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To the President\of the Senate and the - : Do RO "
Speaker of the House of Representatives '

+ A
* . ¥

v . . N
This report discusses the .need for a more concentrated .
effort by the Department of Education to better contrel .
education-related Federal paperwork and for the Office of
Management and Budget to-coordlnate with the Depar nt in this .
effort. We made this review to assess how well thes®& ‘agencies a

were implementing sbecific legislatlon de81gned to reduce this -
Federal paperwork bUrden.

We—dre—-sending coples of this report to the appropria%e
House and Senaté _cqQmmittees; to the Director, Office of

Management and ‘Budget; and to the; Secretary, Department of . N
Education. -
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S & . EDUCATION PAPERWORK , "~ .,
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS g P REQUIREMENTS ARE . .
: —— - BURDENSOME:, BETTER N

P FEDERAL CONTROLS® NEEDED ~

DPI G E S T . . X .

et it N , . \\w . L

) ) The Department of Education (ED) needs

P to better control Federal education-

’ related_paperwork by improving the
effectivéness and efficiency of ifs’ J
review process and by fully implementing .

\legislation” designed ®o reduce such . . -
paperwork. The Offlce of Management )

and Budget {OMB) needs to more effectively

carry out its paperwork control oversight - e
respons1b111t1es by coordinating closely

i with'ED and providing approprlate guidance.

This Federal paperwork affects over 11
.. million respondents and requires more ) 2
than 41 million hours to complete ‘ .
annually. - . R © o ' N\‘\

' " LEGAL REQUIREMENTS - , K .
; NOT BEING MET . A \

In 1978 the Congress passed the Control
of Paperwork Amendments to better control | .
, educatlon—related paperwork and reduce o

unnecessary reportlng, These amendments 8

- required the Secretary, of the then ) .
- Department of Health, Education, and . : f

Welfare (transferred to the Secretary of
ED~in 1979) to take‘specific actions to Coe
coordinate and control this paperwork . ’ -
(see p. 2). However, 3 years after . o

" pagssage, these education amendments ; : N

have yet to be fully implemented.

First, the Secretary needs to reactivate the
Federal Education Data Acquisition Council :
which the amendments established to repre- |, : '
sent both the public and Federal agencies R . Lo,

" in advising and assisting ED in education- ’

! related.information collection ‘matters
and in approving paperwork review . -
policies, practices, and procedures
(see pp., 5 and 6.) '
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" Congress within the 3-year period requxred

.. changesito reduce ‘undue buréens. (see

. requests from being identified and \

Next, routine educaglon-related information

requests have been’ mposed on the public = - .

which had—not been approved and- publicly ~

announced by February 15 precedlng the

school year as required by law.’ During the .

pasb 3 yeaxs the Secretary published 586 , .
"proposed" collectibn requests subject to . . '

late approval and use after the.deadllne. )
ED officials said this practiee yill ' .

be discontinued .for the 1982-83 school ) ~
year. (See p. 6.) X - '

. ¢ N

ED has' not davelqped the required autemated =
1ndex1ng system for cataloging 1nformatlon ~
and identifying redundant céllection requests.
A $340,553 contractor-developed system wad~ ~
never updategd, little used, and 1mportant . % :
data were rtially erased. Currerit actions
to'reactivite and update the existing system .
should be deferred until} feasibility and cost »
studies 3f altérnative approaches have
been conducted. (See ch. 4.) .~ . |

3
Although ED is. requlred to coordinate and
_control all education-related information .
requests, the Secretary has allowed both
OMB and other agencies to determine
if specific requests were suBject to the .

.educations amendments' review and approval '

provisions. ‘This has caused inconsistencies
and -has prevented some education-related \

reviewed by ED.. (See pp. 9 and 10.) ’ '
., . , 'i . .

Flnally, ED has not provided adequate over--1

81ght 1nformat10n to the- Congress on ED .

activitjes. Although<EDsréported to the '

by 'law, -its .report did not address the -
.implementation of all provisions of the
amendmenﬁs or recommend any leglslatxve

-’» ppc 7n,and 8 ’ . . '_‘ L

L3

f

ED'S PAPERWORK _REVIEW PROCESS
SHOULP BE MORE EFFICIENT AND

EFFECTIVE 'S , L R .,
Although the amendments have been in effect
for.’ 3 years, reiated pagerwork rev1iw N
S ' ii = . ' ' ¥
: N el ¥ T ‘
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|
- -
" guidelines hate never, been formalized.. ' - T : ﬂ
ED's paperwork:review staff--some’'new and ‘ . |
inexperienced--must rely on several ) : . _‘
different setg of guidelines, none of > |
which provide ED' reviewers with detailed o |
gu1dance. (Se p. 17.) : s - . i
L : , : L |
Erfiforcing the ebruary 15 deadline and elim- . |
inating unauthorized forms would reduce the. ™ ‘
paperwork burdens. During 1980 and 1981 ED i .G |

" months), it took an average of almost 5

approved 86° in
which did not

Officials esti
419,000 respon
pomblete annua

ormation co ction réquests '
eet the.February 15 deadline.- . |
ated these requests weuld take R
ents over 1 million hours to v ~
ly. Also, in one ED office GAC,
identified "22: nformatlon collection requests .
which were either never apprmved,or expired. . : £

(See pp. 17 ana 18.) el el L N

ED could also Lhorten its, paperwbrk review"

processing time. Although its initial review .
time seemed reagonable (averaging about 2 -

weeks to obtain final approval jecause ’ .
staff-reviewed informatXon colléction re- .
quests were allowed to accumulate before . ,
being submiftted for approval (See pp. - g . .o
18 and 19.) N - ’ ' oo
Recently the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 .
transferred ED's final paperwork approval .- .
authority to OMB. ED and OMB are using S -
three partially®duplicative intexnal proc- . - ? :
essing forms, and their respective review

* -

procedure's have not been effectively te

) coordinated._ (See pp. 16, 17, and 19.) - L A {

LEGISLATIVE ACTION IS NEEDED

s

ED's reviews of .other Federal agenC1es' Y )
‘education-related information requests ar T feoe .
beset with problems. ED's authority to o ’ e et
reyiew other Federal agencies' education- A . W |
related inforiation requests is unnecessgfy ' ' )
and should be eliminated. No other agenfy - IR N B

.~ has. similar multiagency review authority ‘-~ - IRV

over information-collections in a spec1f1c‘ AN
program area. |. . ) - S . 25 e .

ED's multiagency reviews have not been . e T T
‘systematically pr consistently performed : N / . v
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_1ncrease in Fedefral pgperwork.

sand cannot bé“iegally enforced. D1ff1culty in

- identifying education-related information re-- L

quests creates confusion, extra paperwork, and
process1ng delays. In.addition, other provi=-
sions of the education amendments, some of
which are similar to. prov1s1ons in the
Paperwdrk Reduction Act of 1980, were _ |

not actively béing 1mplemented. (%ee pp. 9
to-ll and 20 and 21.)° \

WHY THE REVIEW WAS MADE'
»Durzng the past 5% years educatlonal fund1ng .
has ipgreased sub tially with a resulting .

qugress passed the Control of Paperwork
.Amendments to enab the Secretary #to reduce
unnecessary, redufpdant, ineffective, or . ex-
cessivély costly -information collection. -
requests. GAO conducted this review to .,
.determine if the Secretary was &fficiently
and effectlvely 1mplement1ng the\amendments"
prov1s1ons. .. s .
~—~ ¢ ‘
RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE, SECRETARY

- OF EDUCATION

* *
The Secretary of Education should:

—-Reactlvate the Federal Educatlon Data
‘ Acqu151t10n-Counc1l.

v

_ —=Ensure that, except under urgent or very
unusual circumstances, only education- .* . - /

related information collection- requests’
which have bpgen approved ahd publicly"
announced by the 'February 15 precedihg
.the school year are 1mposed on respon—
"dents., o :

-~
[}

. c— S -

——Implement all education amendments'
. quirements for controlllng education- v
related paper:_rk . "y

--Work with’ OMB; develép efficient -

¢ coordinatlng”p ocedures and compatible
automated systems for identifying informa-
tion collection redundancies.

In- 1978 the R

re- &

+f

o,




--Conduct feasiﬁ&litx and cost analyses og
autdmated indexing system alternatives
'be fore undertakzng further system develop~
ment. : . - K

- * .~
See pages ¥3, 22, and 28 for details and
further recommendations. '
. 3

RFCOMMENDATION TO THE DIRECTQR, OMB
{
_ The D1§ector of OMB should,” as part of'OMB'
responslblllty under the Paperwork Reductlon
ct of 1980, issue official guldance on
review coordination procedures between ED -
and OMB. . (See p. 23.)

‘-

o 7 RECOMMENDATION TO THE CONGRESS

The Congress should amend the Control of

Paperwofk Amendments of 1978 to limit ED's

review and coordination authorlty to ED

infqormation collectlon requests. “(See’ p. 13
Y

"~ AGENCY COMMENTS AND GAO'S EVALUATION

ED agreed with GAO's recommendations to the’
Secretary and stated that corrective actlon
elther had been taken or was planned. -GAO

' commends ED for ing 1mprovements but
quegtions the adequacy of some’ df the
stated actiond. .For example, ED (1} did
not ‘discuss how or when it planned to

- implement specific education amendment

provisions and (2) chose a "rudimentary"
mini-computer package to meet its.automated
indexing system needs without conducting
recommended fea51glllty and cost. anayyses.
(see pp.. 13, 23, and 29.) i

OMB agreed with GAO that it needed to 1ss9e
official guidance on review coordlnatlng

~~-~M~procedurbs and-stated that its Circular

A=40," when revised,  wolll t this need.
GAO’ encourages OMB to ex edltlously im-
plement this recommendation. The OMB

’//Qircular A-40 ,has been under revision
for over 2 yeérs. (See p. 24.)
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L e *  CHAPTER 1 , . . < ' .

