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Enclosed you will find the final report of the Interagency
Task Force on Higher Education Reporting Reduction. . The
report is the result of one month of intensive concentra-
tion on the problem of Federal reporting and recordkeeping

burdens expressed well by many spokesmen for colleges and
universities.

The objective of the Task Force was to identify those steps
which might alleviate some of the major strains between

the institutions and the Government. No attempt was made

to reconstruct the entire regulatory and data reporting
mechanism of the Federal Government; rather, recommendations
were made to improve the present approaches and involve
institutional thinking early in the development of such

requirements.

This report is only a start. It will be the responsibility
of Federal agencies and the institutions themselves to keep
attention focused on the uwnneceesary burdens rhat have been
increasing in recent years. Some particular steps that you
and others at your organization might take are as follows:

1. Call this report and the problem to the
attention of ‘the Congress:

a. Your State's Senators and Congressmen

b. Key Congressional committees, such as:

1) Subcommittee on Education of the
Senate Committee on Labor &

Public Welfare

2) Subcommittee on Postsecondary
Education of the House Committee

on Education & Labor

3) House Committee on Government Operations
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4) Senate >mmittee on Government Operations
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5) Subcommittee on Census and Population
' of House Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service

6) Subcommittee on Census and Statistics
of the Senate Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service

c. Staff members of the above committees

2. Bring these recommendations to the attention of
Federal agency personnel -- agency heads as well
as operating staffs -- when reporting require-
ments, regulation or recordkeeping obligation
is onerous or unjustified, or when this report's
recommendations appear to have been overlooked.

3. Contact the new administration to alert them to
this report, in particular, the new Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare and the President
elect. .

There are two major dimensions of discussions I've had with
higher education organizations: (1) ‘there is a great need
for specificity to accompany the rheteric on this problem of
reporting and recordkeeping burden, and (2) institutions and
associations must be Rrepared to pravide outreach and actual
assistance.

In the latter case, for example, Recommendation No. 4 would pPlace
knowledgeable institutional spokesman’ in a position to advise in
the forms planning process, but who will they be? wWill they
react promptly? Will they be able to "speak as one voice?"
regarding the feasibility, justification, and appropriateness of
proposed surveys and reporting forms? Will they respond to the
new "paperwork provisions" of the Educational Amendment of 1976?

In another case, Recommendation No. 5 asks for the agencies to
obtain from a sample of institutions measures of the workload
associated with responding to selected forms and surveys. Will
zealous campus respondents exaggerate these measures as much as
the agencies now understate them? Will this key ‘component of
the consciousness - raising be treated as just another burden
or recognized as the chance it pProvides to participate in
demonstrating the real burdens imposed by the agencies?

Recommendation No. 7 asks for on-site, in-depth pPretesting. Will

the selected institutions want to invest this effort on behalf
of the higher education community?
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We are all involved in this problem -- the agencies, the
institutiong and the associations, Presently, the power resid
almost entirely in the agencies, while the general stance at
the campus ig Supplication for Federal fungs, It seems to me

role in any amelioration of the trends we suffer, 1 appreciate
your interest in this difficult pProblem and welcome your
Support of these recommendations oy Other suggestiong for
improvementsg in the reporting, recordkeeping and regulatory
relationship between the Federal Government ang higher educatio

Sincerely yours,

/6334k¢/f4&52§?%éci

Robert Wright
Chairman

Ihteraqgncx Task Force
on Higher Education
Reporting Burden

Enclosure
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INTRODUCTION

The Federal Government and colleges and universities have in
recent decades entered into a remarkable partnership, building
the world's greatest capability for scholarship, advanced
education and the application of fundamental knowledge_to the
pPressing problems of our society. Tﬁe Government played a
leading role in recognizing the unique resources represented in
our higher aducation institutions, but has turned in the last

20 years toward offering support for those programs and incen-
tives which further national objectives directly. This growth
of categorical aid to univérsities and colleges has brought with
it the expected controls bqrn of the need for stewardship in the
use of these Federal monies. Many institutions are critically
dependent on this Federal support. As wave after wave of.regu-
lations, surveys, and compliance activities have hit, they have
until recently endured with suffering and silence, while resource:
made scarce by shrinking dollars have been diverted to adminis-

trative and accountability functions.

