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' AN EXAMINATION OF CMZ FORMS CLEARANCE K ' ‘
AIMS, POLICIES AND PROCEDURES :

A ‘ . a1

" Pyrposes - . \ ' .

-
.

The purposes ‘of this paper are four-fold: (1) to delineate the printipal

aims and policy objectives of Office of ManaGemen:t and Budget Forms Clearance

(OMB FC), as embodied in Federal legislation and executive directives since

“ 1942; (2) to identify the major.current thrists of OME FC: (3} to suggest

- .

" possible future policy directions of OMB FC, within'the context of btoader
il . ,
governmental activity relating to Federal resea’rch' practices: and (4) to docu-

. . b e ’ - . N
ment various policies., procedures, and guidelines whiach pertain to Forms

Clearance in both the OMB and the Education Division {ile., principally'the

National Instatute of Education and U. 8. Office of Education) ?E/Ehe Department

1

of Health, Education and welggre (DHEWY .

[
.

This paper 1s divided into twe distinct and physically separate parts.

- . -
The first. part focuses mainly on the first three objectives cited, and isg

. represented in this writing. The,second fpart encompasses the fourth objective
« ° I b N . v
» _of the paper and 1is belqgkijjaed in the form of a compilation of materxals

»

about Forms Clearance under s separate title, “% Handbodk on Forms Clearance
L] ’ . " ‘ - ~
‘Policies and Procedures for Federalk Edncation Contractors." The Handbook 1is

mainly griented to the evaluation pra&tltioner with responeibilities for pre;
o paring Forms Clearanée.packages. monitoring the review process, and generally

\ L] . - 1
facilatating the OMB clearance procesi. The table of contents for this Hand-

. iy, -

- »

»

bopk is attached to thas péper as ?ppendix A. In the farst part of the paper,

Forms Clearance 1S viewed from a goaﬁs/pollc1es perspective, whereas the P

Loe e
. ‘ -
. Handbook views FC from a process-implemeéntation perspective. I i
‘ g o R ' ‘ ‘ —
., Background ' ' : - . at
4 v » . &
‘ OMB Porms Clearance is not a new phenomenon. For tharty-five years .
. . e -
» . . *y ‘ "
the OMB and its prédecessor, the Bureau of the Budget, have reviewed forms
) Q ) 4 \ - 4t" ' ST - ‘ L
. " . . . -
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. - . o 7 ) L.
and plans for ,the cdollection of information from the public by most Federal -
. ' ' . W

. s v . [

agepcl®s. Serious anjerest in FC by Federal education coOntractors s 'a rece%t bt

M - - " B .
; wf' H o -

phenonenor, i D4s been brought about by recognitzon of ;ncreased;ggpinls-

i iy L)

» . v

trative as well as substantive corilexity in the FC review process. NewWly

A Y e pwrhm
*

intreduced FC regulations and reculrements relatirng. to such 1ssues and prob-

lems as 1nc§ea51ng‘governmcnt paperwork and red-tape, mounting hurcemn’ on the:
L3 "" *‘ -
public in meeting government 1mformation reguests, inwhsicn of personal

. . .“ . : H .. *

+ privacy by Lﬁtruslve gowernnent surveys and -Questlonnaires, access to informa-
tion maintained by"govirnment on ir&ividuals, and puklic Z4isclosure of ) 4
goverrment-collaected information., nave Caused uneasiness, cornfusicn, and con- 3

. . ] ] §
cern witnin the educational R, 3,Laf community,., “ther pressures specifically .
- El
gy ~ . '
affecting data acqQuisSitioh activities in education have hullt 2p since the

-

*

early €0's and have caused Doth substantive and procediral revisions 1n the

-

»

T
Educaticn Division FC system. A recent mémorandum from Mr. Joe Schneider

(1976) to the ls-memoer TEDaF cryanizatinn issued the following advite in

4
responge to new FZ directives: "If you must get your instrument ¢leared, do
L
1

, .
it quicki?. The longer you wairt, the higher the risk that you will be too

late." The fear., of course, 1s that FC will be more difficult, -even 1mpossible

= to get in the not-so-dlstant future. The implications of new FC policy

? initiatives for managkrent of evaluation stud:ies, for planning and developang |

- v
.

data tollection methods, and for implementing evaluation plans in a timely

and effective manner haﬁe hardly-been considered. ¢

% [

The concern for FC 1s riot unigue among Federal education contractors. *

A recent staff study Prepared by the Committege on Post Office and Civil "

[ . .