- INTRODUCTION = S ‘

—
'
I

X —~

. Thig 'report. discusses how the‘Debartment‘of Education (ED)
controls and’ manages the information. reportlng buFden imposed by -
the- Fedetral Government on educational® agencies and institutsons. .
While mbst typé&s of’reportlng requirements are subject only to
- 1nternal agency review and final! Office of Management and Budget
‘(OMB) approval, theaiingress, acknowledging the formidable . ~ .
size of the educati related burden, enactéd special legislation
in 1978 to coordinate and control @ducation-related Federa}l :
paperwork ~Under this legislation ED is responsible for over- .
, . seeing education-related reportlnq requirements generated by a oS
* nuniber of different programs‘and‘agencles with a view to fe- '
v duclng the burden and maglm1z1ng the eff1c1ency and effectlveness
of data. collectlon act1v1t1es.
2

- THE EDUCATION'PAPERWORK\BURDENJ ‘ ~~

4 . o : )
HAS BEEN STEADILY INCRBASING ~~ -~ -7 ' .
o a, N ) —— - ! N

e, Over the last few decades the Federal role Tn-educatisn has
expanded dramatically. The many pieces of edugation legislation i
passed during this time, such as the Elementary and Sec¢ondary .
"Education Act, the Higher Education Act, and the Natlonbl School
S Lunch Act, testify to,this growing role. Durlng the past 5 years . N
« educational funding has increased substantially.” For example, - -
durlng this period basic education grants and guaranteed student
loans increased about 300 percent from less than 1/2 billion
dollars and a-little over 1 billion. .dolilars, respectlvely,
to nearly $2.5 billion and §3 billion. Proposed Federal funding
» for educatlon 1n’flscal~year L983 exceeds $13 bllllon.

1

3

) Increased Federal fundlng has, in turn, increased requests .
.~ . + for information from the educational community. The magnitude ‘
'\\;\\ of this paperwork burden is reflected by Federal Register lists
) of educatlon—related 1nformatlon collectlon requests. In T
‘N February 1982, the Federal' Register' listed 232 approved réquests v
affecting 11.7 million respondénts and requiring 41.2 miltion
. hours~ to complete. The increasing paperwork hurden’ has become
a major, source of cqmplalnts from State and local participants
in Federal~programs, some of whom perceive the burden to be .
dut of proportion to the level of Federal funding  they receive.’ ;\
- .. - : . ~ : A
: . Démands for inforhation from educational institutions are
" made not-only by the many bureaus, divisjons, and offices now in
< ED but by other agencies which fund education-related programs, s
\ such’ as the Veterans Ad.lnlnwlstratlon, the Department of Agriculture, ~
and’ the Natlonal 801ence Foundation. - .

v
' A { ’

&
/

- e
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. . LEGISLATION 'CENTRALIZED FEDERAL CONTROL A e
R OVER.EDUEATION-RELATED PAPERWORK - Co B

Effectlve Ootober 1, 1978, ‘the Cﬂngress 8$sed the "Control k‘
of Paperwork Amendments" to the General Educa®ion Provisions Act._
x\ ) * to stem the education paperwork explosion and -to improve the
) efflclency and effectlveness of data collectlon -~ The amendments
established a centralized structure for approving education-related
paperwork. They also made the Secretary of Health, Education, and

Welfargﬁ:eggznslble for, reviewing, coordinating, and approving

b

’

-

data cdllection requests by Federal agencies whenever (1) the

responaents ere primarily educational agencies or institutidns e

and (2) the collections were requesting information negded

for the management or formulation of policy related to Federal

_ educatlon programs or studies related to the implementation . —
of" Federal educatlon programs. 1/ - e o

To advise and assist the Secretary in this regard and to
" prescribe procedures fer paperwork review, these educatlon amend-
ments established the Federal Educa%ion Datd. Acquisition Cm.pc1l_
(FEDAC). FEDAC members are appointed by ‘the Secretary from both
: the public and the. major Federal agenc1es engaged in _.the collec-
tion and use of educatlon data. FEDAC.is required to meet regu-
larly during ‘the year and must be Headed bysan individual from
an agency 'with expertise in data gollection but with no mdjor
education data collection activities.

3

)

« Other major provisions of the education amendments included
. requirements for the Secretary to (1) approve and publicly )
announce all education-related information requests by February 5+ ., o
" " ' preceding the beginning -0f the new school year, (2) develop an ’

' automated indexing system for catalog1ng~all available data, (3)

. establish uniform reporting dates among Federal ‘agencies, and (4)
provide progress reports to the Congress at least oncé every, 3

i .years.
L ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGES HAVE o ~ ' v .
AFFECTED ED- REVIEW FUNCTIONS -

. 1

. R .
S , ~

PR}

-

Under the Department of qucatlon Organtzation A®X, approved
. . October 17, 79, thé paperwork control function was transferred
< from the Se etary of Health, Education, and Welfare to the new
' Secfetary of Education. Then, the Piperwork Reduction Act of .
o 1990, effective April 1, 1981, tranaferred final approval

. au horlty for education-related information collection requests -+
S - from ‘the Secretary of Educatigp to the Dlrector, OMB.. In

- L]

.

I 3 ' ,. - k4 .
. » PR R

— : - NI | -
N . [y [ ]

- - P 3 »

~

S v
& l/Currently the responsibility of the Secretary of:Education.

Py




n . . : D 1 ., k ’
'addltlon to reaffirming the Secretary s review respon31b111t1es
for such requests, the act expanded them sgnclude any infor-
mation collection requests that either were ®rected primarily
. - to edtcatlonar agencies or institution$ or pe ‘ained to Federal
i '.educa ion program management, policy, or impl®mentation.. Pre-
. viqQusly, requests were submitted o the Secr\tary only if they
met both of these Sondltléhs.

.

y . Day- to-day 1mplementat10n of the Secretary s review’ respon-
51b111t1es has been carried out by what is commonly referred to
. ,as the FEDAC staff. This staff, comprlsed of ED employees, has
underane a series of reorganlzatlons and staffing changes since.
it became 9perat10nal in April 1979. Initizlly, it was estab-
li‘shed -in the National Center for Education Statistics and was
staffed by temporarlly assigned persqnnel. The Center found it
- increasingly difficult, however, to provide the required support .
L in the face of reductions in its- personnel ceilings. In December
1980, because of the growing paperwork burden, a developing
review Backlog, and competing Center priorities, ED ted to
) relocate the FEDAC staff in,ifs Office of Management. At the
same time, as an eff1c1ency measure to eliminate duplications of
- functions and review cycles, the staff was consolidated with ED's
- forms  clearance office as the Divisien of Education Data Control.
Reorganizations affecting the activities discussed in this ,
report were not limited to ED's internal sphere. As indicated
%preéiously, both FEDAE€ and the FEDAC staff were part of the
transition of programs and personnel that accompanied the creation
of ED out of the.former Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare. Proposals for G vernment-w1de reorganization currently
being formulated by . Pre51§Ent Reagan include abolishing ED and ¥
relocating its essential functions. Since paperwork ¢ontrol and
management is an essential function and the educatilon amendments
would femain in effect, it most likely would becomd the responsi-
bility of another Gowernment organization. Thus, eliminating
ED would simply-reverse the transfer of functions which occurred
-~ whén the Départment was created. L

5

»

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY /

»

. We evaluated the paperwork control and reviéw activities of
ED. Our objective was to determine to what extent the Secretary

~ of Education was implementing the provisions of -the education
amendments and to assess the efficiency and effectlveness of
ED's implementation activities. This review was performed in
accordance with GAO's "Standards for Audit of Governmental i
Organizations, Programs, Activities, and Functions." ~-

As part of our evaluation of the adequaczpék controls and
procedures established for- managing education-rélated paperwork,

| XV
L




(3 7§§:‘1
we reviewed the accomplishments of FEDAC. We interviewed former
Council members, reviewed minytes of FEDAC meetings and other ’
Council documents,. evaluated the policies and procedures estab- ‘
lished by the Cdouncil, and determined its current status and- .
membership. We also analyzed the workings Gf the FEDAC staff.
We interviewed current and former staff members and reviewed
staff memoranda, guidelines, and reports. Funding and staffing
arrangements also were evaluated. s ’

-~ «
. é I

. We reviewed ED's clearance files to assess ED's paperwork
' processing efficiency and contrpd. This included determihggg to

what extent the education-related-information collection requests
were being approved and publicly announced by February 15 prior
to the new school year. We also assessed the timeliness of. ED's
clearance reviews. g '

' . We reviewed OMB's clearance files to determine .if unapproved
education-related information requests were being imposed on the
pubtie. We discussed specifid @fquests whose titles suggested
they were education related with" OMB_ and applicable agency clear-
a?ce officials. ' '

«

In addition to evaluating ED's paperwork processing ‘controls,
we also talked with top-level officials and reviewed appropriate
documents in, evaluating the Secretary's compliance with other
education amendment provisions. Evaluating the regquirement to
develop an automated indexing system included a review of contract .
files and discussions with ED officidls. We made this evaluation to
assess the extent to which the system was being used, current status
of the existing system, recent funding arrangements, _and agency
plans for fdrther system development. We also discussed with ED
officials other amendment provisions such as the requirement to -
establish'uniform reporting dates among Federal agencies.

To obtain respondents' views on ED.clearance activities, we
interviewed officials from the National Agsociation of Independent
Colleges<and Universities, the State Higher Education Executive
Officers organization, and-the Committee on Evaluvation and )
Information Systems of ‘the Council of Chief State Schopl Officers.

We also attended the ‘committee's 1981 annual meeting.
Our work did not include assessing the extent to which ED
rediew had éliminated unnecessaYy or. redundant information requésts

nor the efficiency and usefulness of individual requests which
have been approved. These and other issues have been targeted
for a subsequent review. ) . . '

L
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CONTROLS OVER EDUCATION-RELATED PAPERWORK !
y - t N !

Do_of EELEILE LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

~ \

. ED needs better~controls to comply with the law and effec- »” .

