Office of
Management and Budget.

(d) Approximately a million Federal employees work in some
30,000 field offices outside of Washington, DC. Although some field
offices only have five or fewer staff, closing them has consistently
proven to be a difficult, almost intractable political problem. The
committee notes progress by the U.S. Department of Agriculture in
addressing the problem.

4. Public Accountability Is Weak.

(a) The National Performance Review [NPR] contributed to iden-
tifying the need to improve the Federal Government and lower its
operating costs.
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(b) By not establishing first what activities the Federal Govern-
ment should be performing, the NPR was flawed from the outset
and did not achieve enough progress.

(¢c) NPR neglected to place sufficient emphasis on fiscal account-
ability by failing to address the Federal Government’s responsibil-
ity for stewardship of public resources.

(d) The ad-hoc, even disjointed, nature of NPR is a telling sign
of the disconnect between policy and management, evidence of atro-
phy of the tools of management, and an admission that the Presi-
dent has no organized capacity to manage the executive branch.

(e) The NPR recommended a doubling of the existing 1-to-7 su-
pervisory span of control to a 1-to-14 or 1-to-15 supervisor to subor-
dinate ration. This recommendation was without appropriate foun-
dation and ignored the Government’s widely varying missions, and
threatens public accountability.

(f) With more Federal work being done under contract, with pri-
vate vendors, effective contract administration is critically impor-
tant in ensuring efficiency, effectiveness, and accountability.

(g) The growth of “contract government” is a direct by-product of
the emphasis on personnel reduction. As successive administrations
have sought to limit or reduce the number of Federal employees,
more and more activities have been contracted out.

(h) The experiences of other foreign and Federal, State and local
governments in carrying out significant management and account-
ability reforms are valuable to Federal agency managers as they
implement the Government Performance and Results Act of 1993
[GPRAI]

(i) Government corporations and other Government-sponsored
enterprises have assumed roles and responsibilities very different
from those for which the Government Corporation Control Act of
1945 was intended. Today, a conceptual framework is needed for
setting up these kinds of enterprises and centralized oversight of
their management operations.

(G) Executive branch accountability is made more difficult by the
complex congressional budget process and by additional legislative
branch restrictions and controls placed on Government agencies,
such as prohibitions on closing outdated Federal field offices.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the foregoing findings, the committee recommends as
follows: '

1. Strengthen the President’s Role as Chief Executive Officer of the
Executive Branch.

(a) Management of the Federal Government should be a Presi-
dential priority. Among the President’s many roles is the respon-
sibility to serve as Chief Executive Officer or general manager of
the Federal Government. Many broad initiatives intended to make
the Federal Government work better depend on the commitment by
the President and his staff in the Executive Office of the President.
By approaching the Federal Government almost exclusively from a
budget or policy perspective, Presidents limit their capacity to re-
form management in the Federal Government.
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(b) The President, acting jointly with Congress through a Federal
management office, should establish intergovernmental partner-
ships, with clearly defined Federal and State roles and responsibil-
ities, and allow local Federal managers the authority and flexibility
needed to assist State and local officials in managing devolved pro-
grams, functions, and resources.

(c) To make the President’s executive office more accountable to
the public, Congress should establish an Office of Inspector General
in the Executive Office of the President.

2. Establish an Office of Management.

(a) To enhance the President’s management capability through-
out the executive branch, Congress should establish, in the Execu-
tive Office of the President, a top-level management and organiza-
tional oversight office headed by an administrator who has direct
access to the President. Sustained attention to management issues
beyond recurring budget crises is vital to ensure effectiveness. The
new Federal management office would combine the management
functions of the OMB, the residual policy and oversight functions
of the Office of Personnel Management, and the policy functions
from the General Services Administration into an entity separate
from but equal in stature to the remaining Office of the Budget.

(b) The executive branch is in serious need of an office with re-
sponsibility for departmental reorganizations such as the proposed
dismantling of the Department of Commerce. The current legisla-
tive initiative in that regard will be a model for managing large-
scale reductions in the Federal Government’s organizational struc-
ture and scope of work.

(c) An Office of Management could encoura(gie the implementation
of the strategic information management and technology practices
increasingly common in high quality private and public organiza-
tions. It could stress the need to focus management attention on
technology improvements that attain goals; and assert senior man-
agement control over technology investment decisions.

(d) Executive agencies should exploit, publicize, and replicate
successful private sector ventures in making Federal Government
organizations work more effectively by drawing upon past suc-
cesses.

3. Convene a Commission on Federal Reorganization.

(a) Congress should establish a blue-ribbon inquiry commission
of experts from the business, academic, and nonprofit sectors and
Federal, State and local government to recommend to the President
and Congress in early 1997: (i) ways to organize more efficiently
the functions that the Federal Government performs; and (i1)
changes in law that would reduce, transfer or eliminate Federal
functions. If resources permit, such a commission should produce a
reorganization plan.

(b) Such a commission should apply the guideline criteria for
agency elevation to Cabinet department status which were devel-
oped in 1988 by the National Academy of Public Administration
[NAPA]. Such a review ought to result in a new alignment and
grouping of the tasks and functions of the Federal role by major
purpose.
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(c) Congress should concurrently provide the President broad au-
thority, including optional fast-track authority, to restructure exec-
utive branch departments and agencies, similar to past (and now
expired) Reorganization Acts.

{d) Congress should be fully involved in the consolidation of the
many Fedge-l;'al programs it enacts and funds; the proposed commis-
sion should look for additional opportunities to consolidate or com-
bine Federal programs, and make recommendations accordingly.