In the last few years, however, there has beep a rising level
of consciousness, an awareness by the institutions that unless
a wider perspective can replace the individualistic motivations
of those in Federal agencies who, by themselves, define the.
need for data and detailed accountability, this special
partnership between Government and the institutions will be

maimed. It is even now severely strained.
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In his opening remarks to this Interagency Task Force on
Higher Education Burden Reduction, Dr. Mathews, Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare, said:

"The strength behind that protest is considerable,
determined and permanent. It is an idea whose time
has come.

At this point, you have control of how the needed
changes will come about. They can come about with
some deliberation on the part of people who are
invested with the responsibility or they can come
about more precipitously with less thought. I am
fully convinced that it is in your interest and the
interest of your agencies to make some accommodation
to the petition of the institutions of higher learn-
ing and post-secondary education in this country.

I think it serves your purpose and their purposes

as well."

The Interagency Task Force brought together, under White House
initiative, 28 people from 15 agencies to: assess the problem;

evaluate a set of recommendationsl

made by a group of college
and university experts on Federal paperwork and reporting
burdens; and propose specific steps which would have the

greatest effect on the reporting and recordkeeping burdens

of the instiputions.

1/ Report of the Secretary's Work Group for Consolidation and
Simplification of Federal Reporting Requirements for
Institutions of Higher Education, HEW, October 15, 1976.




The charge was to have an impact, and promptly. This

established the scope for the work of the Task Force. The re-
sultant recommendations below concentrate on relatively
immediate steps which would considerably lessen the tensions
between academia and the Government and relieve much of the

workload that falls on the institutions and Government alike.
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RECOMMEN A Tor 3

At present there 1s no sinale 0 00 - inlox to
Federal data gathering proocvas - o Lot coiahier
education institutions whiclh, cu to use ! Ly the
agencies or the various foruz cloaranee aifices to

identify sources of data, tecimn:ical survey design
expertise, or duplication. ‘The Task Foroe roecommends

that the Statistical Policy Division, Qffice of

Management and Budget, should Jdevelop such an index,

with entries made at the earl.ii:zt notice from the

agencies of plans to collect daca and updated as each

form is revised or new forms added. This fully-developed
capability might involve a computerized information

system which could be tapped by remote terminal permitting
a search by topic, by data elemenc, and by agency.
Periodically it would be possibl¢ to produce from this data
base a directory of forms b :ng used with higher educacion
institutions, making avai!.ble . data source reference

for use by those seeking 'ata abcat higher education
institutions.

The Task Force believes that the data acquisition plan

of the Education Division of HEW is an important too.-

fe'r planning and evaluating information needs and
resources. This plan identifies the data gathering
activities to be undertaken in the following fiscal year.
Those whith are approved are the only data acquisition
activities which can be mounted that year. The Task Force
recommends that all Federal agencies develop data acqui-
sition plans.

The Task Force does not find thau control of the paperwork
dilemma can be gained simply by domanding that agencies
meet even more stringent and detailed documentation
requirz=ments for the approval of forms than now exist.
Many forms designed to collect survey data znd to satisfy
administrative recordkeeping reguirements azve well
designed, and reflect excellent concepty ', technical,

and consultative efforts. Requiring in ail cases that
forms clearance be subject to extensive clearance
documentation discourages the resvonsible approaches to
information collection which shoui.d boe cnoor aged.
Increased internal paperwork witliin ToGoTonenic can be as
needlessly burdensome as it is at coi'- . and universities.




The Task Force therefore recommends that OMB revise its
forms clearance procedures by requiring a notice to OMB
of the intention to originate or renew a form. OMB

would then assign the form to one of two clearance

tracks, using stratified random sampling method. However,
controversial or particularly burdensome forms could

be assigned to the second track with certainty. The
smaller set of forms in the "audit" track would require
the full ~ngd extensive package of documentation called for
in the current OMB instructions for Form 83 and else-
where in the Task Force report. Intensive OMB review of
forms clearance packages in the second track on the
described sample basis should provide sufficient basis

for an assessment of the agency's capacity to produce
optimal information gatheriry instruments and complete
justifications.