. tively manage %he paperwork burden imposed on the education-

community. . Although the education amendments were enacted-

. over '3 years ago, -most of their prov181ons have not been fully

implemented. ED needs to reactivate FEDAC,. enforce paperwork
review and. approvaltrequlrements and place higher priority on
complying with other provisions of tHe amendments. 1In addition,
the Congress should amend” the legislation t limit. the scope of

"ED's review authQrity to ED requests.. .

POLICYSETTING FEDAC MEETINGS
SHOZLD BE REGULAREY MELD . -
- A

5

'The 1978 acg‘prov1des that FEDAC meet regularly during the
year to.advige and assist the Secretary with education-related _
information collettions. The Council has not met, however,

- since November 1279 and held only ofie meeting prior to that time.

Former- Council mﬁmbers attribut the Council's inactivity to

.'upheaval accompanying tﬁe fqpmatlon of ED and the continuing

possibility (prior to passage of the Paperwork Reduction Act)

that FEDAC would,.be abolished through new legislation. The

Secretary has not app01nted new members to Council vacancies

which have periodically occurred and has not scheduled add1—

tionaleCouncil meétlngs. : Q
07‘2 ‘

The Council's: prlmary accomplishment was to develop and
approve 1nter;m .FEDAC review procedures. The” procedures were
publiighed in the Aagust 8, 19793 Federal Register and comments
were obtalned. Rev181ons based on the «omments were considered
at the November 1979 ‘Couricil meetlng but were never formalized.
Thua. the prOCeduges i effect remain “interim." '

'd §

In‘the pollcymaklng area, .the Counctfl left one major . |,
issue unresolved and gave incorrect advice on another. It never

.provided  the guidlnce necessary to identify and ‘control educa- .

tion-related information collectionh requests. " Interim criteria
werelinadequategpecauEe they did not enable ED to determine which

. paperwork requests were education related and subject to the re-

view prov181ons “of the eddcation amendments. Also, applicable
education-related progfams were never identified. Although o
this issue was daebated by’the Council, it was never resolved.
Further discusasion was plqnned for future Council meetings, z\

but none were evgr held. » Py

A

s One of the p011c1es the Counc1l did establish violates the \ -

intent of the law. The educatlon amendments generally prov1de

L
: LN . . ., N
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that "no information or data will be reguested of any educational
agency or jnstitutiom, ynless that request has been approved and
™~ publicly aypnounced by the February 15 ‘immediately preceding
the beginnihg of the new school year.¥ fThe Council, however,
agreed on fa broader ihterp;etatioq of this requirement.. Its
interim p bcedureq state that the Secretary-'may review and c
give final approval to data.activity plars and data collection - “
instruments after February 15. If reactivated, as we rec- !
. ommend , e Gouncil should revise this position to conform
to the law.' : ‘ ‘

1 . -~

\
. 1
\

- 3

~~
-

] . . . i
ADVANCE APPROVAL AND ANNOUNCEMENT. OF ' , - .
INFORMATION COLLECTION REQUESTS SHOULD -
BE ENFORCED * . .
. ..
i ED!réutinely appraoved infdrmation collection requests after ' )
- the Féb#uary 15 deadline and allowed them to be, imposed on the
public.; Also, it-did not ensure that all approved requests:were

1

-

‘? publicly announced‘as required. T
: In:congr éional’ﬁearings which preceded the passage of the Y, -
education ameépdments, witnesses most frequently complained that

. they were not\given sufficient advance notice of information
~requests to properly prepare for collection. They claimed that
- . often. they wexe not informed:of major Federal coilections until
., .shortly before or after the start of the’school year. The amend- * - -
ments addréé%gd this problem-by requiring advance approval and )
notification by the February 15 8eadline. . .
Howevéf,(ED”compliancé with both the,approval and arnnounce-
ment provisions of the law has been incomplete.- During the past '
3 years. the Secretary allqwed 586 "proposed" collection requests
to be listed subject to later approval and use after the February
15 deadline. Quring 1980 ED approved 56 of the "proposed" re- ) -
quests. In addition, ED approved other requests which were -
never anhounced. We found 30 such approvedy unannounced requests

. + for school years 1980-81 and 1981-82 in ED's,clearance files.

) ,(3:; impact Of these requests is discussed further in ch. 3.)
. * v -~ - - .5
- ED officiq}s maintained that in the past, factors such as

L the long lead time required for the design, negotiation, and )

' execution of contractor studies; congressional reauthorization
schedules; and Federal grant program formula changes:- necessitated
flexibility in applying.the February 15 approval deadline. Never-
theless, ED officials told fis that they plan to strietly enforce

L this deadline for school year 1982-83 requests and that they have
in fact granted only 15 postdeadline approvals for current school

syear requests.’ e . -

-
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OTHER LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS A ’ K -

NEED TO BE ADDRESSED

. In addition to establishing a centtalized xeview structure,
the education amendments tontained other provisions designed

to reduce the education-related paperwork- burden. However, most.
pf‘these provisions’ have niot been comprehensively addressed.

a

v

Required report to the Congress ' , T <
was incomplete \ ' ' - ' L

> .
Althbugh ED submitted- a report to the Congress within 3
years as required by law, it failed to include required infor-
mation. Specifically, ED did not address its implementation
of »several provisions of the education amendments; nor did .it
make recommendations for rev1sg
the Secretary, found were imposing und@ie burdens on educatlonal

institutions. For" exgmple, ED did .not address, its efforts to v

‘implement the required automated jindexing ‘system and made rno
legislative, change recommendations to assist it in establlshlng
Nniform reporting dates. (See p. 8.) The reporty dated January
1980, was submitted to the Senate Committee on Approprlatlons
sponse to a Committee ~inguiry about paperwork cooxdination
nd reduction activities. It.described the FEDAC review staff's
efﬁorts during the period April throdgh December 1979, showed
the total burden hour reduction achieved by its clearance activ-
ities, and analyzed the reduction by school level for each ED
office and bureau. The report concluded that, on the basis

of 'the achievements it described, the intent of tnb educatlon
amendments was indeed being realized.

-

'9..

BN 'ED planned to issue another 1mplementat10n report to the

Congress by March 31, 1982. However, .this report will have to
contain more information than its predecessor if it is to .
meet the law! 's requ1rement.
Procedures -for reportlng.program
data to a single Federal or
//State educatiqnal agency have ° ~

. pet—bHeen developed . - ‘ o ' (s

. ED has nevet attpgpted to develop the requ1red\procedures

enabllng respondents to submit to one agency information required-

under any Federal education program. .During the second Council
meeting, several officials expressed the view that this require-
“ment was qpnfu51ng and would be unwieldy, if not 1mpos51ble,%tp
1mplement. Furthermore, officials informed us that educatienal
agencies and institutions‘had expressed no interest in such
Rrocedhres. . P

[} -
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Action té establish uniform - »
reporting dates has been 1imited

e w/\ .ED has done rittle to estdb%{sh uniform reporting dates - .
among Federal agencies. According to one official, significant
progress in establishing uniform dates could be achieved only if
the Congress assisted by changing legislatively mandated dates.
Officials could not cite any examples, however, of reporting
date proposals submitted by ED to the Congres§. Also, no such .

i , proposals were included in ED's implementation, report to the

2 Congress. Officials said that ED had not conducted any -

studies to asc¢ertain the nature and extent pg reporting date .
prbblems or to idéntify feasible remedies. i

.

Recently, however,

-~ ED has taken one step in meeting-this provision.' Officials told
us that in August 1981 several-ED program officials met and .

’ agreed to require all colleges and universities to report higher
education enrollment survey data by October 1. .
Automated. indexing ‘system was. . .

- inadequate and hot routinely used

. ED never fully met the law's requirement to develop an auto-
mated indexing system for 'cataloging all av ilable data and to N
-use it to identify redundant i formation requestss A redundancy
* checking system' was being deve%?ped under, a Department of Health,
. Education, and Welfare contractZat the time the law.was passed
o - and was completed in late 1979. The FEDAC staff determined -that
installing this system constituted compliance with the law. The
redundancy checking system was inadeduate for this purpose, how-,
ever. It had a limited data base (requests generateq only by
the former Department 6f Health, EQ cation, and Welfare's
r:

Education 'Division and Office for Pivil .Rights) and™was never
updated after it became operatiorfl, §Moreover, ED did:not -
routinely use it as a reqifw tool. (See ch." 4 for details.)

State grants for. information systems - 4 .
have never been made - . y: : S
* \
¢ ED has neither takén nor planned any action to make grants

to-Statg=educational agencieg for the development or improvement
* of education management information systems. Funds were never .
ppropriated for this purpose and, according to one ED official,
the likelihood that they will be appropriated in the near future T
Lt is very low given the prevailing emphasis on program budget cuts.
ED, however, has never asked the Congress to provide funding un-
_der this provision. ‘ ! ‘ ' J -

. [

- amy, . e

xThe Secretary was required to carry out the above mentioped
provisions under three different conditions. The Secretary. was

o * : - J l'

.
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B requlred w1thout qualification, to develop. procedures for reporting

: to 81ngle agén01es and to periodically report to the Condress. The

regulrements to develop uniform reportlng dates and an automated

"+% . indéxing ;dystem were %o be 1mplémented "insofar as practicable..

Finalky,” the Secretary was "authorized" to make State grants.

. ,Although these provisions allowed the Secretary varying degrees of
‘ 1mplementat10n flexibility, we believe more should have been done

. to simplement all of them during the 3 years the law has been. in

- effect. ‘

P -ED s REVIEW AND COORDINATION AUTHORITY . ,
‘ SHOULD BE LIMITED TO ED REQUESTS .
3 » ¥
. "+ Current leglslatlon authorlzes ED rev1ew authority over all
\ Federal agencles education-related information requests. ,ED's
Y ’multlagency reviews have not been consistent or controlled, and
its authority to conduct such reviews cannot be:.enforced. We
therefore believe this authorlty should be limited to only ED

' requests. .- ~ , , .
= - A ) ' .
- . 4 ’. » '. . : . N
: "Education-related" identifications ]
lack consistent basis ¢ ' ] : b

ED has.no-consistent, meanlngful bdsis for determinisg whlch .