. . 1
Service (1977} under the direction of Richard Tauber criticilzed- OMB FC for

L

. the "lack of well undeKStood standards for review," the “"lack of understanding

p——

of most persons of ;hix}otal ¢learance system which involves the agencies and

departments as well as OMB," and for "no managementrcontrol over the total ' ;

\ . 5

Q . . ] . '
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. 7
system sd that forms or guestionnaires tan take upwards of a year or more in

¢ Clearance” all withcout facing up to the major :ssues which FC,1s mandated to y
* » . * 4 -

addregs {(p. 7-8). * Telechone interviews conducted recently by the authors

a

. ' L ) )
with™selected evaluators in ReD institutions revealed a wide variety of views

a
" - s -

concerning tne aims of FC, a lack of basic information about FC policies and

a
.

review procedures in both the OMB and in the Divaision of Education (DHEW), p
. 4 o’

s - .
' and in some cases intolerably long delays in getting final-oOMB approval for

-

propesed instromente and data cellect:ion glans. For some contractors con-

tacted, the FC process resulted in 1ncreased costs in money, time, professicnal

\ .
. * resources, andfer emctional Irgstration, the costs of which were not 1n-

significant. . ) Y .
. B - -

L . In short, the OB FC system, and its sub-system in the Education Division,

are presently in a state of flux, with immedrate and long=term imclications -«

- that are d:fficalt to distern for Federally-sponsored research generally and
- . i - t
£0r educational evaluation in particular. t 15 hoped that this pager w:ll
l‘ Y N
RN . - ‘;_‘ 0
. . previde a basis for examaning these implications.
+ ' F ) { y
. . Methods . - ;

Ls . ) at
N There were four primary sources of information for this paper and the
> _ .
, *  Handbook: (1) written.documents supplied by seniar Government officials
T closely cogpected with FC in the OMB ang i1n the Education Divisron, (2} experi-

- ¥

. . -+ ence-of recently moving two instrumeénts through the Forms Clearance process,

.(3) telephone interview-discussions wirth selected educational evaluators and
i

r
administrative staff within various R&D institutions whose primary source of

A
»

1 e :
'fuqﬁlﬁg 1s from the Education Divisich (DHEW), and (4) interview-discussions

with FC officials i1n the OMB, NIE, and USOE held during the first week of

., + . March, 1977 in Washlngton.‘D, C. These sources of information provldcd 1nsi1ghts "
Vg - ' -
~ . intg 'FC from both the Federal Government and education contractor [Crspectives.
. . . (. o .

- *

. & NP '
The- late timing of interviews held 1n Washington was agyantageous in allowing

ERIC . . 6 I
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‘ ‘ + ’ [ L Y
to be included in this paper. The disadvantage was in not

\ period of reflection over what we had learned and enodgh fol'

L]

. . pursue additidnal questions. The conclusion section in ths

ow-up time to

per will set

L \;
4 N b
forth &nly a preliminary set of observations and .questions for un<fe inguary.

OMB FC: .Principal Goals §
The praincipal authority for oM FC 1s derived from the Federal Raports
; . ' ol
. Act of 1942 (P.L. 77-83131 which declares the OMB's general authority t

-

review data colle:t;on Sorms and plans prowosed by federal, agencies: .

/ R Federal agency shall‘conduc; of sponsor the collection of
information, Jxon :dentizal 1tews. from ten Or more pPersons
{other than rederal emplovess as suych) unless. in advance.of @ ) s
adopticn or revision of any clans or forms to be used in such
collection, (2} The agency shall nave suomitted to t%n Difector
such plang or forms, together with copies of such rertipeht '
requlations and otrer related narer:als as the Direetor Shall .
spec1fy; and (bj.The Director shall nave stated that he dges not
disapprove tne proposed collection of information {Sec. gg@%).

r

The Act further states that - 4 o

1

... the Directcr 1s authorized withan his discretion to make a - b
determunation as to whether or not the collection of any informa-
tion by any Federal agency 1s necessary for the proper pgrformance

of the functions of such agency or for any other propef purbose

{sec. 33505) :

v

This latter authority has not been generally undﬁrstood or acreptéd by

. = *
-

Federal agéncies and contractors alske. Questions are sometimes.raised about

the right of OMB to examine proposed data colleétion agtivrties on grounds

i,
.

of whether they are "necessary" or essential, The\critér}a promulgated by

the OMB for review of forms/plaﬁs {see Section II, Pagt B cfﬁHandbooP) Squest

"h
- n 4

that data Justifaication 1s a matter of determlnlpg ap\agéncy 5 statutory )

1' . ) [ JF )
! . . ¢ T T ' L
lThlS Act was 1ate¥ modified by the Tr@ns-h%a§ka—P1pe11ne act of 1973
? which exempts the “overnment Accountang Offaice . itndependent Federal regula-

tory agencies, the government of the Distriot of Cblumbia and the territoraics

and possessaons of the U. 5., and thelr various sutdivisions from meeking
FC requarcments.

ERIC ' e .‘ ’
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. .

obligaticon to collect data. and of determining redundancy {availability of
-

data from existing sources’) in the request rather than the worth of an

agency's program oy Project.