In subsequent cycles, agencies with demonstrated success
in previous -audits should continue to have their work
examined on the modified random basis described above.
Failure to saticfy the justification and documentation
requirements of the Federal Reports Act and related
regulations and OMB circulars shall be taken as prima
facie evidence of an agency or division's inability to
control unnecessary, uneconomical, ineffective, or burden-
some reporting requirements. CMB would thern audit in
succeeding years a much larger portion of clearance
packages only from those offices which fail the initial
audit. ‘

The Task Force recommends thLat higher education institutions
and their representative organizations should serve as
exverts on the design, feasibility, necessity, and 4
appropriateness of statistical surveys of such institutions.
This consultation should be sought by survey sponsors early
in the planning process, before data formats and definitions
are nearly finalized. Although such consultation would

be also available to the Clearance Offices of OMB and GAO,
its greater value will be in the development and evaluation
phases of survey planning by the agencies.

Although there are three basic measures used by OMB to

measure Federal reporting requirements (number of reporting
forms, number of respondents, and amount of time required to

10
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complete the reports), ooty e 0 sl ot barden
requlres the accurate estimati:n 20 Ll tire: measures.
The Task Force review of selootod -iorvacce packages
and analysis of reporting procedures showed thac

amount of time required iz url Loely o he Knowa
accurately by the agencies or MR,

Most forms require for theivr complotion the ceoperation

of many offices at colleges éud universities, and the
number of respondents is a variable multiple of the
number of institutions filing the report. The under-
statement of number of respon-dents would not itself be a
serious problem if the number of ierson-hours required

to complete the forms were actuallvy known. The usual
agency rractice of estimating average peison-hours in
almost every case ignores the rangce of eff{ort across
institutions and the fact that the burden is knowable and
need not be guessed at by agencics in Washington.

The Task Force recommends that for ali forms a sample
of respondent institutions be asked to report esiim "“es
of marginal person-hours that are necessary to complete

the form. This estimate should be given in two categories:hm

(1) the time required for reporting the information after
it has been assembled; and (2) the time expended in
collecting and assembling the information if it is not
already available.

Agencies should design the samples zo that good empirical
estimates of the distribution of burden can be derived
for institutions of different size and type of control.
These estimates should be used in weighing the need for
the information against its burder to the regporldents.

Complaints of response burden are frequently to be found
at the institution level but less recougnizod at the agency
level. In order to better evaluate the burden of Federal
forms, the Task Force recommends that agencies maiatain
comment 'and complaint files on a form-by-form basis and
use them in forms redesign and in interrretating the data
obtained.

/ne Task Force finds arnle evidence il.d: the current
cractices of planning s rveys and pretssts, and the

current statutory requirement of .:.: al clearance of all
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surveys addressed to more than nine raspondents, are
insufficient to minimize the reporting burdens. The
Task Force recommends comprehensive pretesting by

the form and survey sponsors at a representative group
of institutons prior to submission to OMB or GAO for
final clearance to permit sponsors to identify poten-
tially onerous aspects of their proposed instruments
and gencerally improve Lhe quality of data collected.

The Task :orce also recommends that pretesting should
be done on site at institutions so form and survey
Sponsors can gee firsthand any special difficulties and
be more able to provide instructions and instruments
which will meet the criteria of efficiency, adequacy
and minimum burden on respondents.

The collection of highly detailed infurmation by which
Federal agencies may discover the failure of institutions
to comply with regulations or Statutes may be inappro-
priate when respondent burden and practical utility to
the agency are considered. The Task Force recommends
that screening surveys be utilized to detect the need

for the subsequent cnllection of more detailed data.
Although this two-stage approach may appear to" take more
time, there will be far less respondent burden, the
compliance agency will not have to handle such a large
volume of unused data, and the staff can be made avail-
able for the analytic work which so often is pressed into
the background.