’ information colleétion reguests—are\educatlon%related within the

. Qontext of the “Taw... The education ameﬁdments‘prov1dea only two

.broad criteria for makingz such a determlnatfon. The respondents
had to.be primarily educational agencies or Ainstitutions- “and"
(broadened to "or" undeéer ‘the Paperwork Reduction Act) .the pur-
pose had to be Federal educa onal rogram-management, policy-
: making, or evaluatlon study. ED nevér developed adequate °
* guidancge for 1nterpggt1ng thege criteria. . Without such guid nce \
ED, relied an 1ts own staff, OMB, and other agencles 1n idep¥y

1dent1f1cat10n:and lack of control.
) In some 1nstances ED\1nde¢endently made "education-re ed"

- determlnatlons when asked by other agency officials. _In November
! ' 1979, for example, the Social Security Administration con»‘\\

tacted ED and requested guidance for information ccllectlon y
, requésts involving studént benefits’ that required some dction -
. - by school officials.’ On the basis of tHe- information provided, -
s . ED determined the requests were not subject torits review..

At other times ED _ cbordlnated‘WitthMB in determining which
.+ information collection” requests it should review. For éxample,
in January 1980, -the director of the FEDAC staff and an OMB
‘clearance officer’reached a mutual agreement on which Depar&ment
»” of Agriculture requests were Subject to OMB rev1ew and which
_vwere subject to ED. ’ . . o o

0

»
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v ~In still other 1nstances ED allowed agenc1es to make the
final determination.. For example, -the Depaxtment of Labor
determined that none of its information coilectlon requests .
were education related. ' s S . : -

»

3

W3, o/ Q ) . }
. Lack of control has prevented g\me.educatlon-related
requests from being identified- and managed under the .provisions

' of the education amendments._ {: ¢

h

P

o
2o e
.

Requests are not_being controlled’ 'I :

.

OMB ‘had independently assumed’the review of some requests
even though it consldered them education related within the-
gontext of the law. A desk officer cited three instances in

. which OMB reviewed such requests for reasons of the ™"public
- interest." He said OMB reviewed the reguests so the program
officials could meet program deadlines. Desk officers also
agreed four other OMB—approved requests probably should have
been designated "education-related" and approved by ED. They
“could not>expla1nlwhy OMB Bad apgroved them. . .

3

- Y Although ED has disagreed with some designations, it'has .
never officially contested them. For example, both the former ﬁpd
current directors of the FEDAC staff told us they believed ED
should review information collection requests of the Department ¢
of Health and Human Services' Head Start program. OMB, however,
hag continued. to review these reghests as ‘noneducation related.
The former FEDAC staff director also told us he believed the
Department of Labor#s Comprehenslve Employment and Training
Act and Job Corps ‘information collectloﬂ_requests are education
related and should be subject to FEDAC review:. - These requests
have not been desiygmated "education related" amd‘are belng
rev1ewed by ~OMB. .

.

.- Law does not provide .for' enfdrcement . a
* i . .
~—— ““fhe eduration amendments provide no enforcement mechanism
to assist ED in' coordinatingsthe education-related-information
equests of other Federdl agencies, ED's only means of securing
. ompliance isuthrough persuasion. . Limiting ED's review to its
own requests would,.ih turn’, limit its authority to an area over
“whichit -has control and helpscorrect previously mentioned coor-
- dlnatlon problems. - For example, it could then ensure compliance -~
.. by 1nc1ud1ng the education-related paperwork control provisions
- in r/ﬁ‘pfflcials performance contracts. .

- ™ ED's mulgéggency oversiéht is'unnecessary A

) ED's .authority to review all Federal’ agencxes educatlon-
A related information requests is unnecessary and should be Yo
"~ elfhinated. . . . R

. , A
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Other agencies do\hot have Government-wide review author-
4 . itw over a similar speC1f1c subject area. For example, no-
~ similar overs1ght provision has been per1ded for one agency
J ( to monitor information requests related to medicine, welfare,

-y

‘energy, or transportation, etc. ED's former FEDAC review staff
director.and an OMB official st&ated that they could not explain
why education needed any more special oversight than other Fed-
eral activities. Since OMB is authorized to. review and approve
virtually all Federal information collection requests directed
to 10 or more respondents, additional multiagency rev1ews for
other quglflc subject areas have not been authorized.

ED's multlagency review of educatlon-related information
collectidn requests is not working. 1Its review authorlty should .
be brought in line with- that of<other Federal agencies by lfmltlng
1t to ED requests.

" ADDITIONAL LEGISLATIVE ,
CHANGE MAY BE NEEDED | : , : N

In the 3 years since the edpcation amendments were passed
ED Iras done little to implement the major provisions. Also,
the Congress has not been advised of ED's failure to implement
the education amendments. .
The Paperwork Reduction Act”of 1980 strengthened controls
over Federal paperwork and included agency requ1rements which
covered many of the education amendments' provisions. This act
gave the Director, OMB, overall authorlty to control paperwork
and requ1red each agency to appoant a senioy pff1c1al to
oversee ‘its’ information management activities. One such
activity is cqntrolling'the collection,:usé, and dissemina- ¢
(: tion of informatioyn,. Finally, the agt required OMB t® establish
a Federal Informat?gn Locator Systemﬁcontalnlng sqpmarles of all 5
information collection requests Mmade by Federal agen\les to the
) public. Like the automated 1ndex1ng system requ1red of ED, this
. system will be used to pinpoint duplication in requests as well
as to identify.existing infbrmatidn-that may meet the needs of
the Congress or the public. OMB and the agencie$§ Sre just be-
“ginning to carry out these responsibil{ties. -If, and when,
they fully implement the Paperwork .Reduction Act's requirements,’
. they will®be performing some of the same functidis as ED is
currently required to iﬁ/but on a broader scale:

' a

=~ Until ED conscientfiously attempts to implement the education
- amendments' provisions, the efféttiveness of the law cannot be

+  ‘determined. ED should be required to provide specific details
’ of its implementation efforts in, its next legally required.
implementation report. .The Congress, througﬁ discussions with
agency offlcials, by comparing ED's repoft to our findings,’ N

/




]

. Since the:Secretary has ndt taken the

L4

3 ‘.
and by considering similar Paperwork Reduction Act provisions,

could then decide if the education amendments should be modified
or deleted. ' ‘ g : . . S

[
-

CONCLUSIONS

. . I " P . «

The Secretary of Education is'.responsible, under provisidns
of the 1978 education amendments, for controlling education-
related Federal paperwork and for carrying out other activities
directed toward reducipg the education-related Federal paperwork
burden.:- However, the Secretary has not taken all actions necessary
to fu}fiilwthese~responsibilities. Most of the legislative re-
quirements edither have been only partially addressed or else
neglecteéd. . ‘ ' .

P

e

\ FEDAC has not mét regularly and ‘thus, hés_ndt provided the -

. Secretary with the policy and procedural dguidance necqsgsary to

effectively review and coordinate infqgmation collection requests.
teps necessary to re-

activate the Council by appointing new -members and establishing

a meeting date, important policy is§8Zs remain unresolved, thus ' °

impairing effective implementation of the education amerndments.

ED has'not complied with the education amendments' provision
which requires education-related information requests to be 4

i appreved and publicly announced by February 15 preceding the .

school year.  By-routinely approving requests after the -February
15 deadline and not insistihg that all requests be publigly '
announced, ED denied respondents the legally a¥thorized bpportun-
ity tg review, assess, and react to education-related requirements
well in advan®®. (See ch. 3 for further discussion.) .

Although ED- has established and operatedna system for

‘education-related paperwork review and approval, it has placed

less emphasis on complying with other provisions of the law which
could "also significantly reduce burden. These include provisions
relating to implementation reports to the Congress including
recommendations for revisions to burdensome laws, procedures for

vsubmitting required information to a single agency, uniform re-

pg@lpg dated§,\and petitioning the Corgress for State grants to ’
develop information systems. Lack of funding -and. lack _of a
strong sense of need areiﬁs;tors which have 1'imited ED's efforts

in these areas. Despite |such constraints, we believe ED car"

+and should do more”to. address these provisions.

)

v ED ha® not systematically and consistently identified

and reviewed, agencies’' education-related information collection
Lequests as required by law. .ED's efforts have been hampered by
inadequate guidance as well as lack of'any legal basis' for enforce~-
ment. Since ED's multiagency review efforts heve been ineffective

a4
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and are covered by other legal provmsions ED's review activities

should be limited to ED requests: .
RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE SECRETARY OF EDUCATION - .

. We recommend that the Secrétary of Education:
;- v e,
--Reaetivate the Federal Education .Data Acquisition Counc11
*/ and ensure that it meets regularly and performs its duties
as regulred by law. . \_ .o
B -
~-~Take Fteps to implement the education amendments jrequire—
ments including such provisions as reports to the Congress,
procedures for BSubmitting required information to a single
» agency, and establishing njiform reporting dates.

i

RECOMMENDATION TO THE CONGRESS T -

We recommend that the Congress amend thevControl of
Paperwork Amendments of 1978 to limit ED's review'and coordina-
.tion authority to ED ingirmation collection requests. Suggested
legislative language and a chart showing the effect of the pro-
pased change appear in Appendixes I and I1T.

v
2 » ~
. .

AGENCY COMMENTS AND OURTEVALUATION

-

Department of Edhcation

&
L.

.ED agreed with our recommendatibns to the Secretary and
cited planned actions to. comply with thém. ED is in the. process
of reagtivatirig the Federal <Education Data Acquisition Council
and has scheduled a Council meeting for April 1982. We strongly
encourage ED to‘adhere to this schedule, especially since the
Coyncil has hot met regularly, as required by law, in over 2
years. Also, as indicated in our report, important information
co tion issues remain unresolved, pending consideration by
' theinext Council. oo . .