From the viewpoint of establishing the major objectives of FC, Section
/

3501 of the FRA 15 the most 1lluminating: N

kS

Information needed by the various Federal agencies should be
obtained with 4 minimum buxden upon business enterprises
(eSpecially upon small business enterprises) and other persons.
required to furnish such information, at a minimum of cost to
the Government, that all necessary duplication of efforts in
obtaining such information, through the use of reports, guestion-
naires, and other such methods should he eliminated as rapidly
as practicaple, and that information collected and tabulated

by any Federal adency should insofar as 1s expedient be tabulated
in a manner to maxim:ize the usefulness ©f the information to
other Federal agencies and the public.

In summary, based on qbe FRA of 1942, OMB ¥C may be saia to be primarily

concerned with heeting the' following objectives:
(1} eliminating urnecessary.duplication of government -efforts
in obtaining 1nformablon from the publaic,

(2) minimizing the costs of obtaining such information.

(3) minimizing the burdens upon those furnashing information
to Federal agencies, and ~

vd) maximizing the usefulness of the information gathered to .
both the Federal government and the public.

xﬁe most recent set of OMB guidelines aimed at accomplishing reductions in
public reporting burden are directed to ensu;e nore effective implementation
of these objectives of the FRA.

/ Two additional points are worth noting. ane is tf:at the first three
cbjectives gstated are intended to protect the public interest against ex-—

cessive and frivolous data demands by the Federal government which are costly

in terms of both taxpayers money and time. The' fourth objective relates to

a more positive function, that of promoting the public welfare through en-

couraging greater sharing of information among the varjious Federal government

. 3
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review craiteria, which can be examined in the Handbook {Section II, Part B),
are quite specific, for example, in the technical aspects of survey research
methodology. - A
re /

t *

agencies and btheen the government'and the public itself. ?he second point

is that the question of maximizing data usefulpess {1.e.. the fourth obj)ec-

tive) naturally raises the concern for the technical quali f data collection

-

methodelody: including bhoth the plan, design: and the forms themselves., OMB

Enacted by Céngress in 1950, the Budget and Accounting Procedures Act
(BﬁAPA)authorlged the OMB to "develop programs and te¢ issue regulations and
orders for the improved gathering, cempiling, analyzing. publishing. and

dissemination of statistical 1nformation for any Purpose £% the various
agencies 1n the Executive Branch of the Government (Sec. 103)." OMB was also

-

directed to ensure that sound statistical standards in survey désign and
. v - . -
statistical procedures in general are paintalned. ©n May 3, 1974, the OMB

issued standards and guidelines to achleve the oblectives of the BAAPA (OME,
L) .

* * L]

1974) to be followed by agencies in the Executive Branch as well as by con-
tractors and granteeg. The standards and guidelines were intended to achieve

greater effjciency in the design and conduct ©f statistical surveys. reduction

-

in the reporting burdefi on respondents, greater uniformity and comparability

r .
among statistical series and studies., and improved accuracy of Federal statis-—

.

tics. The two most pertinent parts of these standards and guidelines are
Exhibits & and B which relate more closely to the first two objecéives of
FC as previously cited. Exhibit A-"standards for Statistical Surveys" promul-
gates standards in seven categPrles of statistical surveY research. Exhibat B

"Standards for the Publication of Statistics” delineates standards in six

L5

categories which bear on the publication of statistical data. The standards

enumerated in Exhibit A hear a close relationship to currently operative

-

criteria in the clearance and review process. .

B
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The BAAPA of 1950 also gives the\OMB considerable authorlty for the

centralized planning and coordination 0¥\Etatlstlcal programs While FC

-

itself is not specifically designed to perigrm planning and coordination

functions, it tends to be viewed both inside and outside OMB as a device

[

which can contribute to improvement in data-based policy formula%ion and -
planning at the highest levels of management within Federal govefnmeni
%genc1es. The Statiética; Poliéy Davisgon (SPD) of the OMB, of which Forms
‘Clearance is @ unitor a function, is chafged overall with taking leadership
in this area. The praincipal concept of FC as now operating in its simplest

form appears to be generally that of controlling and ﬁegulatlng the nugber of
i o
report forms rather than'plannlng/coordlnation of Federal statistical pro-

¥
grams for management purposes.

4 ¢ 1
To summarize, the FRA of 1942 and the BAAPA of 1950 establishes the
authority of the OMB to achieve minimel burden on indiv@duals and respondent

L3

grouPs in data collection efforts sponsored by the Federal government. to

minimize the cost of such data collection actiyities, and to maximize the

usefulness of data collected through application of sound statistical standards

and research Practices.