The Task Force recommends that special ettention should

be paid by survey Sponsors to the workload required for
statistical and administrative reporting as it impacts

on certain groups of institutions. For example, small
institutions have less capability to take on what might

be a modest request of a campus witil more resources. The
data which might be obtain-1 from *:he smaller institutions
Oor other categories of ‘rsii!.tions may weigh very lightly
in the corpus of data fc - +._..son-making, but nevertheless

pose a werkload, perhaps . cisar example of unnecessary
burden. .

Sampling of the data items should also be used to reduce
respondent burden. For example, certain data might be
collected by a census of all institutions, while more de-
tailed data coulu be obtained from just a sample of those
instituticns. This approach will still be considered a
single survey by the Clearance Office, OMB, because its
objective is to reduce reporting burden.

12
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TR Vel Group R('»pcn't:'l recommends ] that all Federal data

ao vl ies be consolidated in a single agency in order
Lo reducey the number of Government/ingtitution contacts,
stoandardize definitions, remove duplication, minimize
thaunges in definitions and data formats, and disseminate
the regulte in a timely fashion. Careful examination of
the implications of this proposal! has led the Task Force
to recommend against a single data collection agency.

In the view of the Task Force, these objectives would
not be guaranteed by such an agency.

On the other hand, there are counter-indications that a
single data collection agency could add problems, What

is often thought by critics of Federal reporting require-
ments to be duplication often turns out to be not much
redundancy, but a very heavy load of reporting which does
not appear necessary. In many cases data serve specific
program or policy purposes, and increasing the distance
betwesn user and data collector is inadvisable. No
currently established agency is staffed or otherwise
preoared to handle the heavy workload of such a cong 'ida-
tion, and increased funding of that magnitude is unlikely.
Agencies which become dependent on another agency for
Fheir data will become vulnerable when exposed to data
polrLcies or changing priorities which they cannot control.
The complexity of such a new organization would not lead
to: simplification of the contacts between Government and
the institutions. The single agency could not be expected
to be able to provide the substantive expertise in the
septihh now available in specialized agencies.,

Moy nf bthe recommendations of the Task Force, if implemented,
can be expected to cut back on unnecessary or poorly

die. gned data collection efforts, Instead of supporting

the single agency concept, the Task Force recommends

enhauced support. for the continued improvement of statistical
Agencies an'l units, such as the survey, data library and
dissemination servicos at the National Center for Education
Stataint tes (NCES) .

Chee Tagk Forceo also recommends that survey data from non-

rederat ovganizations should be added to Lhe EDSTAT system
at NOBD Lo breoadon the base of gtatiatical information,

i,
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The Task Force recommends that data elements which

have multi-agency uses be identified early in the
planning process and that priority be given to the
early editing and re¢'«ase of responses to these items.
The Task Force also urges agencies to utilize partially
pre-filled forms, drawing from data already in Federal
agency files.

The Federal Administrative Procedure Act establishes a
process for ensuring that public reaction to Federal
policies is considered during the development of regula-~
tions. The several steps in this process include publi-
cation of a Notice of Proposed Rule Making (NPRM) with a
45-day comment period prior to publication of final regu-
lation; encouraging comments through public hearings;
requiring that Federal agencies maintain a record of
written comments received during the NPRM comment period
for review by interested persons; and, publication of
final regulations reflecting public opinions and
suggestions for change.

A quick survey of thirteen of the agencies represented

on the Task Force indicates that public involvement is an
increasingly important factor in the regulations process,
and that the agencies should reflect this in a more
systematic way. The Task Force recommends that Federal
agencies should, where appropriate, introduce into the
current regulations development process a "notice of
intent to develop regulations" to be published in the
Federal Register with an allowed comment period of 45 days
prior to the NPRM stage. The current Notice of Proposed
Rule~-Making process should, where appropriate, dJdetail

the type of reporting forms that will be required by the
new set of regulation and estimate the burden institutions
will have to assume in collecting or maintaining data.