*

Although ED agreed with %ur recommendation to implement the.
edycation amendments' requirements, it &id not state how it
planned to fully -comply with them. ED discussed its plans. for
addressing one requ;rement only--to dévelop uniform reporting
dates for_State educational agencies that apply for Federal grants.
However, ED did not mention any plans to implement the remaining
education amendments including those highlighted in our rec-
ommendations. ED should take steps to fully implement all pro-
visions of the education amendments .

r
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ED «disagreed w1th our recommendatlon to the Congress,
asserting that it has fulfilled its role as envisioned by the -
¢« Congress .and that its paperwork reviews have Been essential in
.elimimating -redundant:collection prOposals. It also stated
that over 83 percent of the education-related paperwork projected -
for school year 1982-83 would be imposed by agencies other than
* ED, such ag the Departments of Agriculture and Labor. However,
the following facts support our position that ED s review author- -
ity should be limited., .
‘ﬁﬁ*bongress intended that one of ED's primary roles would in-
clude 1dent1fy1ng,and reviewing all education-related information
collection requests. Our report shows, however, that EDthas not
met this intent .and has allowed OMB and other agencies to inde-~
pendently make “education- -related" determinations. This lack of
control has created inconsistencies, caused conflsion, and pr
vented some education-related requests.-from being identifie '
For example, although ED stated that the Department of Labor im-
poses fequests which are "education related," non& were so
identified and reviewed by ED during the past 2 school years.

We d¢ not dispute ED"s statemént that its reviews success-
fully ‘eliminated redundant-infermation collection, proposals. .
However, as we reported, the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980
charged OMB with overall authority for reviewing and approving
Federal information colleqtion requests. According to OMB,
since it undertook this responsibility, it has reduced the 1980
Federal paperwork burden by 17 percent. These efforts support
our conclusion that vesting ED w1th review authority. over other
Federal agencies is unnecessary. o . )

Finally, ED's statement that .83 percent of the education- %
related paperwork -would be imposed by other agencies needs
further explanation. Of the total "education-related reqiests
approved for schoot year 1982-83, over 75 percent of the
burden originates from only two information collection requests—-
a Department of Agriculture collection request for its school
food program and a National Science Foundation grant appli-
cation. Excluding these two requests, ED is the largest
collection agency and requires over 72 ‘percent of the educatlon- |
related Federal paperwork burden. Moreover, OMB’has final
_revi'ew and approval authority over all agenc1es requests
including those reviewed by ED. - ~

oOffice of Management and Budget * ' ‘ = .

OMB agreed that ED's review d coordination autﬁority .
should be limited. OMB said the responsibilities entrusted to
. FEDAC duplicated those vested in OMB %y the Paperwork Reduction
« Act of 1980 and, thus, are no longer necessary. ' OMB added_ghat

14 ‘
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- the specific provisions of ED's Control of Paperwork Amendments

\ ‘
s e e IR
Trenia 2 o

- ~
) " v
“a prov131on for FEDAC was not to be\lncluded in the Administra-
tion's proposal for the Foundation for Educatlon Assistance-and
[ *

ifdicated that this would eliminate the FEDAC requifement.

. Although the. 1980‘Paperwork Reduction Aget provxdes:genéral -
controls over education’ paperwork, it does not include all of

.

The chart in

of 1978 (which include the FEDAC provisions).
Appendix III shows specific responsibilities for the Secretary,

p
ED, and FEDAC under both existing and proposed ED paperwork
Until ED or its proposed successor tests the

legislation.
feasibility and usefulness of the Control of Paperwork
Amendments by actively -implementing them, these amendments

should not be eliminated. . \
i




“ . CHAPTER 3 '

HEFECTIVENESS‘AND.EFFICIENCY OF Eﬁ'S . .

-

PAPERWORK REVIEW PROCESS SHOhLD BE IMPROVED

ED_needs better paperwork controls and procedures to reduce
the “paperwork. burden imposed on the education community. Papér=
work review guidelines had not been formalizedw the legally
mandated February 15 deadline was not being enforced, and unneces-
sarily lengthy processing times were occurring. ED and OMB
coordinating procedures also need to be revised and formalized.

~

ED'S PAPERWORK REVIEW PROCESS NEEDS
STRENGTHENING AND STREAMLINING T '\\

& The Secretary has had difficulty implementing the 1978
-amendfients regarding paperwork approval activities. .-For the
first year and a half before ED was formed, the National Center
for Education Statistics provided the bulk of the FEDAC review

2 staff through temporary.assignments. This arrangement did‘z7t s

provide sufficient staff or allow adequate time for persons” -
to develop the needed competencies. An ED reorganization in -
February ‘1981 -increased the staffing and authority of the review
..staff but also necessitated an adjustment period.for the new
office. Although planned projects include.conso ating redun-
dant paperwork processing forms currently required by ED and OMB
and developing'guidelines for initiating and ‘processing ‘infor-
mation requests, more needs to be done. N
N 4 .

— . Paperwork processing’ forms need to be ' - o
" consolidated or eliminated- ' C L ,

- . 4 a

ED and OMB cusrently -use ‘three separate internal-forms in
the review and approval procés§ for information collection
requests. 'Many aspects of these forms' are redundant and should °

" be consolidated. ©c

, <
!
!

. OMR requires the SFr83, MRequest for OMB Review," with )
.0 supportd g. statement for Government-wide agency information col-
g« . lection’requests. ED required the:FEDAC 1000, "Data'Plan .
T Information," and  supplement as 3 pPlanning document for.educatjon~-
» ™ related information colleq§;%n/g2§uests and the FEDAC 1100,
‘' "pata Activity Plan Summary,” to ébtain information necessary
for the legdlly required Februgpy 15 advance notice of proposed
edycation-related information g-l'lection requests. - '

Lo - - .. ) 9
RN According ;to .an ED official, the FEDAC 1000: already has
been unofficially eliminated in favor of OMB's SF-§3. He ex-
plained that this gradga%ly occurred when ED stopped demanding

- . N S

X




.“‘

~Manual, revised September 1979, pr

- .0f its existence, and the one staff member never used it.

L 4
* ENFORCING THE FEBRUARY 15 ;

"BOOTLEG FORMS WOULD REDUCE BURDEN

* ¢
its use rather than as a result of any official notification that“
it was no longer required. ED also realizes that many aspects
of its FEDAC 1100 are covered by OMB's SF-83 and supporting
statement and has considered revising the form to eliminate
its redunjant requirements. However, no formal action has been
taken. ' . .

Since the Paperwork Reductiond%ct transferred final approval
authority from ED to OMB, ED should use the SFP-83 where feasible
and officially eliminate.%he redundant and unnecessary: aspects
of its forms. .

Detﬁiled review 9uidelines~needed

Elthough ED recognizes that it needs its own guidelines to
assist its staff in rev1ew1ng information collection requests,
ngne have been formalized during the 2 1/2 years the FEDAC review
staff*has been operational. Instead, ED has relied on OMB rev1e%
procedures, interim FEDAC review procedures, and the memory and
expertise of its.experienced.réviewers. We were also told that a
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare General Administrative
ihed. policies and procedurges

-

for reports clearance to be used Jy th® FEDAC review staff
until it could develop its ow nual. However, all but one‘of
the FEDAC staff members we c¢ntacted about the manual were unaware

-

The former FEDAC gtaff director 1n1t1ated a pro;ect'to
draft a detailed FEDAC review manualg%ut abandoned it for latk
of 'staff. ‘
- ]
. An ED official agreed that.better guidelines were needed
to improve the tonsistency of ED reviews and facilitate the.
training of staff members. The c¢omplexity of the rev1ew process,
organizational.changes, and use of inexpgrienced. staff members
make the need for formalized review guidelines imperative.

A d

DEADLINE AND ELIMINATING ,

N # ,

- ' The Congress anticipated that the education -amendments
would reduce the paperwork burden by providing for advance
notice and approval of all information requests planned for
each new school year. This provision would allow institutions
enough time to assess and prepare responsas and would eliminate
nonurgent collections whigh were rot approved by the deadline.
However, these potential burden reductions have not been fully
achieved bécause ED has not enforced the February 15 approval
deadline and has allowed unapproved requests to be 1mposed
on nespondents. ¢ : . .

«@

»
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For school year 1980-81, ED approved 56 informgﬁion collec~-
tion requests which had been listed as proposed but not approved
prior to the February 15 advance notice deadline. Supporting
documents showed these requests were estimated to take 365,000 re-
spondents over 1 million hours to complete annually. :In .
-addition, we identified 30 other approved requests for school
years 1980-81 and 1981-82 which were not listed.in ED's anpual
advance notice announcements. These forms were estimated to )
affect 54,000 respondents and to take over 105,000 hours to com-
plete during a.l-year period. By law these burdens.should
never have been imposed. (See ch. 2.) ED offigials said they
Plan to begin enforcing thi¢ advance approval and notifi-
cation requil!meni/ier’iﬁe 1982-83 school year.

Respondents were also subjected to requests which either
had egg}re&“or had never begn approved. For example, of 52
requests being used by ED's” Office of”Student Financial Assis-
‘tance, 22 requests had not been approved by ED.as required by
law--16 had been approved by OMB prior to the 1978 ed&cdﬁion
amendments but had expired and 6 had never begn approved.

¢

'PROCESSING TIME SHOULD ‘ ) :
BE SHORTENED . . ’

>

‘The time required for FEDAC staff review and final Secretary-
‘approval of information collection requests is too long. ED
should reduce this time by obtaining final request approval as
soon as feasible after its initial staff review.