Current FC Thrusts

In October 1975, the OMB 1ssued the rasults of a study {(Lowry. 1975}

[

attempting to assed#s the burden of reporting to the Federal government during
the period from 1942-1975. Though the‘report}ecpgﬁlzed and‘discusséd

the difficulties o? measuring reporting burden,';ts major findings appear to fﬁ\\
be reasonable: (1) betweéen 1953 and 1975 the number.of OMB ‘approved repeti-

tive Federal Reports remained almost constant, varying only ten percent up

or down from 5,000 a year; {2) from 1966-1973, however: the number of, indivi-

[

dual responses to those reports increased 83 m111ion; (3) there are at:tual-l"}:-j

19 ' '
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64 million more people filling out reports since 1968; and (4) repogting

. ‘time (i.e.. 6he number of hours pecople spend completing forms) rose more

. . -

sharply during 1966-1973 than either report numbers or responses--from 112

.

a

¥ i L] » »
million hours 1in 1966 to 177 million hours in 1973 to 129 millien hours through

4 el

June 1973. - - . ) »
' » - -~ - " .
" "Shartly follewing .the Lowry Report, #residdnt Ford on March 1,.1976,
- . . ') .
1
directed OMB Dlr?ctor James Lynn "to assume personal respon51biqlty for
" . -

. achieving the pu}poses of the Federal Reports Act. insofaf as your'agency is

-
- t ’
-

concerred.”
The President's remarks continued;

I'regard this as a craitical ©rganizational'step to assure
‘continuing and effective 'attention to controlling and re-

. ducing the heavy public impact from government data collec-
tion. I exptct Prompt results from this effort. Specifically,
I expect the number of rgports which collect information from
the public to be reduced at least ten percent by next June 30.

8
-

(This directive is somewhat curicous in 1ight of the OMB findings as just

reported, indicating that. the most difficult problem was not related toe the

E ) - +
nimber of forms but rathes to reporting hours and number of responses)..

;

On March 2,7 1976, the OMB Director, James T. Lynn. issued Circular

No. A-40., Attachment A {Revised}, and a set of guideliney (OMB, 1976) to imple-
‘. +

+

ment the President's objective. As of March 8, 1976, every reqdést far
: ’ Vs .

Co \

L 3 . . . . H
clearance of a proposed new report. of a revision to an existing report,, and

for continued use of an existing }eport was expected to gonform to these

-

guidelines for preparing a request for clearance. The applicable sections of

-

X NOo. A-40 are quotéd as follows:
< To minimize the reporting burden on respoments and te impr s
government efficiency, each Federal agency will consider an
determine, in connection with each plan or report form submitted.
- whether the proposed plan-or report form exceeds the,llmits,of ]
. reasonable nead or practical mtility. either with respect to num- %
ber of respondents., frequency of collection, or number and diffi-
culty of the items..and whether all of thé items of information

to be furnished or recorded are essential to the central purpose z
of such plan or report form. (Sec. 4, paragraph a) P
Q ’ 11 ’ - A T

P e
4
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-.  Special consideration will be given to the burden on individuals,
small -businesses, and other organizations with limited clerical, -
financial managem$nt, and statiStical gtaffs which employ fewer ’ .
than 100 persons. Individunals, small businesses, or other small

¢ oOrganizations should ‘not be called tpon to spend more .than one-
half hour in responding to a reguest fbr information from a
Federal agency. Agencies will be expected to max®'a specific
justification for any data collection plan or instrument whiche _
*requires more than one-half hour from these respondents. {Sec. 4,
paragraph <) T .

To ensure accountabiﬁﬁty and effectiye compli'ance with the intent of

*

these guidelines, a new revision of the Standard Form .83 “Clearance Request'

- - - -

. * -
and Notice of Action" (see Section II, Part E of Handbook} will cbntain a

»
statement of certification which must be signed by the approving official

for the Federal agencY c¢learance ©fficial that, among other things stated.

. i . . ' ey
e data colleckion form under reviéw "represents the minimum burden on

1 ]
- ! ]

resphondents codsistent with the need for ipformation.* -~
' ¢ ) Fl . L
. It appears that President Ford's March 1 directive was taking hold. for

~
M 1

. in a Cabinet meeting on July 23, 1976, the President reported that he was
- .‘pleased that the objective of'féduéing the number of Federal reporting forms :
: - . X

had bgen achieved.’ although the reportinmg burden had increasea.