The agency should indicate its willingness to evaluate
within two years the impact of the regulation in major
policy areas.

14
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acuountability for Federal Funds is necessary; however,
OMB should reduce the institutional recordkeeping
requirements entailed in Federal time and effort report-
ing and documentation of cost sharing by ensuring that
collected information is meaningful and useful. OMB
should implement the Commission on Government Procure-
ment recommendation (B-8) which would effectively eliminate
the necessity for cost sharing on R&D projects in con-
currence with a similar recommendation endorsed by the
Federal Paperwork Commission at its meeting on December 3,
1976. OMB should also seek omission of cost sharing
requirements in the Independent Offices-HUD and HEW-Labor
Appropriations Acts.

The Task Force recognizes the accomplishments inherent

in OMB Circular A-110, which establishes uniform adminis-
trative requirements for grants and other awards received
from Federal agencies. This Circular is expected to con-
tribute appreciably to the reduction of the recordkeeping
and reporting burden on colleges and universities on all
grants and on those contracts, though few in number, to
which it applies, :

The Task Force believes that this contribution could be
considerably enhanced if the standards set forth in OMB
Circular A-110 could apply, in some measure at least, to
the majority of contracts for research, training, demon-
stration, and public service that are generally performed
in colleges and universities. There would undoubtedly
have to be some flexibility in order to conform to the
major procurement regqulatiouns, but Circular A-110 repre-
senty a significant achievement that should be extended
where possible to contracts.

M 1s urged to consider such extension.

A uingle agency should be identified for managing the
ffederal interest in selected areas, such as human subjects
protection, care and use of laboratory animals, clean

air, pure water, and patents. Such an approach could be
mode led after the existing cognizant audit agency concept
which has reduced duplicative activities associated with
financial audits of federally-sponsorcd programs by
assigning each college and university to a single auditing
aqency, generally the agency with the greatest support

to khat institution,
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The current mode of operation in such areas could be
characterized as an informal version of lead agency
responsibility, i.e., one agency having the broad
legislative mandate in a given area, but other interested
agencies are still able to requlate with no assurance

that individual provisions are compatible to other
existing agency guidelines. A case in point is the area
of human subjects research. An institution of higher
education may have to negotiate separate general assurance
for the use of human subjects in research and related
activities reflecting the different requirements of, for
example, HEW, ERDA, and the Consumer Product Safety Com-
mission. Under the cognizant agency concept, on the :other
hand, a single agency would assume complete responsi- -
bility for the development of all regulations in that
area, reviewing existing requlations across Government

and prepare a codification with recommendations for legis-
lative changes as necessary to remove inconsistencies.

It would minimize the reporting and recordkeeping burden
by being the only agency having interface with higher
education institutions in a given area.

In support of the cognizant agency concept, the President
should direct all appropriate agencies to respond within
90 days to his request for agency positions in regard

to the assumption of the cognizant role in the areas of:
(1) human subjects protection, (2) care and use of labora-
tory animals, (3) clean air, (4) pure water, and (5)
patents. After submission of agency positons, OMB should
advise the President on the final selection of cognizant
agency to each area.

The suggestion to consolidate the Federal Government's
programs of enforcement of equal employment opportunity,
civil rights and affirmative action is attractive although
the problems which need to be addressed are too broad and
complex to be included as a mission of this Task Force
with the current time frame. For example, there is
overlapping among various antidiscrimination legislative
provisions, Executive Orders, and their implementing
reqgulations designed to prevent discrimination by
Government contractors, grantees and employers, public

and private, These legislative provisions and Executive
Orders are administered by several Federal agencies. This
situation, in some instances, leads to undue burden in

the form of duplication of enforcement activities which
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wastes the resources of all parties and impedes effective ‘
enforcement. Civil rights enforcement and the adminis- ‘
tration of regulations have been perceived in some in-
stances as imposing unreasonable burdens. We have
examined the various civil rights regqgulations and instruc-
tions and have determined that there is no significant
redundancy in recordkeeping and reporting requirements.