(e) Once changes have been made in the structure of the execu-
tive branch, Congress should conform its own committee organiza-
tion and jurisdictions to parallel the executive branch changes.

4. Reshape the Federal Civil Service.

(a) Congress should proceed with legislation that would reduce
the allowable number of political appointees to an initial level of
2,000—aimed principally at Schedule C (not subject to Senate con-
firmation) positions—and set lower targets for future years as addi-
tional executive branch organizations are consolidated or abolished.

{b) Congress should appropriate the professional education, train-
ing, and development funds for executive agencies, not as separate
line items, but as an integral part of total personnel costs. That
would afford managers the flexibility to choose between training
and hiring to upgrade collective organizational skills,

(c) Any future Federal employee “buyout” legislation should be
limited to serving the needs of the downsized Federal Government
by focusing agency buyouts on those with less-needed skills, func-
tions, and capabilities.

5. Strengthen Public Accountability.

(a) Both the President and Congress should complete the work
to implement the Government Performance and Results Act, in
order to make the executive branch both performance-driven and
accountable. The act’s performance measurement provisions ought
to be used in all steps of the budget and management process.

(b) To make public accountability in the executive branch less
cumbersome and counterproductive, Congress should simplify the
present complex structure of 13 separate appropriations bills by
combining them into a lesser number, possibly comparable to the
internal budget review structure in the Office of Management and
Budget. Congress should adjust its own internal authorizing and
approgriating committee structure correspondingly.

(c¢) Congress should amend the Government gorporation Control
Act of 1945 to raise the efficiency and effectiveness of the Federal
Government’s business-type operations and organizations and to
set standards consistent with today’s marketplace conditions.

(d) In its quest to attain the objective of balancing the Federal
budget by fiscal year 2002, Congress must recognize three critical
needs: (i) to preserve the Federal Government’s accountability to
the governed throughout the transformation process; (ii) to foster
that objective by making investments in human and technological
development durmg that process; and (iii) to accept the hard les-
sons learned by industry that workforce strength is to be cut only
after—not before or while—the Federal roles have been determined
and organizational structures have been reduced or eliminated.
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b. Benefits.—Implementing the recommendations in this report
will result in a Federal Government that is less expensive, more ef-
ficient, and more accountable to the taxpayer. Federal customers
and partners in all program areas will benefit from sharper defini-
tion of the roles and relationships between levels of government, as
well as between the government and the private sector, elimination
of duplicative Federal organizations and activities, and perform-
ance measures that facilitate public discussion and decision about
the ongoing value of government activities. A strengthened career
civil service, well trained and well tooled in the best management
practices of both the public and private sector, and empowered to
employ them, is vital to making these benefits a reality.

¢. Hearings.—The series of eight hearings began on May 2, 1995,
with an overview of the NPR process. Testimony was received from
Alice M. Rivlin, Director, and John A. Koskinen, Deputy Director
for Management, Office of Management and Budget (OMB);
Charles A. Bowsher, Comptroller General of the United States,
General Accounting Office (GAO); Tony Dale, Budget Manager of
the New Zealand Treasury (in his capacity as Harkness Fellow,
1994--5), the Commonwealth Fund of New York; Duncan Wyse, ex-
ecutive director, Oregon Benchmarking Project; Dwight A. Ink,
president emeritus, Institute of Public Administration and former
Assistant Director for Management, Bureau of the Budget and
OMB; R. Scott Fosler, president, National Academy of Public Ad-
ministration; Donald F. Kettl, nonresident senior fellow, Center for
Public Management, The Brookings Institution, and professor at
the University of Wisconsin, Madison; and Herbert N. Jasper, sen-
ior associate, McManis Associates.

The subcommittee focused next, on May 9, on the appropriate
role of Federal executive leadership in strengthening the manage-
ment of Cabinet level departments, hearing testimony from Thom-
as P. Glynn, Deputy Secretary of Labor; George Munoz, Assistant
Secretary for Management and Chief Financial Officer, Department
of the Treasury; Assistant Comptroller General Johnny C. Finch,
General Government Programs, and Gene L. Dodaro, Accounting
and Information Management Division, GAQ; Alan L. Dean, former
Assistant Secretary of Transportation for Management and coordi-
nator of President Nixon's plan for departmental reorganization;
William D. Hansen, former Assistant Secretary of Education for
Management and Chief Financial Officer under President Bush;
and Roger L. Sperry, director of management studies, National
Academy of Public Administration. '

The third hearing, on May 16, turned to consolidating and re-
structuring the executive branch, assessing alternative ideas for re-
arranging or reducing several departments and agencies. Witnesses
were Representative Robert S. Walker of Pennsylvania, chairman
of the Committee on Science; Representative Sam Brownback of
Kansas; Representative Dick Chrysler of Michigan; Representative
Todd Tiahrt of Kansas; Robert A. Mosbacher, Secretary of Com-
merce in the Bush administration; Scott A, Hodge, Grover M. Her-
mann Fellow in Federal Budgetary Affairs, the Heritage Founda-
tion; Jerry Taylor, director, Natural Resources Studies, Cato Insti-
tute; and Herbert N. Jasper, senior associate, McManis Associates.
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In its fourth session, on May 16 and 23, the subcommittee exam-
ined the consolidation of a large number of Federal programs and
organizations. The subcommittee heard testimony from Secretary
of Energy Hazel R. O’Leary, Donald P. Hodel, former Secretary of
Energy under President Reagan; Admiral James D. Watkins,
U.S.rl? (ret.) former Secretary of Energy under President Bush;
John S. Herrington, former Secretary of Energy in the Reagan ad-
ministration; Shelby T. Brewer, former Under Secretary of Energy
during the Reagan administration; Donna R. Fitzpatrick, former
Under Secretary of Energy during the Bush administration; Mar-
shall S. Smith, Under Secretary of Education; Donald Wurtz, Chief
Financial Officer, Department of Education; Chester E. Finn, dJr.,
John Olin Fellow, the Hudson Institute and former Assistant Sec-
retary of Education during the Reagan administration; William D.
Hansen, executive director of the nonprofit Education Finance
Council and Assistant Secretary of Education for Management in
the Bush administration; George Mufioz, Assistant Secretary for
Management and Chief Financial Officer, Department of the Treas-
ury; and Paul Posner, Director, Budget Issues, Accounting and In-
formation Management Division, GAO.