4 [ g

On July 23, 1976, President Ford issued another major policy directive

which set as a goal for 1977 a fivé percent reduction in the hours required
L ”

to respond to the Government's request for information from the public. A

further goal of An additional 15-20 percent redugtlon in reporting burden by " .

the endaof FY 1978 was also, set. These goals would be attained by establish=

=

‘ !
ing geilings for the number of repeti d single-time reports for each

. ) 79’__ &
department and by amplementing a set OF idelines ‘(see Section II, Part D
of Handbook) wHiQh aim to contgol the number of reports ag,well as the
¢ ) .
. reporting burden associated with Federal agencies’ and departments. These

guidelines wgré issﬁed by the OMB on September.l, 1976, Specific objectives

were established for reducing public reporting to Federal agencies:

— 12
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single-time reports for agencies in the gxecutive brangh,
which breaks down to 850 repetitive reports and 230 single-
time reports for DHEW, . . -

A B
;, establish ceilings of 4700 repetitive reports and 60¢

Fre

2. reduce the burden of public reportimq}g’%éven million hours
by September 30, 1977 associated with repetitive reports and
to ensure that the burden of reporting associated with single-
time reports iw no higher on September 30, 1977 than it was on
June 80, 1976, )

1
' -
Ay

'$ 3. to recommend éhanées in legislation whidhnwoqéd achieve an
additional 20 miilion hours reduction in reporting burden sub-
sequent to September 30, 1977.°

The next key event occurred shqrtly after President Carter took office,
when the Office of the white House Press Secretary issued a release gn Febru-
* LA
ary 1é&, 1977 of a memorangum from Prﬁsident Chrter to all Heads of Executive

Departments and Agencies. Th? full text of this memorandum is quoted below:

As I outlined in the Cabinet meeting on Monday, January 24.
i am determined to improve the efficiency and effectiveness

» of the Executive Branch. As part of this improvement, I place

. & high priority on reducing the burden which reporting to” the
Federal Government places upon the American public.

. My predecessor launched a program to secure & modest five -
percent reduction 1n reporting burden by Septémber 30, 1977.
ﬁg& am dismayed to learn that the executive deparitments and
agencies have made virtually no progress toward the achieve-
ment of that goal. .

To assure that this matter receives your continuing attention,

I want you to assume personal responsibility for the siccessful
fulfillment of this task and for achieving the pﬁ}poses of the

Federal Reports Act as they relate to your agency. You may '
delegate authority, but any such delegation must besunambiguous
and must run directly to Yourself.

. . h

Please determine personally:

: ]
N (a) How many reports does my agemncy receive?
(b} How many capn be combined or eliminated? i '
(c) How can they be simplified?

(d}) Can less frequent reports serve adequately? -

{e) Can major departments, agencies and sub-aéenéies
share the same report? * >

- 13




.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

11

LY
I do not lock upon the task of reducing the reporting burden
on the public as a one-shot campaign. It is a continuing
problem. Reutine efforts. to deal with it will not suffice.
You should revieéw your agency's data collection activities
to find ways of carrying cut your program responsibilities
ifh a manner which will reduce the paperwork burden on the R
public,

Assess reports now required by law. You should develop rec- . ~
ommendations for changes ih legislation which might permit

further reductions in reperting in the future. .

I have assigned the Director of the Office of Management
and Budget responsibility for exercising general oversight
over the reporting burden reduction Program. When possible. ) '

apply to existing forms the OMB restralngé on new forms and
reports., . . :

I anticipate your wholehearted and enthusiastic support in
achieving these goals. I want each of you and your staff to
cooperate fully with the Commission on Federal Paperwork, ’ -

I

which is pursuing a broad inguiry i1nto matters relating to ¥
papefwork generated by Federal agencies and its impact on the
public. Py '

Firally, report to OMB by March 3l’the goal of your agency

* for reductior of regquired reporting which will be achieved by
September 30, 1977, plus other recomméndations CoOncerning - .
legisletion and cooperation with other agencies. ’

That statement is hardly ambiguous as to the intentions of the‘pew -

ut

Administration. at least with'fegpegt to the "burden" isste. On the day

x

following the President's. directive, Bert lLance, the new OMB Director, re-
isgued in almest the identical form (with minor chang®s) the September 1
1 *

guidelines as mentioned Previcously. The recency of these events and the

’ . . L. Lo
priority which the present Administration is giving to the issue of federal

reporting burden make a compelling case that FC will continue to play a y
'S

¥ R

strong., if not stronger. role in relation to federally-sponsored research/

-

evaluation in the next four years. <Can anything be said now about where

OMB FC is heading in the next few Years? *

; -

Future Directions in OMB FC ' : .
Judging from the previcus discussion. the reporting burden i1ssue will
be a major concern of OMB FC. There are indications that OMB FC will take -

v L

it
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. . .o . - . -
on new and broader responsibilities both in terms of accomplishing reductions
. . ~ 1 .