The FEDAC staff recbmmenégd/apprbval for at least 122 re-
quests from the time it becam& operatiomal in April 1979 until
April 1981. 1/ or the average the staff took over 2 months to
reach a decision on these.requests. Most were processed
vithin 2 months, 45 took more than 2 months, and 24 were com-
pleted in less than 1 month. Although this review time  seemed,
reasonable, the time required to obtain final ED approval was
longer than necessary because requests were allowed «to accumu~
late before being suﬂ.tted for such approval. . (Final approval
authority was delegated by the Se¢retary to an assistant secre-
tary in 1979.) This fihal approval priocess tock an average i
of 5 weeks for 106 requests approved by the agsistant secretary
during this 2-year period, and in 15 of-these instdnces’'at leas
2 months elapsed before the requests were\finally‘approved.
Other ‘approvals were undatqg and could not.-be evaluated for
timely processing. . -

-

[

A /

IS

é/fhe FEDAC staff review.files were incomplete. These 122 re-
" quests represent those instances where the FEDAC staff's ;
recommended approval could be determined-

a
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ED's 5ystem for submitting requests to the assistant secre-
tary for approval accounted for the delay. Accordlng to ED
officials,. requests recommended by the FEDAC staff for approval
were not always. immediately submitted ;; the assistant secretary

" but were allowed to accumulate until a patch.was ready to be sub-

, mitted. Althdugh this practice. may hawe been convenient for
the FEDAC“sf%ff and the -assistant secretary, it lengthened the
_processing time and deldyed the final approvals necessary for
proper request preparation and distribution. ED officidls said -
that to help progréHEo£f1c1als compensate for the lengthy proc-

2,

? essing timej they sometlmes allowed agencies to print their infor-

mation collection requests using tentative FEDAC approval numbers
subject td final. approval. This procedure weakens FEDAC staff

control and could result in unnecessary printing expenses for in-
formatlon collectlon requests which may be ultimately d1sapprpved

Flnal approval authorlty for education-related requests was
transferred from the Secretary, ED, to the Director, OMB, effec-
tive April I, 1981, by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980.
'However , fED continues to provide an initial FEDAC staff rev1eg\ -
and a final assistant secretary endorsement transferring the
request to OMB for final approval. " Each of these. steps should
be promptly completed to av01d unnecessary processing delays.

® ¢ »
w - .

ED AND OMB COORDINATING: .
PROCEDURES NEED TO BE '
-REVISED '‘AND FORMALIZED

) ED and .OMB have not formalized procedures for coordinating
their reviews of education-related information collection re-
dquests. Thelﬁplnformal procedures need revision to comply 'with .
requirements of the education amendments as well as- to reduce )
confusion.and improve eff1c1ency. If the Congress passes the
legislation recommended in Chapter 2, however, ED/OMB- coordi-

'nating pfocedures for educatlon-related paperwork will not be
needed. e , e

Like the earlier education amendments, the Paperwork’
Reductiod Act was intended to reduce paperwork and to enhance the
economy and efficiency of the Government. It transferred final

. approval authority for education-related information collectlon
. requests from ED to OMB but at the same time preserved and
broadened,’ED's ‘review authority to include agenow requests that’
were either diregted primarily to education agencies or insti-’
tutions or that pertained to Federal education programs.
Current educatlon amendments and Paperwork Reduction Act legis-
lation make the Secretary, ED, tesponsible for 1dent1fy1ng
.and’ réviewing all education-related requests (including those
of othar Federal agencies) and the Director:, OMB, responsible
rgnting final approval to such requests. The Paperwork

St 19 =~
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. a Grant," to OMB for review and approval to renew the form which :

.o N
“ L
) . . ’ ©

Redubiion Act also makes the Director responsible for providing
direction and overSeejng the review and approval of information
collection requests. &

-

. S ¥ .
To date,-hoWeve;,_no official guidance has been.issued, and .

the informal procedures worked out between the two agencies con-

flict with legal requirements. ED has sent two informal memo- «

randums. to.OMB and one-informal memorandum to agency clearance'

officers describing ED's undetstanding of the review coordination

arrangeménts reached during its discussions with OMB." However,

OMB has never officially confirmed these arrangéments. S ) .

v . - * , N

The most' recent memorandum addressed to OMB, dated July 27,

1981, ‘stated that all requests initiated within ED and those

initiated outside ED that were directed to educational institu- /

tions would be reviewed by both ED-and OMB. It also p&Finted :

out that some uncertainty existed with respect to how requests

initiated 'outside ED ‘'which were primarily related to educational

t

programs would-be reviewed. . -

. ED.offiéialstgbld us that ED and OMB had agreed that, for
joint review purposes, ED requests wotld be submitted first to
ED and then forwarded to OMB. . Other agencies' requests,.however,

_would be submitted directly to OMB, which would consider agendy
réocommendations in determining whether orf not the requests were .
education related. ED would asSist OMB by -scanning the Pederal
Register for applicable requests not identified by ‘OMB. This
arrangement’.conflicts with the education amendments by placing
OMB rathe than ED in the primary position of identifying
education~zelated requests. |, . ) -

- -

P
P

Past -experience indicates that processing delays, extra
paperwork, and confusion among agency officials can result when
informal coordinating procedures exist and requests are sub-.
mitted first to OMB. for anj;"education-related” designation. FPor
example, prior to enactment of the Paperwork.Reduction Act the
Veterans Adminigtration, under OMB.direction, submitted all its -
requests to OMB for approval including, those 1isted in the Pederal

- Register as-"edugation related."” Thus, in Septembef 1980 the S
Veterans Administration forwarded Form 10-1494, "Application for

%

.

was due, to expire in November 1980, This approval was requested
" to provide budget information needed to evaluate continuing -
grant requirements for health care training.,institutions.

. o .
. Over. a month after the submission, ' OMB returned the request -
and 'informed ‘the Veterans-'Administration it was education related
"and subject to ED review. The agency prepared thq additional.
- documents required for -submission-to ED and forwarded them and * -

the request to ED in December 1980. After several weeks of
. » N L
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.
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inactivity, informal meeti

! . ,
ings with ED staff, 2nd revisions to
the proposed request, ED dligpproved the request ‘on March 23,

1981. Thus, the entire review process took nearly 6 months and
extended past the old form's expiration date.

OMB s'practice of mak1ng "education-related" determinations

after requests are submit

ted for approval also could cause

approvals to be delayed for up to 1 year.. Under- this practice,
agencies could consider some requests to. be noneducation
related .and submit them to OMB after the February 15 advanece

announcement and approval deadline legally required for education-
related requests. THus, an OMB "education-related" determination

after that date could delay the request's approval and use
until it met the succeeding year's February 15 deadline. ..

Also, informal .coord
be- misunderstood-: than car

4 »

inating agreements are more likely to

efully worded formal agreements. For

.example, ED's July 1981 memorandum indicates that even ED is not

sure how certain types of

Unless and until the Congress e11m1nates ED's review author-
1ty over other agencies' educat1on-related'requests as recommended

in Chapter 2, formal OMB/

needed. ED and OMB must operate within the existing legal” frame-
ties and dual reviews while malnbflnlng /

sork of d1ffering authori
maxlmum processing effici
\

requests will be handled. .

-

ED coordinating procedures will be

ency.

The coordinating procedures worked out to date are unsatis-

factory and should be rev
1e91slat10n they should c

"education-related” designations and review all such ;nformatlon»
collection requests.’ Detailed procedures for initial ED review
and final - OMB approval should be completed and issued as official

gu1dance to provide consi

ised and formalized. Under existing
learly provide that ED make advanee

stency and unlformlty to submlttlng

adgencies. . OMB should take theé lead in such action using its
oversight respOns1b111ty aduthorized by the Paperwork Reduction

Act of 1980. i

.

CONCLUSIONS

1

L}

?;‘ LY

L

K ED needs to improve’ the effeftiveness and efficiency of 1@5

paperwork review process.

By s engthenlng its controls,

speeding up its review process; and ensuring that its procedures

conform to legal requirem

.. related paperwork burden

of informatlon.

ED's review ‘operations should be streamlinef and strengthened.
Several different forms must be completed to submit information
,This creates confusion and places an

requests for ED review.

ents; ED could reduce the education-
and better fac1litate the collectlon

’
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unnecessary burden .on submitting agencies. Also, ED's paperwork
review staff has never been provided with specific review guide-
lines,~ Although ED should be commended for planning to addr?ZS
these problems, corrective action is needed. S

Additional paperwork burden could alleviated if Ep/énforced
the legal requirements for request apprgval. Approving requests
-after the legally redquired February 15 §eadline and using unauthor-
.ized requests places an unjustified burden on respondents.

ED also needs to ensure that requests are expeditiously -
moved through each step of its review proceéss. Allowing requests
to accumulate for batch submission is.unnecessarily time con-

~

suming and sh d be discontinued.

Plans far’coordinating,ED-and OMB review fesponsibilfties
for education-related r'equests have not befen completed. The
existing arrangements are confusing and 4& not conform to legal
requirements. At present OMB has the major role in identifying -
education-related requests. This conflicts with ED's control
and coordination role authorized by the education amendments
and could result in missed approval deadlines.” ED and OMB need
to work together to revise their coordinating procedures to .
make them efficient and comply with the intent of existing
legislation. They should then formalize the procedures, and
OMB should issue them as officiatyguidance|to eliminate confu-
sion and foStérgbqnsigten;‘compliance.

REéOMMENDATIONS TO THE SECRETARY OF EDUCATION -

LA

We recommend that the Secretary Qf Educationt
——Strengthen and streamlfne ED's rfeview operations by conJ
-80lidating the orms required to-process, information
- collection refQuests and formalizZe guidedinés for’ con-
ducting information collection request reviews. ’
--Achievefurther-burden reduction by ensuring that,
' except under urggnt or very unusual circumstances,
education-related requests _are not igposed onr
respondents ‘unless they 'have been approved and publicly
.announced by Febﬁhary’lS preceding the new school’year
‘and by identifying and eliminating unauthorized forms.

--Work with OMB in déveloping efficient coordinating
procedures for reviewing education-related requests
and engure that ED has the major role of -identifying

uch requests .as directed by the education amendmenps

)
[
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RECOMMENDATION -TO THE DIRECTOR,
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET P

We recommend.trat the: D1rector of the Office of Managemefit .
and Budget proylde direction for the review and approval of
education-related”information collection requests, as reguired
by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, by issuing official
‘guidance on proper gcoordinating procedures between ED and

QMB. - . :

A n
v

AGENCY COMMENTS: AND OUR EVALUATION *o

Department of'Education - ' . ’

ED agreed with each of our recommendatlons and stated that

’correctlve action either had been taken or was planned. How-

ever, asg shown below, .additional action is needed.
ED sa1d it eliminated its redundant internal processing
forms and, since Apr11 1981, had used only one form--OMB' s

.. SP-83. However, in September 1981 an‘ED official told’ us
that BD's FEDAC 1100, "hata Activity Plan Summary, " was .
" -still’'required. He also said that the FEDAC 1000, "Data Plan .