Attention turned in June to the Federal Government’s field es-
tablishment. After reviewing several types of possible corporate
structures for Federal aviation, electric power, and transportation
on June 6, the subcommittee heard testimony from several regional
administrators on June 13 to understand their roles and hear their
suggestions, then returned to Chicago on June 19 for a firsthand
look at the Federal Government’s operations from the field perspec-
tive. Witnesses at the June 6 hearing were Donald H. Rumsfeld,
former Secretary of Defense under President Ford and chief execu-
tive officer of &neral Instruments Corp.; Roger W. Johnson, Ad-
ministrator of General Services; Jack Robertson, Deputy Adminis-
trator and Paul Majkut, general counsel, Bonneville Power Admin-
istration; Daniel V. Flanagan, Jr., president, Flanagan Consulting
Group; Harold Seidman, senior fellow, National Academy of Public
Administration; Jack Johnson, president, Professional Airways Sys-
tems Specialists; and Barry Krasner, president, National Air Traf-
fic Controllers Association. Witnesses at the hearing on June 13
and 19 were Dwight A. Ink, president emeritus, Institute of Public
Administration; Alan L. Dean, senior fellow, National Academy of
Public Administration; Charles F. Bingham, visiting professor of
public administration, the George Washington University; Wardell
C. Townsend, Jr., Assistant Secretary of Agriculture for Adminis-
tration; Shirley Sears Chater, acting Commissioner, Social Security
Administration; Mary Barrett Chatel, president, National Council
of Sog:lal_ Security Management Associations; D. Lynn Gordon,
Miami District Director, U.S. Customs Service, Department of the
Treasury and George Rodriguez, Houston Area Coordinator, De-
partment of Housin¥ and Urban Development; William Burke,
Great Lakes Regional Administrator, General Services Administra-
tion and chair, Chicago Federal Executive Board; Gretchen
Schuster, Chicago Regional Director, Passport Agency, Department

) P y, Dep
of State and Federal Executive Board member; Joseph A. Morris,
former General Counsel, Office of Personnel Management; Michael
P. Huerta, Associate Deputy Secretary of Transportation and Direc-
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tor, Office of Intermodalism, Department of Transportation; Ken-
neth A. Perret, Garrome Franklin, and Donald Gismondi, Federal
Regional Administrators in Chicago for highways (FHA), aviation
(FAA), and transit (FTA) respectively; and Colonel Richard Craig,
North Central Division Engineer, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

Thp seventh hearing, on June 20, in Washington, emphasized im-
proving government results through performance measurement,
benchmarking, and re-engineering, as many private corporations
have done. Witnesses providing testimony were Donald F. Kettl,
Center for Public Management, the Brookings Institution, and pro-
fessor at the University of Wisconsin, Madison; Harry P. Hatry, Di-
rector of State and Local Government Research Programs, the
Urban Institute; Herbert N. Jasper, senior associate, McManis As-
sociates, Johnny C. Finch, Assistant Comptroller General, General
Government Programs, GAQ; Linda Kohl, director of Minnesota
State Planning; Sheron K. Morgan, North Carolina Office of State
Planning; Joseph G. Kehoe, Managing Partner for Government
Services, Coopers and Lybrand, LLP; and Laura Longmire, Na-
tional Director, Benchmarking, KPMG Peat Marwick LLP.

The series of hearings ended on June 27, 1995, focused on agen-
cies’ preparation for compliance with the Government Performance
and Results Act of 1993 (GPRA).

Testifying at the final hearing were OMB Deputy Director for
Management John. A. Koskinen; Johnny C. Finch, Assistant Comp-
troller General for General Government Programs, GAO; Paul C.
Light, director, Public Policy Programs, the Pew Charitable Trusts;
R. Scott Fosler, president, National Academy of Public Administra-
tion; Anthony A. Williams, Chief Financial Officer, Department of
Agriculture; Vice Admiral A.E. (Gene) Henn, Vice Commandant,
U.S. Coast Guard, Department of Transportation; Joseph Thomp-
son, New York Regional Director, Department of Veterans Affairs;
and Colonel F. Edward Ward, Jr., Director, Field Offices, Depart-
ment of Defense Finance and Accounting Service, formerly with the
Air Force Air Combat Command.

HUMAN RESOURCES AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL
RELATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE

Hon. Christopher Shays, Chairman.