¥

*

. - A - .‘ "..
in pational reporting burden and of making better use of -information dathered
;,_- ‘.h‘
by thee Feden@l govérnment. The work of the Paperwork Commiﬁsioq_cited in
. . Vi .
President Carter's memorandum, and two other recent stud;és. one known as

the "Tauber Report," and the other as the Peat, Marwick. Mitchgi};{ Co. '
. ‘ 1 e Y,
evaluation report, suggest a new emerging role. concept fﬁr OMB FC. * ﬁhﬂv

K

Paperwork Commission. Established two years agor the Commission on

1y
L]

Federal”Paperwork 1s‘a l-'-l—membegpartizan body including r;epresent_lati\;qa

of the Congress, the Executive nchs State and local qovernmenﬁsm_qﬁd.the,

L & g
private sector. Problems on which the Commissloﬁ is working affect virtually

the entire nation. They range. in scope from a simplé proposal that could’

eliminate a form required of 200,000 Americans who make wine at home, to

. . ¥ *
a complex plan for standardizing the paperwork of 41 sesparate welfare agencies
13 Y

at a projected saving of nearly six billion dellars a year. "Our goal is not
ogii to cut unnecessary paperwork and red tape, but to bring about organiza-
ticnal and policy reforms necessary to make sure we are never agaik so over-

bordened" {Paperwork Comm#ssion, 1976). The OMB program to reduce the number
! L ) .
of Federal forms and the workload tney cause is presently being closely coordi-
S\

. . * . -«

nated with the Commission's work. It should be added that the newly established
- P

Education Data Acquisitions Council in the Edtucation Division ©f DHEW (see

“
L]

Section I of Handbook) also appears to be working in concert with the Paper-

. . . 'ﬁ"
work Commigsion. -

B s
L

At least one propesal of the Commission haé been formulated in the area of -

T

Bducation; 1t is aimed at reducing education reporting and recordkeeping

-

requirements in the U, §. Office of Education. Expected results of the pro-

1y
11

posed study include: / . "

. Cps ) . 4§ ,
1.. An identification of similar or identical réquests Jor educa-
+  tion information from multiple Federal agencies, and the

15
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development ¢f policy recommendations to identify dupligation,
reduce duplicatiédn and improve inter-agency coordination,

»
2. Anddentification of information requests growing out of coming
_ Federal'legislation, as well as. new Federal policy concerns.

" 3. The reductipn of reporting burdens growing out of the manage-

) nment'of Federal education programs, such as the elimination of
ynneeded forms; and the developrent of certification procedures

. for education grant applications, and state and local plans re-
guired fo{ education adenC1es by the Office of Education.

.
-

- ~ 4. The development of testing of agency mechanisms and technigues
~ e 3 to ensure that Federal, state, and ;oqal cooperation 1s achleved
in the coklection and utilization of education information, and

5. The development and testing- of mechanisms and technigques to ensure
N ' that the Commission on Federal Paperwork developmental efforts,
» _are incorporated into agency practice, (Commission on Federal
Paperwork,.no date} . . :

In contrast to the FC strategy of simply reviewang and c¢learing requests

-

: on a form-by-form basis, the Paperwork Commission is seeking to achieve simi-
> N - f .

- :

lar objectives as FC by improving coordfnation among data collection requgsts

+ from Federal agenciesa ascertain;ng data 1mpact of Federal legislation which

creates data réquarements, and facilitating cooperation among data users

.

. following data collection. In short, the difference in strategy i1s between .
creating r¢ lqufage points at the beginaing and end of the research activity °,

" cycles a.la' Paperwork Commission, rather than only atgthe middle of the cycle’

- ’ -

\{instrum;ﬁt development phasel a la' OMB FC. The Tauber Report:. to be dis-

coussed briefly, recommends a similar approach as the Paperwork Commission to

fulfilling #C oﬁjectives.
v
. Tauber Report. Is§§ed on January 28, 1977, the so-galled Tauber Report

is a discussion of i¥sues related to the coordination of Federal statistics

gathering programs, and 1s the result of hearings conducted by the House

Subcommittee on Censis ‘and Population during March and April 1976 (Committee

op Post Office and Civil “Service, 1977). The main thesis of this report is that
’ » . -

the Federal government needs an effective mechanism to coordinate and plan

-
.

16 )
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data requests, to reduce the burden and cost of data collecti®n on the

- il . -

r, . . - r_
Américan public, and to develop more effective ways of utilizing (i.e.,
) & . . . . 4
apalyz%ng and disseminating) information. According to the Report, much

"
-

of the blame falls on the Congress for gaving too little attentiom to the

+ -

da%a implications of legislated requirements for program reporting, for '

8 . . . .-
applications for participation jin programs, and for mandated studies-and

reports. lThe‘Report suqéests that OMB FC should not only-be concerned with

3 5
¢

the -maintenance of survey. standards and the avoidance of unnecessary respondent
. V r

F
burden, but also with agency functions, such as the storing, processing, and

"

dissgmination of program data, and the construction of analytical models. 1In
e P g

short, the forms review function should not be considered separate from.the
i + .