Information," had not been eliminated by official action. 1In
December we contacted five data collectian coordinators .and
Yesrned that none had received explicit guidance from ED about
the status of these forms. ED should ensure that all cdordina-
tors. receive ‘clear and con81stentegu1dance on 1ts processing
requirements. -

. ED indicated that although 30 of the 86 education-related
requests in 1980 and 1981 were not publlcly announced, they met
the#"urgent or very unusual circumstance" exclusion. However,
‘ED di¢ not e¥Xplain why the remaining 56 requests mentioned in

/ﬂ‘our report were approved after the deadline. Although the dead-

llne had not been enforced, we understand “that proper correctlve
action is'now being taken. 'OMB's staff have told ED officials
that, from now on, OMB .will not approve educatlon-related re-
quests which do not meet the February 15 deadline. ED off1c1als
agreed to conform to this position and to implement our rec-
ommendation. ED said it intends to enforce the February 15
deadline during 1982. . . : .

ED did not comment on how it pldnned to implement our rec-— .
‘ommendation to identify and e¥iminate unauthorlzed forms.

ED agreed'with our proposal to expeditiously review informa-
tion collection requests and.stated that, as 2 result of steps
taken, it had reduced its review process time'from an average of
72 days to.27 days. Conseqguently, the proposal was mot included
as a recommendation. ED ‘should be commended for such an accomp--
lishment. We did not verify ED's figures, however.’

v : 23 "
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ED agreed that it should work with OMB in developing effi-
"+ clent coordinating procedures. ED stated, however, that although
no'official coordinating procedures exist, an-informal arrangement
between the two agencies establishes procedures for identifying re- )
quests that are education related. It added that, "* * *the in- " -
formal arrangement between OMB and FEDAC does ‘not conflict with @ ’
statutory requirements as asserted in the GAO'report." We do nat - .
° believe these informal arrangements are adequate. As stated on . \
. bpage 20, the Jyly°®1981 memorandum which discussed the informal
arrangements also cohceded that soéme yncertainty exists re-
garding how education-related requests initiated outside ED will
be reviewed. Furthermore . the Control of Paperwork Amendments o -—
» 1978, as amended by the Paperwork Reduction Act ®&f 1980, made § '
- the Secretary, ED, rquonsible for identifying all education-
related requests. However, under the informal arrangements,

. . OMB is responsible for determining if the requests submittede
. "directly to it are education related. { //// -
. )
ED disagreed with our. statement that .OMB's practicesof

making “education-related" determinations after requests are
submitted for approval also could cause approvals to be delgyed\\ L
v for up to 1 year. ED indicated that the l-year delay could ' -
not occur because OMB must approve or disapprove the requests
within .60 days of the submission. However, ED missed our point.
We were not addressing the requirement for OMB to make an .
approval/disapproval decision within 60 days. We were dis- ' -
cussing the delay that could occMr if OMB made 'an “education- 3
related" determination too late for the submitting agency to
- " meet the February 15 deadline required for education-related .
requests. For efample, an agency may submit a request in ’
 February thinking the request is not education related and thus
. hot required to meet the deadline. An "education-related" .
determination by OMB at this time would come too late for the
agency .to meet the deadline. Thus, the request ‘could be dis- )
approved until the next school year, creating a l-year delay. :

' Office -of Mgnagement and Budget ’
” .

OMB agreed that official guidance on proper coordinating - .

procedures between ED and OMB is needed. OMB stated it was
revising its Circular A-40, "Clearance of Public Reporting and -
- . . Recordkeeping Requirements under the Federal Reports Act, " - (\_

and added that it believed this change would implement cur ~

recommendation. We encourage B to expgditiously implement _

this recommendation. OMB Circflar A-40 has been under revigion -

for over 2 years. )

é ‘ ] ’ .
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CHAPTER 4

v

ED'S AUTOMATED INDEXING SYSTEM NEEDS
S

. .BETTER PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT

More effective management and planning would improve the

* usefulness of ED's 1n1t1a11y designed automated indexing system(;\
and help ensure that it is efficiently developed. Although ED
purchased an education information redundancy checking system
in 1979, it was never properly managed and was Seldom used. 1/
‘Currently, plans tg change and update the systém are being made

. without appropriate suppdrting feasibility and cost analyses.

‘ EXISTING SYSTEM WAS INADEQUATE; : "

POORLY\ MANAGED, AND SELDOM USED ’

IA 1977 the Department of Health,.Education, and Welfare P
signed a $340,553 contract for the development of an education
. information redundancy checking system. Contract #ork was
* completed in 1979, and the developed system generally met the
contractual requirements. Since it met some of the-education
* amendment requirements of the automated indexing system, the
Department decided to use it as a vehicle for complying with
the law. The redundancy checking system, showever, was poorly -
managed and ineffective. Fiscal year 1978 data used in the
initial inventory was incomplete and nevér updated, over 1
year passed before a critical ADP disk which had been inadver-
tently erased was replaced, and the system was seldom used.

Data base was incomplete
and never updated : :
. .
' The system's data base wa# never complete or updated.
* . Developed from the Department's 1978 Data Acquisition PIan, the
© , data base included survey instruments from the Department's
Education Division and Office for Civil Rights and was limited
to data available as of September 1978. Thus, the most current
data was over 6 months old when the system became operational
in April 1979. 1In addition, tHe contractor irnformed the
Department ‘that the inventory contained several significant
omissions in past.and current survey instruments. These
‘omigsions, coupled with increasingly outdated 1nformat10n,
made the system ineffective from the very beginning.

L3

L3
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g/gg that time ED was part of the Departhens of ‘Health,
Edudcation, and Welfaze.
. . {
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Replacement of critical data
was not actively pursued

P4

.In-mid-1980, key data was inadvertently erased from the
system during a conversion operatiornt. .This loss rendered the
system totally useless since the erased data file provided access
to the“rest of the system. ED took no action to replace the file
until after we inquired about the situation in March 1981. Then,:
at ED's request, the contractor agreed to recreate ‘the lost
data from backup files. ED obtained the contractor- prepared ?
tqpe in June 1981 but did nothing with it and temporarlly mis-
placed it. .After we made several additional inquirdes, a staff

. member flnally located the replacement tape in August and ini-

tiated efforts to determine if it was complete and could access
the system's automated data files. ' Thus, oVer 1 year after the
data was destroyed the system remained inoperable. . .

v - . ¢¢\

—

System was eeidom used

“

Although ;the system was operatlonal for about 1 year before
the .key file was eraSed, it was seldom used by the FEDAC.staff in
i%s paperwork review activities. Several-factors contributed to

" this underutilization. " ..

L2

'The system did not provide detailed data which could be
readily scanned to identify redyndancies. 1Instead it provided
lists -of potentlally redundant instruments which the staff then
had to review individually to determine if a rédundancy existed.
Also, one official told us that the staff relied as much on several
experienced reviewers to identify redundancies as ey did on
the system. Another officigl said the system was er used other
than on an experimental basis. The fact that th stem was
inoperable for over a year while little effort w made to
rehabilitate it adds credence to the v1ew that 1 was seldom

used by the staff,//A\‘“ ) . ' .

COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING AND ANALYSES ~

SHOULD PRECEDE SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT

? . Although the redundancy checklng §ystem was seldom used, and
efforts to replace the key data were slow, ED now. .plans to re-
vitalize the system and expand it into the automated indexing
. system required by law. ED has regquested approx1mately $131,000
for this project for fiscal year 1982. However, ED's plans are
_incomplete and are not supported by appropriate feas1b111ty and -
“cost analyses. 1In addltlon, coordination with OMB in its
development of a s1m11ar system is needed.
ED's wrltten plan supportlng its budget request for the
system's revision and expansion consisted of a two-page sum-
mary. The sumnary essentially stated that ED plans to:

~
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--Make th%)existing*éystem operational.
A

~-Update the system to incorporate education~related - f\//
data collection instruments that have been cleared
during the 1last 3 yearsf and expand from its limited .
pase to the~“entire .Federal Government. . ‘

—-Develop software for the data indexing component.

~-~Develop protocol for interfacing with the Federal
Information Locator System OMB is required to develop
under the Paperwork Reduction Act. L o -

.

--Maintain and operate the system. ' .

Feasibility and cost studies were not mentioned. The plan indi-
cated t the bulk of the funding will be spent on contractor
services but did not indicate how the contractor would be used.

ED officials originally told us that they planned to
convert the old system to a computer langyage compatible with
their in-house computer.. They justified this plan by saying
that, in the long run, they believed this approach would be more
convenient _and economical than other alternatives. Later, in
discussing!their written plan, however, the officials saj
that two additional alternatives wpuld be gonsidered: 1)
merge the system into the OMB locator system when OMB develops ”\
i* or (2) leave the system on a computer at the Department of
Health and Human Services or at some commercial computer
facility and access it through remote terminals. They assured
us that feasibility and cost Bgéeies would be conducted be-
fore major steps were taken. L .

r‘. , r ‘ ]

Under the Paperwork Reduction Act, OMB is required to .
develop & Government-wide Federal Infdrmation Locator System P
by April 1, 1982.  In. 1979 a special task force reported that ,)
geveral features of ED's stem could be employed by the planned . =
Federal locator system. lthough ED plans to interface its o \
system with OMB's, an ED official and an OMB official indiqgked
the ‘agencies had not discussed this approach with each other.

. .
‘Although ED'of%;:}i&§é§§é9>feasibility and cost studies
would be conducted, the b request does not refleet planning,
for feasibility or cost studies. ED officials told us they were
not sure if such studies would be done by contractors or developed
in-house, and details showing™feasible alternatives,, timetables,

or other study-related information were ‘not available.

- P E}
More. work needs 'to be dQne before money ig .spent on budget
requested items such as syst ‘&ﬁ@gting or softwdre: 'development.