1. “The FDA Food Additive Review Process: Backlog and Failure To
Observe Statutory Deadline,” House Report No. 104436, De-
cember 21, 1995, Fourth Report by the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight, Together With Additional Views.

a. Summary.—Since April 1995, the Human Resources and Inter-
governmental Relations Subcommittee has been conducting an
oversight investigation into the delays in the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration’s (FDA) review and decisionmaking on food additive
petitions. This is the first comprehensive oversight investigation
into the FDA’s management of the food additives program since the
food additive amendments were passed in 1958. Based on this
study and two subcommittee oversight hearings, the committee
adopted its fourth report to the 104th Congress on December 14,
1995.
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The Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (FFDCA) of 1938 gave
the FDA authority over food and food ingredients. The Food Addi-
tive Amendments to the FFDCA were passed by Congress in 1958
to require FDA’s pre-market approval for the use of an additive
prior to its inclusion in food. This authority is now found in section
409 of the FFDCA. (21 U.S.C. 348) An “additive” is “any substance
the intended use of which results or may reasonably be expected
to result, directly or indirectly, in its becoming a component or oth-
erwise affecting the characteristics of any food.” This definition cov-
ers any substance used in the production, processing, treatment,
packaging, transportation or storage of food such as colors, packag-
ing materials, artificial sweeteners and fat substitutes. Food addi-
tives are commonly used to impart or maintain desired consistency,
improve or maintain nutritive value, maintain palatability and
wholesomeness, produce texture, control acidity/alkalinity and en-
hance flavor or impart color.

Food additive petitions must be reviewed and acted upon by the
FDA “not more than 180 days after the date of filing of the peti-
tion.” (21 U.S.C. 348(cX2)). The regulatory scheme in the United
States for food additive review is dysfunctional, and as a result, the
American consumer and patient are deprived of technologies that
could increase the variety and nutritional benefits of foods, improve
diet and advance public health. The statutory deadline is not being
met. Statutory changes are needed to establish more realistic and
binding timeframes for petition reviews.

On June 22 and June 29, 1995, the subcommittee held oversight
hearings to address these issues. At these hearings, testimony was
received from FDA officials with primary responsibility for food
safety and operation of the food additive petition process, academi-
cians, food manufacturers, trade associations, food scientists, and
consumer groups.

The committee report contained nine major oversight findings:

1. FDA does not meet the 180 day statutory deadline to re-
view and make a decision on food additive petitions.

2. As of June 1995, there were 295 pending food additive pe-
titions, some of which were filed in the 1970’s.

3. The lack of fixed deadlines and the increased scientific
ability to detect and measure potential hazards have resulted
in a review process that is risk-averse,

4. FDA is reluctant to decline incomplete or inadequate peti-
tions, and consequently, allows incomplete and inadequate pe-
titions to remain under review at FDA for more than 180 days.

5. FDA has committed insufficient resources to its food addi-
tive review responsibilities.

6. FDA does not set food additive petition review priorities
appropriately.

_ 7. FDA’s failure to expeditiously review food additive peti-
tions has stifled innovation and the introduction of new ingre-
dients by the food industry.

8. A petition review process with no fixed deadlines can be
manipulated for anti-competitive purposes.

9. FDA does not make sufficient use of independent scientific
resources for food additive petition review.
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Based upon this investigation, the report made the following de-
tailed recommendations:

1. Congress should amend the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos-
metic Act review period for food additive petitions from 180
days to 360 days for the most scientifically complex reviews,
and the deadline should be strictly observed by FDA.

2. The FDA should recognize that the approval of useful and
safe new products can be as important to the public health as
preventing the marketing of harmful or ineffective products.

3. The FDA should eliminate the backlog of pending food ad-
ditive petitions within 1 year by reallocating the necessary
agency resources.

4. The FDA should utilize outside expertise in its evaluation
of fooii additive petitions but retain authority for petition ap-
proval.

5. The relevance of the “Delaney clause” should be studied
in view of modern scientific standards so that better distine-
tions can be made between nominal hazards and actual risks.
The Delaney clause stipulates that no food additive can be
deemed safe if it has been found to induce cancer when in-
gested by man or animal. The FDA should establish a level of
acceptable risk for food additives, below which there is no haz-
ard to humans through consumption under normal or intended
use,

6. The FDA should amend the review process to prohibit
anonymous submissions of data or comments.

b. Benefits.—The investigation into delays in the food additive
petition review process allowed FDA officials, food industry rep-
resentatives, and others involved in the process of approving or re-
questing the approval of food additive petitions the opportunity to
articulate their views of flaws in the regulatory system. When
fixed, FDA’s food additive petition review process could benefit the
American public by providing a vast new array of useful and safe
products which could add to or replace less effective products.

¢. Hearings.—The subcommittee convened two hearings on this
subject, both entitled “Delays in the FDA’s Food Additive Petition
Process and GRAS Affirmation Process.” These hearings provided
subcommittee members the opportunity to say directly to those in-
volved in FDA’s food additive petition process that Congress was
not receptive to the agency’s failure to meet its statutory deadlines,
but would consider amendments to FDA’s food additive petition re-
view process to give the agenci and petitioners a more reasonable
timeframe within which to work.