LJ

planning and cooxdination of the Federal statistics system. ,

One of the specific recommendations of the Réport is to establish (or
re-gstablish) a.s§ngle ¢learance office in the OMB with broader responéibility
than_simpiy conducting ; form=by=form review--its goal would be better manage-
ment of the Federal government's data acquigition‘effbrts and better goordina~
tion of PFederal statistical activities in gene;al. ‘

’ In the last two years, the OMB has‘taken %téps to §trengthen the planning

and coordination function spoken about in the Tauber Report. As this pertains

te FC in particular, the findings and recommendations of an evaluation study

“on OMB FC are revealing. -

Peat, 'Marwick, Mitchell & Co. Report. In March 1975, the resuits of an

-

extensive examination of the FC process were reported. Some of the majar

findings of the study are summarized: .

1. fThe purreht clearance process functions in a reattive mode. IE§
resporids primarily to requests for clearance. OMB is thus in-
volved in perfecting a repofalform and not in developing an
effective reporting system for closely related subject areas.

e - The major sources of new reporting requlrements, e.g., Congress
and executive departments, function independentl of the clearance

19
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function, f%ere is now no effective wmechanjism for intro-
ducing 1into the 1nitiation and developmant stageg of rbkportindg |
N requirements i1nformation on cxistind reporting and gumadance’
‘ on how to minimize burden assoclated with new reguigéménts.s . A
Since new requiréments are tne major source of rego ting burden.
a major deficiency in the cursent Qloarance process 1s its-.-
inability to become inveolved at the 1n1t1aulon snaoe

-

- - * '
L. S N * + . .,
2. The Clearance process does not appeal to functldn effectively .
. in some departments and agencigs whach rmifiate, develop, and

implement reporting reduirements. Some deparbrents hhqe wall-
developed clearance functiens which carefully scrutinize re-
quests for)éfea*an-_. Certaln dﬁDarenanub dp not nave alth
the professional skills or the staf 11”‘necessa*v fo* clﬂarance
activities. This 1s reflected in a lack of offeciive, early |
coordination with CME 1n the 1mitiation of new reguirements. :
Lack of coordaination onm information sharing anong departrents
during the develonrent of reportins redulreéments and the sub-

. mission Of regussts for clearance wWhich are not well-suprorted, of
methodologically sound, and/or well-docudented azrpears to be
evident 1n soéme dernartnentis.

y - . 3. The clearance fBrccess does nopk provide for after-the-fact
assessment of the utility and’meanlngfulness_of data ac:ung
lated through reporting reguirements. <Cnce an 1nmatral
determination of need :1s made and the form aporoved, 1t szeens .
to be rouatinely extended (ungess some OPen 1ssae remains or
a change 1s made on the form). The process does not agpear to
provade for an aindepth rewigw of utilaty at the time of ex- :
tension. Unless reyort férms, both mandatory “and volamsary, .
which have relativraly Low utilicy are elinmirnated fror the & .
. ) inventory of reporting requirements, there 1S onl; limited ognor-
tunity ko reduce the reporting burden.

The "ideal"” FC process, as proposed by Peat et. al. would focus on con-

. . Fis & .
( trolling the burden at the i1niti1a?ion stage by assessing the potential impact

"
. on the burden of new reporting reguirements, at the development stage by,

expanding ghe role of coordinating Federal information-sharing activities,

.
+

and at the implementation stage by increasing surveillance over the utility

. ¥
+
and meaningfulness of current report forms; the ideal process would also see

%

a_more responsible role for other groups which influence Federal reportang.
.

In essence, the clearance by OMB of i1ndivaidual report forms would no longer

+

be the predominant functioni 1t would become mére active 1n curtailing new

+

reporting requirements where they originate, in coordinating Federal data

Ls

. aégﬁlSltlon actavities, and 1n ensuring that data collected are effectively

utilized. et ' ].8 - .
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’ Underlying the findings and recommendations of the Paperwork Commission,
. . .
. v
the Tauber Report, and the pPeat etal. evaluation study appear to be a set

- L] -

of basic assumptions about future government-society rel@tionsﬂips: “that

o

- -
national needs/problems will continue to heg large-scale innovative solutions
)
. - .
, . apd that problem-solving will contanue to be a major focus of government
activity: that information requirements for such problem~-solving endeavors

Al will continue to be demanding in terms of cost, quantity. #nd gQuality; and

»
that t}e coun%rvallmg pressure to reduce the role of dovernment in American
- '

society will rem&in strong, but so will the tendency of government to legis-

'
4

late solutions to broblems of society which reguire the collection of vast
L]

s amcunts of i1nformation from the publiq*

-

How or if oMB FC adopts new role concepts in order to achieve the objec-

tives set down by the Federal Reports Act of 1942 “and the Budget and Accounting °
Procedures Act of, 1950 cannot be accurately determined. And the future impli-