The Task Force recommends that the President form an ‘
appropriate group of knowledgeable persons from all re-
levant agencies and representatives from selected
universities and colleges who have expertise in these areas
to be convened by February 1977 to explore this complex
problem under the chairmanship of a distinguished leader
from the higher education community who is knowledgeable,
sensitive, and experienced in the field of civil rights.
Adequate staff and other support must be provided in this
effort. The Presidential group should prepare within a
90-day period an action plan for this consolidation,
including the legislative changes necessary to assign
"cognizant agency" status (see Recommendation 16).

The Task Force also recommends that the Department of
Labor, the Office of Civil Rights (HEW), the Internal
Revenue Service, the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights,

the Justice Department and the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission coordinate their enforcement activities through
a memorandum of understanding.

The Federal Government permits recipients of grants and
other agreements to purchase nonexpendable personal
property. This property must, under OMB Circular A-110,
be accounted for if the purchase price of an item is
5300 or more. The property management function of

the recipient institution involves considerable

effort in maintenance of unit records on: the item's
description; serial number; source of purchase;
acquisition date; cost; location; condition; use; date
this information was reported; and ultimate disposition
data including sales price, method used to determine
fair market value, and other characteristics. In’
addition to creating a racord on each guch item of
property purchased for $300: or more, a complete physical

17
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inventory must be taken at least biennially; a control
system must be established to-prevent loss, damage or
theft with full investigation and documentation in the
event of loss, damage or theft; and adequate maintenance
procedures must be established to keep the equipment

in good condition. 1In short, higher education institu-
tions pay a very great additional price (i.e., burden)
when they agree to purchase even rather modestly priced
equipment with Federal money.

These provisions of OMB Circular A-~110 are, of course,
designed tc assuge proper stewardship of property
acquired at vovernment expense. The question has been
raised, however, as to why the $300 level has been set.
An estimate by the National Association of College

and University Business Officers indicates that if the
accountability level were raised from $300 to $1,000,
there would still be accountability under Circular A-110
for about 84 percent of the dollars represented by this
nonexpendable equipment category, but the number of items
to be handled as described above would drop 66 percent.

It should be noted that an item of equipment which costs
less than $1,000 becomes the institutiorls property without
reimbursement to the Government when there is no further
use for it on Government projects. Circular A~110

appears to be interested in controlling the item under
$1,000 by extensive recordkeeping, handling, reporting
requirements only for the duration of particular projects.

The Task Force recommends that the Financial Management
Branch, OMB, change its Circular A-110, Attachment N,
Section 2.c. to define "nonexpendable personal property"

to include that which is purchased for $1,000 or more,
rather than the current $300 level. In this way, a
substantial amount of property management and recordkeeping
responsibility will be lifted from universities and
colleges.

19. Significant amendments to the filing requirements for
exempt organizations were enacted as part of the Tax'
Reform Act of 1969. At that time, the Internal Revenue
Service agreed to accept from a variety of exempt organi-
zations, including universities and colleges, their own
substitutes for the detailed financial information required
in Form 990, Part II in lieu of a completed Form 990. In
1975, IRS determined that it could no longer accept

18




substitutes for two reasons: (1) a significant lack

of uniformity in the way financial records were
maintained and reported, and (2) the development within
IRS of criteria utilizing items from the Form 990 to

be applied by computers in the selection of returns for
audit. For the past eighteen months, the National
Association of College and University Business Officers
(NACUBO) and its counsel have met with the IRS in an
attempt to find an acceptable compromise. The institu-
tions believe that completion of Part II of Form 990
would require them to keep their financial records in

a way that often conflicts with recognized accounting
standards developed and approved for use by universities
and colleges. As a direct result of these negotiations,
the Internal Revenue Service has agreed to certain changes
on the Form 990 for 1976 and will review instructions
for completing the 1975 and 1976 forms prepared by
NACUBO for dissemination to its membership.

19
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Department of Justice

Department of Labor

Department of Labor

Department of Labor
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Richard R. Sonnergren
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