On Thursday, June 22, 1995, the subcommittee received testi-
mony from: Linda Suydam, Acting Deputy Commissioner for Oper-
ations of the FDA; Dr. Fred Shank, Director of the Center for Food
Safety & Applied Nutrition of the FDA; Dr. Alan Rulis, Acting Di-
rector of the Office of Premarket Review of the FDA; Dr. Sanford
Miller of the University of Texas Health Sciences Center; Dr. Rich-
ard Hall, chairman of the Food Forum of the National Academy of
Sciences; Al Clausi of the Institute of Food Technologists; Dr. Ste-
phen Ziller of the Grocery Manufacturers of America; Dr. Rhona
Applebaum of the National Food Processors Association; Robert
Gelardi of the Calorie Control Council; Dr. Stephen Saunders of
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Frito-Lay; Dr. C. Wayne Callaway of the George Washington Uni-
versit gchool of Medicine; and Dr. Michael Davidson of the Chi-
cago Center for Clinical Research, the Rush-Presbyterian-St. Luke’s
Medical Center. )

On Thursday, June 29, 1995, the subcommittee’s second FDA
oversight hearing, testimony was received from: Dr. Kenneth Fish-
er of the Federation of American Societies for E?(perlmental Biol-
ogy; Jerome Heckman of the Society of the Plastics Industry, Stu-
art Pape of the National Soft Drink Association; Donald Farley of
Pfizer, Inc.; and Dr. Michael Jacobson of the Center for Science in
the Public Interest.

2. “The Federal Takeover of the Chicago Housing Authority—HUD
Needs to Determine Long-Term Implications,” House Report No.
104-437, December 21, 1995, Fifth Report by the Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight, Together With Additional
Views.

a. Summary.—On May 30, 1995, the U.S. Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development (HUD) assumed control over the day
to day operations of the “troubled” Chicago Housing Authority
(CHA). A declared breach of contract between CHA and HUD
signed by:- HUD Secretary Henry Cisneros on June 2, 1995, made
the takeover legally effective. Executed in the wake of the resigna-
tion of CHA’s goard of Commissioners on May 26, 1995, the take-
over was an unprecedented HUD action.

Although HUD has authority to intervene in troubled housing
agency operations at any time, HUD has never before assumed re-
sponsibility for the day-to-day operations of a housing agency the
size of CHA. CHA is the Nation’s third largest public housing au-
thority and is surpassed in size only by those of Puerto Rico and
New York City. The CHA, created in 1937 by a resolution of the
city of Chicago pursuant to the Housing Authorities Act of the
State of Illinois, administers over 55,000 public and assisted hous-
ing units and serves over 150,000 residents.

On June 1, 1995, Congresswoman Cardiss Collins (D-IL), rank-
ing member of the Government Reform and Oversight Committee,
submitted a request to Committee Chairman William F. Clinger,
Jr. (R-PA) that hearings be conducted in Chicago on the role of the
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) in the
operation of the Chicago Housing Authority (CHA). Subsequent to
this letter, the subcommittee began an investigation into the Fed-
eral takeover at CHA.

The subcommittee submitted an initial inquiry and document re-
quest to HUD on July 11, 1995, regarding HUD’s role in the take-
over of the CHA. The July 11 letter requested information concern-
ing CHA’s demolition and redevelopment initiatives, HUD’s pre-

-vious efforts to reform CHA administration and the CHA budget
reconciliation for fiscal year 95.

HUD responded to the inquiry on August 1, 1995. Additionally,
Assistant Secretary Joseph Shuldiner and HUD staff met with the
subcommittee and Member staff on August 21, 1995, to address
other issues raised regarding the takeover. On August 28, 1995,
the subcommittee directed another document request and inquiry
to HUD’s Office of General Counsel. The Office of General Counsel
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staff met with the subcommittee staff the next day to provide a re-
sponse and to answer staff questions.

The subcommittee staff also conducted numerous interviews with
members of the Chicago community including: former CHA Execu-
tive Director Vince Lane, Mayor Richard Daley, CHA residents,
former CHA staff and local housing and community development
experts. Further, on August 25, 1995, majority and minority staff
conducted onsite investigations and interviews in the city of Chi-

cago.

On September 5, 1995, the subcommittee held an oversight hear-
ing in Chicago to investigate the Federal takeover of the Chicago
Housing Authority. The hearing focused on HUD’s progress at CHA
since the May 30 takeover, the agency’s short and long term strate-
gies for reforming CHA and its plans for installing new leadership
and management at the CHA. At the hearing, testimony was re-
ceived from top level HUD officials, including Henry Cisneros,
HUD Secretary; the U.S. General Accounting Office (GAQ); panels
of tenants; public housing management experts; and representa-
tives from the city of Chicago and the private sector.

Based on the investigation and the oversight hearing, the com-
mittee adopted its fifth report to the 104th Congress on December
14, 1995.

The report contained nine major oversight findings:

1. HUD’s takeover of CHA was a necessary response to the
resignation of the CHA Board of Commissioners.

2. HUD implemented a 120 day-plan to stabilize CHA fi-
nances, management, security and physical inventory.

3. Three months following the takeover, HUD lacked a long
term strategy for reforming CHA, and extricating itself from
CHA management.

4. HUD’s presence at CHA will be required beyond January
1, 1996.

5. HUD lacks clear statutory or regulatory standards to trig-
ger intervention at troubled housing agencies.

6. HUD does not have the staff resources necessary to run
several troubled housing agencies at once.

7. The Resident Management Corp. at 1230 North Burling,
Cabrini Green in Chicago has improved living conditions and
economic opportunities for public housing residents.

Based upon its investigation, the subcommittee report made the
following detailed recommendations:

1. HUD should promptly secure strong, long term leadership
at CHA,

2. HUD and new CHA management should develop a long
term strategy for the recovery of CHA.

3. HUD should maintain a clear distinction between its ac-
tions as a Federal agency and its actions as CHA manager.

4. HUD’s takeover of CHA should be evaluated as a pilot
program to determine the effectiveness of direct HUD interven-
tion at other troubled housing agencies.