® cations for Federal education zontractors, or even Fedgral’ contractors generally,

!

are very slusive, \ ' ¢

™

Conclusions . . ' \ N ]

» -

. OMB FC has been characterized in the past two years by a rapid succession

< of ney, more stringent regulations and guidelines aimed at accomplishing
i » . ] 7
objectives set forth-more than three decades age.. The future of FC will

\ L]

t

undoubtedly bring further changes, which would appear to have far-reaching 1
“ ]

consequences. The recency of such evehts on the FC scene and’ the lack of

experience with the "new" system make it impossible to foretell with any

degree of certainty whab those Eonsequences might be for the nature and ?x-
] ) .
tent of ?ederélly-sponsored educational research/evaluation. If FC achieves
L]
‘ e

. - its objfctives, Ehere should be fewer, shorter., "better.," more useful, and

less frequently used forms collecting data from fewer respondents: ultimately.

£

. there should be growth in the substantive gnowledqc base of appfifd social

ERIC - 19 '
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seience and more effective and efficient govefnmental programs to se}ve the
American publict. We can imagine many mcore POSsible cutcomes.

We can imadine, for example., that some future proposed data requirementé
in education which are deemed by proponents as reasconable 1n demand and
significant for national policy {or for any other purroses) might be jeop-
ardized by pressu;es to cut back on public repértinﬂ; we can imagine more

partiss outside of the educational arena involved in the process of deciding

rs

the scope 2s well as the substance of future "education data acguisition,

partigs sugh as the Congress, the OM3B. non~edutation Federal.agencies, and

respondent and data user ¢rouCs; we can 1maginery as a result ©fF more diverse
’ ~ ‘
rnput, educaticn and government valge Driorities as well as technical research
issues, becoming prominent 1n the context of meas&%ﬁng how much data are
&
reasonable-an@ necessary to collect; we can 1magine a nuch more active role

o

for contractors in the FC progess {seé Section IV of Handbook for role

specifics): we can see the need for F%Z training "workshoos" and FC specialists

.

among evaluators in the educat:ional contractor marketplace: we can %Pagine

" 3
achreving greater efficienty in implementing data collection plans, and

perhaps new practices or technigues emerging 1n the evaluation field that would

.

increase rarticiration of sample groups in evaluvation studies or that would

reduce respondent burden and other negative effects of evaluation: we can

*

forsee increased institutionalization of FC aims and a deeper awareness of
the problems addressed by FC throughout the total(isﬂspéfigg?ernment structure;,

and possibly throughout state and local government?which account for a major,

[

largely uncontrolled source of reporting requirements. (The Federal Reports

*

Act embraces only 18‘percent of all sources of reporting reguirements, as

estimated by Peat et al., 1975).

a

We can also 1magine more regulat:on and control over evaluation studies

.

from the conceptualazation to the implementation through the follow-up.stages:

20 o
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complexity, higher costs and more time

- ':\
wé can 1magine 4reater procedurai

assocrated with getting ‘data.collBprion plans processed and approved; further-

]

more, it's possible that one*conse ence of FC would be to lower rather than

Ly
raise the quality of evaluation research. or at least not raise the guality
. I .
. 3 L
sufficiently to Justify the effort and cost of a FT mechanism: we can imagine
-
-

that with increased regulation over educational research/evaluation aotivity,

there wi1ll be stronjer tendencies or the part of Federal agencies to engage 1in

forms ©f "deviant" hehavior wnich inevitably nurture a climate of distrust and

will lead to greater, hore aversive control measures to ehsure campliance with

L
FC resulations; and final

-

1magine extrere imbalance in the appla-

F

cation of FC rejilations, io

-

le, with the'class of very small data 5
A ) t ' .
collecrion activities bheing examaned in the same light and manner as the very
large daza collection forms. It 15 known: for example, that 98 fbports account
) ~~ .
for 80 percent of all the responses to all Federal Reports {(Lowry, 1975}, and *

the IRS income tax form alone.aceounts for 32 percent-of the total reSponaEnt

burden: that one data gathgring form currently being used by the USCE accogn:s
¥ Y

for 70 percent ©f the total respondént burden for that agency; and that Federal

F

’ [
education coatracts account for less than ten percent of the total burden in
the Education Division and therefore, much less thary that for all reporting

requirerments of the Federal government. And we can imaginetas much scrutiny

.

by 0MB FC gaiven to a data collect:ion plan which proposes to gather information
»

from 25 persons as given to a plan whlgh would amass data’froﬁ"loo.ﬂoo or more
» N

-

persons, :
The challenge of all this 1s to discover the validity (or invaladity)

of these "imaginatlons” before some of them at least become reality, and

-

then t© begin working to influence and better—the cJ!rse of thipgs to come.

S - |
C o2l .

]
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