5. Clear statutory or regulatory standards should be estab-
lished for HUD intervention at troubled housing agencies.
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6. HUD should do more to support viable Resident Manage-
ment Corp.’s, particularly those operating in troubled public
housing developments.

The report includes additional views by Mrs. Collins and Mr.
Towns expresssing general support for the report, and noting that
a briefing by HUD on December 5, 1995, provided additional infor-
mation, not reflected in the report, that some of the subcommittee’s
recommendations have already been adopoted by HUD. The addi-
tional views. include references to facts that can be found in the
hearing record that provide a more complete picture of the status
of the intervention effort, the rationale for the takeover, and the ca-
pacity of HUD to intervene in other troubled housing authorities.

Mrs. Collins and Mr. Towns noted that HUD had acted on the
subcommittee’s recommendation regarding hiring of CHA staff and
regarding formulation of a long range plan for the CHA. The addi-
tional views also pointed out that HUD offered information to sup-
port the conclusion that the Department does have the capability
to intervene in other troubled housing authorities. Finally, the
ranking members expressed the view that budget constraints must
be acknowledged in any evaluation of the HUD intervention at
CHA.

Mr. Shays’ additional views concurred with those of Mrs. Collins
and Mr. Towns regarding HUD’s action on the subcommittee’s rec-
ommendation.

b. Benefits.—The investigation found that HUD’s takeover of the
day-to-day operations of the Chicago Housing Authority (CHA) was
necessary given the magnitude and severity of the problems faced
by the housing authority and its residents. Significant investment
of Federal funds are at risk as a result of the mismanagement of
the CHA. Taxpayers and residents will benefit from this interven-
tion by HUD. Moreover, the subcommittee’s continued oversight
with respect to this matter may spare the Chicago Housing Author-
ity future years of deferred maintenance, administrative waste and
further deterioration.

¢. Hearings.—On Tuesday, September 5, 1995, the subcommittee
convened an oversight hearing entitled “HUD’s Takeover of Chi-
cago Housing Authority,” to receive testimony from: Henry
Cisneros, Secretary of the Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment (HUD); Joseph Shuldiner, Assistant Secretary for Public
and Indian Housing at HUD; Kevin Marchman, Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Distressed and Troubled Housing at HUD; Artensia
Randolph, president of the Central Advisory Committee; Hattie
Calvin, president of the Cabrini Green Leadership Advisory Coun-
cil; Cora Moore, 1230 North Burling, Cabrini Green, Resident Man-
agement Corp.; Jeffrey Lines, a Kansas City receiver and president
of TAG Associates; Judy England-Joseph, Director of Housing and
Community Development Issues for the U.S. General Accounting
Ofﬁce' (GAO); Rosanna Marquez, director of programs for the city
of Chicago; George Murray, chief of the CHA Police Department;
gnd William Wallace, managing director of the Housing Technology

orp.
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POSTAL SERVICE SUBCOMMITTEE

Hon. John M. McHugh, Chairman.

1. “Voices for Change,” House Report No. 104-438, December 21,
1995, Sixth Report by the Committee on Government Reform
and Oversight.

a. Summary.—“Voices for Change” analyzes 10 hearings held by
the Subcommittee on the Postal Service during the first session of
the 104th Congress. Nearly 40 witnesses testified regarding the
problems and challenges facing the current postal system. Wit-
nesses urged members to consider fundamental reform of the quar-
ter-century old Postal Reorganization Act because of the challenges
confronting the Postal Service in a changing communications envi-
ronment. Four key reform issues emerged in the hearings, includ-
ing mail monopoly, labor-management relations, ratemaking and
new postal products. Although witnesses raised a variety of i1ssues
and suggested a broad range of proposals for improving mail deliv-
ery, no unanimity appeared for any specific approach. However, the
report notes that “maintenance of universal service and a need to
either strengthen or modify the postal ratesetting process were the
legislative-related issues consistently discussed by a large majority
of witnesses.”

b. Benefits.—The report provides Congress a concise record of the
testimony received by the subcommittee regarding the operations of
the Postal Service and its capacity to perform its constitutional and
statutory mandates. The eight general oversight hearings high-
lighted by the report indicate the need for Congress to review, sys-
tematically, the statutory structure under which the Postal Service
operates. An efficient and fiscally sound Postal Service benefits the
American people by providing a cost-effective and reliable commu-
nications system. In addition, the constitutional undergirding of
the Postal Service requires additional congressional attention in
order to preserve and ensure the future viability of the institution.

¢. Hearings.—On February 23, 1995, testimony was received
from Marvin T. Runyon, U.S. Postmaster General, and Michael E.
Motley, General Accounting Office. On March 2, 1995, testimony
was received from the Postal Rate Commission: Edward J,
Gleiman; W.H. LeBlanc; George W. Haley, Edward Quick, Jr.; and
Wayne A. Schley. On March 8, 1995, the subcommittee heard testi-
mony from Postal Service Governors: Sam Winters, LeGree S. Dan-
iels, Einar V. Dyhrkopp, Susan E. Alvardo, Bert H. Mackie, and
Norma Pace. On May 23, 1995, the subcommittee received testi-
mony from Art Sackler, Mailers Council; Ian D. Volner, Advertising
Mail Marketing Association; Richard Barton, Direct Marketing As-
sociation; David Todd, Mail Order Association of America; Timothy
May, Parcel Shippers Association; Tonda Rush, National News-
paper Association; Cathleen P. Black, Newspaper Association of
America; George Gross, Magazine Publishers of America; Steve
Bair, Association of American Publisher; Alan Kline, Alliance of
Nonprofit Mailers; and Lee Cassidy, National Federation of Non-
profits. The June 7, 1995, hearing testimony was received from
Moe Biller, American Postal Workers Union; Vincent Sombrotto,
National Association of Letter Carriers; Scottie Hicks, National
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Rural Letter Carriers Association; William Quinn, National Postal
Mail Handlers Union; W. David Games, National Association of
Postmasters; Bill Brennen, National League of Postmasters; and
Vincent Palladino, National Association of Postal Supervisors. On
June 14, 1995, the subcommittee received testimony from John V.
Maraney, Nation Star Route Mail Contractors Association; Randall
Holleschau, National Association of Presort Mailers; Don Harle,
Mail Advertising Service Association; Robert Muma, Envelope
Manufacturers Association of America; Anthony W. Desio, Mail
Boxes, Etc.; Kathleen Synnott, Pitney-Bowes; Neal Mahlstedt,
Ascom Hasler; George W. Gelfer, Postalia; James Rogers, United
Parcel Service; James Campbell, Federal Express; Peter N.
Hiebert, DHL Worldwide; and Harry Geller, Air Courier Con-
ference of America. On June 28, 1995, Postmaster General, Marvin
Runyon and Deputy Postmaster General, Michael Coughlin testi-
fied before the subcommittee. On July 25, 1995, hearing testimony
was received from Kenneth J. Hunter, Inspector General.

B. OTHER INVESTIGATIONS

GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE

1. Review of the Federal Government’s Acquisition Strategy Regard-
ing the Post Federal Telecommunications System 2000 Program
(Post FTS 2000).

a. Summary.—Currently the Federal Telecommunications Sys-
tem 2000 (FTS 2000) is the government’s long distance tele-
communications service. This multi-billion dollar program provides
telecommunications services to approximately $1.7 million users
across the Federal Government. The current FTS 2000 contracts
which were awarded in 1988 will expire in December 1998, afford-
ing the government sufficient time to develop a smooth transition
to a Post-FTS2000 environment. The General Services Administra-
tion (GSA)—working with a group of information resources man-
agement and telecommunications professionals from several execu-
tive agencies—developed an acquisition strategy for the purchase of
telecommunications services in the Post-FTS2000 environment.

In preparing the program strategy, GSA considered many ideas
from a broad spectrum of industry users, academia, and other in-

- terested parties. This included two industry concept development
conferences and six calls for comments. The intent was to ensure,
through early and substantive dialog, that industry had an oppor-
tunity to participate in the Post-FTS2000 concept development and
that the best ideas from the private sector were considered.

Given the potential magnitude of the Post-FTS2000 program,
many different sectors within the telecommunications industry are
very interested in the program: the long distance carriers; the sys-
tem integrators; the Regional Bell Operating Co.s; and the sub-
contractor tiers, all hoping to participate in the next procurement.

GSA maintains that the Post-FTS2000 program, when in place,
will save the government millions of dollars. It also maintains that
it is the culmination of months of hard work from expert tele-
communications/acquisition professionals from both government
and industry and will be in the best interests of the government.
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b. Benefits.—Monitoring the development of the next phase of
procurement for the Federal Government’s telecommunications sys-
tem ensures that the Federal Government receives technically ef-
fective and cost-efficient telecommunications services in a Post
FTS2000 environment. The government and the taxpayer reap the
benefits for the best prices and excellent service quality which
helps the executive agencies to do their jobs of serving the citizens
more efficiently and effectively. As originally structured in 1988,
the FTS program was developed to meet the needs of the time, and
since then, those needs have changed dramatically, as has tech-
nology, as the government moves into the 21st century.

¢. Hearings.—On March 21, 1995, the Subcommittee on Govern-
ment Management, Information, and Technology held a hearing to
solicit comment from the General Accounting Office, the long dis-
tance carriers, system integrators and the Regional Bell Operating
Co.s on the Post-FTS2000 acquisition strategy developed by the
government. The General Accounting Office raised eight major
areas of concern and testified that these concerns must be ad-
dressed before proceeding to the next phase of the program (the is-
suance of draft request for proposals). Other witnesses made ref-
erence to the strategy as presented and gave comment according to
the particular segment of the industry represented.

A second hearing was held on March 28, 1995, to receive testi-
mony from GSA and the executive agencies. GSA assured that the
program will strive to leverage information and telecommuni-
cations technologies to improve overall functions and services in
the Federal Government. The witnesses testified that they will
make use of the existing private-sector owned and operated infra-
structure, as well as adopt a flexible approach with more competi-
tion and user choices, with multiple contracts initiated and termi-
nated based on strategic decisions, rather than on a set of fixed
contracts.

Finally, a hearing was held on July 20, 1895, to receive further
testimony from senior government witnesses. GSA Administrator
Roger Johnson presented testimony which provided the subcommit-
tee a snapshot of the benefits received by the taxpayers through
the utilization of the current Federal telecommunications system
(FTS 2000). Administrator Johnson also stated that the contracts
for 1998 should include many more services and a richer set of fea-
tures, including value-added data services, wireless, international,
and a broad set of technical and management support and should
be implemented in the most flexible and efficient manner.

CIVIL SERVICE SUBCOMMITTEE

1. Restructuring of the Office of Personnel Management.

a. Summary.—Vice President Gore’s National Performance Re-
view of 1993 (NPR) “challenged” the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment (OPM) to become an agent for change. OPM, which oversees
2.1 million people in the Federal Civil Service System, announced
it would meet this challenge by “leading the initiative to reinvent
Federal human resource management by working with all agencies
to assess their needs in accepting more responsibility in this area.”
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Since the release of the administration’s NPR, OPM has focused on
decentralizing many of its functions.

OPM intends to concentrate on certain core functions and de-
volve other activities. Accordingly, the agency has already RIFed a
large number of training staff and reduced its Federal investigative
program in anticipation of privatization. The agency intends to
cease all governmentwide training activities before the end of the
fiscal year and to divest itself of the investigations function by the
beginning of fiscal year 96.

PM also intends to delegate all recruitment and staffing re-
sponsibilities to Federal agencies. The functions the agency will re-
tain include retirement and health benefit programs, compensation
programs, testing and evaluation on a reimbursable basis, and
some Eolicy and oversight responsibilities.

With deep reductions in its workforce, as well as the vast
changes that will occur from the decentralization initiatives, con-
cerns have been raised over what substantive role OPM will retain
in the future. Of particular concern was OPM’s continued ability to
provide adequate oversight over and protection of the Merit Sys-
tem.

b. Benefits.—The subcommittee will continue to monitor OPM’s
restructuring process, and how this downsizing and decentraliza-
tion will effect its client agencies. Subcommittee Chairman Mica
voiced his commitment to instituting whatever remedies necessary
to unburden Federal employees from unnecessary rules and regula-
tion, while ensuring that the process produces meaningful results
that do not interfere with OPM’s ability to carry out core functions
and responsibilities,

c. Hearings.—A hearing entitled, “Restructuring Office of Person-
nel Management” was held on February 7, 1995.

2. Federal Workforce Restructuring Statistics.

a. Summary.—The Federal Workforce Restructuring Act of 1994
established personnel cei]in%s for fiscal years 1994 through 1996,
while targeting 272,900 full-time-equivalent positions for elimi-
nation by the end of 1999. To accomplish this, without relying en-
tirely on reductions-in-force (RIF’s), the act established temporary
financial retirement incentive programs to encourage voluntary
separations from certain Federal agencies. However, the act does
not specify where the cuts should occur, and preliminary figures in-
dicate the Department of Defense is bearing the brunt of the reduc-
tions.

All executive branch agencies were provided with detailed guid-
ance by OMB, including steps to be taken to flatten hierarchies, re-
duce headquarters staff, and pare down management control strue-
tures. However, nearly three-fourths of the fiscal year 94 reduc-
tions were among civilian employees in the Department of Defense,
and DOD is expected to experience an even larger share of the re-
ductions in 1995—reportedly up to 98 percent. From 1993 through
the middle of fiscal year 95 over 90 percent of total reductions can
be attributed to defense base closures and downsizing activities at
the Department of Defense. The chairman expressed concern over
the disproportionate distribution of workforce reductions and raised
questions about whether the administration’s reinventing govern-
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ment initiatives will result in meaningful government restructuring
or prove to be simply a reduction of the Department of Defense ci-
vilian workforce,

b. Benefits.—This oversight review provided an early examina-
tion of restructuring activities in the executive branch and high-
lighted the disproportionate downsizing of the Department of De-
fense. The planning and out placement programs of the Depart-
ment of Defense should serve as useful models for workforce reduc-
tions in other government agencies.

c. Hearings.—A hearing entitled, “Federal Workforece Restructur-
ing Statistics” was held on March 2, 1995, ’

3. Examining the Federal Retirement System.

a. Summary.—The Federal pension system consists of two pro-
grams: the Civil Service Retirement System (CSRS) covers Federal
employees hired prior to 1984, and the Federal Employees Retire-
ment System (FERS) covers those employees hired after 1984, A
total of 2.8 million active employees are covered, with 1.5 million
in CSRS and 1.3 million in FERS. Currently, 2.3 million partici-
pants receive annuities. CSRS has 2.2 million retirees and survi-
vors, FERS has 37,800.

Acccording to OPM’s 1993 Annual Report on the Civil Service Re-
tirement and Disability Fund (CSRDF) in 1996, the outlay for
monthly payments for retirees of the Federal Government is esti-
mated to be $39.2 billion. The CSRDF is projected to take in ap-
proximately $10 billion in cash receipts and payments from em-
ployee payroll deductions and from cash contriﬁutions from the
U.g. Postal Service. Transfers from the General Treasury will
make up the difference between receipts and payments—nearly $30
billion. The annuities are projected to grow, while the cash receipts
will stay relatively the same. In 2025, cash coming in will total
$3.6 billion, while outlays will total $166.2 billion. And by 2035,
cash receipts are estimated to be $5.6 billion, while outlays will top
$218.5 billion. This increasing burden on the taxpayer and the
overall financial stability of the Federal retirement system is of ut-
most importance to the chairman of the subcommittee.

The subcommittee is involved in an ongoing analysis examining
a host of various proposals concerning Federal pension reform.

The subcommittee reviewed the retirement benefits available for
Members of Congress, congressional staff, and executive branch
employees under current law. In the 104th Congress a number of
Members pension reform bills have been introduced and were re-
viewed by the subcommittee. Under current law, Members and
staff under CSRS accrue benefits at 2.5 percent of preretirement
pay for each year of service. Executive branch employees with 10
or more years of CSRS service accrue benefits at 2.0 percent per
year. Members and staff under FERS accrue benefits at 1.7 percent
per year of service up to 20 years, and 1.0 percent per year over
20. Executive branch FERS employees benefits accrue at 1.0 per-
cent per year, or 1.1 percent if the individual retires at age 62 or
over. Members and staff contribute a greater portion of payroll in
exch