S S B J




Initially, the existirfg system should be evaluated for potential
usefulness. This and other appropriate information should then
¥ be used to determine feasible alternatives along with associated
costs and benefits. Only after this information is carefully
evaluated should a dec131on be made about the future of the
existing system, -

o

CONCLUSIONS C -

ED has not complied with the 1978 ‘education amendments
requirement that an automated indexing system be developed and
! used to check for ré&dundant items. Although a system meetin
some of the legislative objectives was initiated prior to the
enactment of the amendments, its capabilities were limited, it-
was not managed effectively, and it was seldom used.

ED's limited use of the system and failure to effectively’
maintain it significantly’restricted opportunities for the sys-
tem to serve as an effective substitute for the required
automated indexing system by identifying redundant information
requests.

ED has requested funds:to update and expand the existing
system withcut conducting supporting, studies to determine if
this isethe most feasible and cost-beneficial approach tq

. »
meeting the law's requlrement. Unless it conducts appro- .
priate fea ility and cost analyses, it will be unable to
determine :%E‘bQ§§ approach. More-comprehensive planning is
needed before a nal decision is made. -ED s0 needs to
coordinate; with OMB in its development of a.lecator system to
prevent a redundant ED system from being developed. .o

RECOM&ENDATIQNS TO THE SECRETARY OF EDUCATION

. We recommend “that the, Secretary )of Education:

--Coordifite with OMB in its development of the Federal
{ Information Locator System to ensure that ED and OMB do
o not -develop redundant systems and c0381der OMB's systéem
as one alternative for meeting ED's legal requirement
for an automated 1ndex1ng system, .

© - w—
>

. --Conduct feasibility and cost analyses-of various automated

= . indexing system alternatives before updating and expandlng
. the existing system or converting it to another computer .
language.

! --Analyze the completed studies to select the best alterna-
) tive, comprehensively plan for 1mplement1ng this alterna-
' tive, and then develop and use an effective automated
indexing 'system. : :

0 d

~
»




e
- - @ - L}
- AGEN%Y COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION N I ' i i
o= D concurred with our recommendation to coordinafe with OMB
- in its development of the Federal Information 'Locator System and "
- N to consider OMB's system as an alternative for meeting ED's legal

¢ requirement for an automated 1ndex1ng system. ED said it was al-
ready closely coord1nat1ng with OMB in developing its locator-

Tsystem. . . \

ED also 'said it had examined alternatives and had selected
a rudlmentary,” "offi>the-shel £" mini-computer package as the
best way of meeting its automated indexing system needs until
O)yB's locator system becomes opérational. . However, ED did not:
tate that it had followed our recommendation to conduct
-feasibility and cost analyses hefore taking such action. .
Further followup with a knowledgeable ED official indicated that
no such studies had been conducted. Thus, it appeare that ED - N
has not fully complied with our recommendation. ]

g, . .

Lale J
»
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o ~. 92 STAT. 2338 . PUBLIC LAW 95-561—NOV- 1. 1978 )
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Coatrol of Parr B—Pareaworx CoXTroL .
Paperwork . . . ~
..%;Igdmu ot ‘ ) SHORT TITLE .
2USC1221-3  Sré. 1211. This part mag.be cited as the.“Control of Paperwork - .
te. Amendmefts of 1978", . . ST o _ g
’ SO \ . ﬁmmm. EDUCATION PROVISIONS "ACT AMENDMENT ) e SR .
. 1., SEc.1212. () Paragraph (3) of section 406(b) of the General Fdu-.' .
* %0USC122le-1. cation Provisions A%Wéﬂ)e‘d by inserting ¥, including State agen- ] .
: J cies responsible for postsecondary education,” immediately after “local - )
- educational agencies”, . L. , - : :
(b) The General Education Provisions Act is amended by adding . X ,
N , after sectipn 400 the following new section: W - 2 "9
PR L .“CONTROL OF PAPERWORK. P .
t Coordum:on. “Sec. . (8) (1) (A) In order to eliminate exqé”*ie_tail and X )
20 USC 1221-3.  unnecessary and’ redundant information requests and to achieve the .
- collection of_information in the most efficient and effective pegsible -
. manner, the Secretary shall coordinata the collection -of info oL .
) . * and data acqusitioned activities of all Federal agencies, (1) wherber
. . the resgonﬂen gre primarily educational agencies or inspitutions.or 94 stat. 2826
. B (i) whenever the purpose of such activities is to request information . . .
o neaded. for.the mapage f. or the formulation of: §?llcy related to . .
. Federal education programs or research or evaluation studies Telated /- . -
-, . tothe im lsxrr;entatlon of Federnl edncation programs. ) ’
Federal Education  %(B) T} is hereby established a Federal Education Data Acquisi-
Y " Data Acquisition~ tjop Council. fo consist of members appointed by the Secretary who
C e mm&m . .shall represent the public and the major agencies which collect and nse .
<, ®2b  education data. including one n‘gresentatwe each of the Office of Man: -
4 m"h"" agement and Budget and of the Office of Federal Statistical Policrand . N
R Standards. The menibers representing the public may be appointed for
s * not mors than three vears. The  Council shall advise an assist the .
K Secretary with respect to the improvement. development. and conrdi-
. nation of Federal education info ggretion and data, acquisition: activi- i .
.o C . ties, and shall review the policies..practies, and procedures estabiished ' L
A : by the Secretary. The Counci shall moet regularly during the vear . e -
R + .7~ snd shall be headed by an indifidys m an _ageney which has AR
- expertise in data collection but whict undertakes no major data collec-
e _ -._tion of education data. . ’
. Definitions. - %(2) Forthe fpurpofes. of this section. the term— ‘ * e
Co- » L 9(A) finformation” has the meaning given it by section 3302 of oL -¢
. title 44, United State Codes., . . ) L
N “(B) ‘Fefleral agency’ 44 the meaning given it by section 3302 %
of the samg title;*and ‘ . \
L4 * - \l
s\ & B » !
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.

®costly, and, if 30, to advise the heads of the relevant Federa§ agencies.

“(B) No collection of information or data acquisition activity
subject to such prccedures shall ‘bersubject to any other review,

‘APP%NDIX I . APPENDIX T
. ‘PUBLIC LAW 95-561—NOV. 1, 1978 92 STAT. 2339 .
» X ¢ ‘ ’,
“(C) ‘educational agency or institu%on’ means ﬁy public or
. private agency or institution offering education programs.
“(8) (&) The Secretary shall review and coordinate all collection of Review and »
information and data acquisition activities described in paragraph coordination.
T (1) tS)A;)Fof this subsection, in accordance with -procedures approved, :
?ﬁy e Federal Education Data Acqhuisifion Council. Such: procedures
~shall be designed in order to enable the Secretary to determine whether
" proposed collection of information and data acquisition activities are |
excessive in detail, unnecessary, redundant, ineffective, or excessively ~

94 stat. 2826

. coordination. or approval procedure outside of the relevant Federal -

agency, except as required by this subsection and by the Director of
the Office of Management and Budget under the rules and regula-
tions_established pursuant to chaprer 35 of title 44, United States
Code. If a requirement for information is submitted pursuant to this

Act for review, the timetable for the Director’s approval, establisred *

in section 3507 of the Paperwork Reduction-Act of #1920 shall -

commence on the date the request is submitted: and no independent’

- submission to the Director shall be required under such Act.”.

- #(C) The procedures established by the Secretary shall include

f reviéw of 11';;lans for evaluations and for research when such plans
are ih theil' preliminary stages, in order to give advice to the heads

L, omdeml agencies regarding the data acquisition aspects of such

»

P

P - :
“(b) (1) The Secretary shall assist each “Federal agency in per- Assistance and

forming the review and coordination re(“ﬁred by this section and /plan requirement.
aé

A ~» shall require of each agercy a plan for each collection of information
and data acquisition activity, which shall include— - '
’ “(A) a detailed justification of how information once collectel
will be used; “ . | S
d“;ﬁB) the methods of analysis which will be applied to such

) ) v
‘:l( C) the timetable for the dissemination of the collected data:
B - an ‘

“(D) an estimate of the costs and man-lours required by each
. educational agency or institution to complete the request and an
-estimate of costs to Federal agencies to collect. process, and analyze
- . the information, based 1ipon previous experience with similar data
" orupon a sample 6f respondents. )
“(2) gx;forming the review and coordination required by this

section. the Secretary shall assure that— ' . .
“(A) no inforpiation or ddta will be requested of any educa”
3 tional agency of institution unless that request has been approved
and publicly announced by the February 15 imniediately preced-
ing the begmning of the new school year, unless there is an urgent
) need for this information or a yery unusual circumstance ,?ists

. regt(réhng it:-

u&& sampling techniques, instead of universal responses. will

. Yo be uséd wherever possible, with specialGonsideration heing given

. to the burden being placed upon small school districts. colleges,
7 . and other educatianal agencies and insfitutions: and

“te . “(C) no request for information or data will be approved if

such information or datd exist in the same or a similar form in the
sutomated indexing system tequired to be developed pursuant to
subsection (d). . . - s
“(8) Each educational agency or institution subject to a request
. under'the collection of information and data acquisition sctivity and |

. 31
. “_,,wjfi"‘j . 4’) ’
3 .
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Waiver,
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-

s 7
« Federal Register.
Noﬁﬁaagn.

20 USC 1221e-1.

92 STAT. 2340

o
PUBLIC LAW 95-561—NOV. 1, 1978

their representative organizations shall have an opﬁortunitv, durin
a thirty-day period, to comment to she Secretary on the collection o
information and data acquisition actiyity. The exact data instruments
for each proposed activity shall be available to the publie upon request
during this comment period. ' ‘

() No changes may be made in the plans for the acquisition of
that information or data. except changes required as a result of the
review described in this section. after such plans have been finally -
approved under this section, unless the changed plans go throug
the samne approval process,

“(3) Tlie Secretary may waiye tRe(requireinents of this section
for individnal research and evaluation studies which are not designated
for individual, project monitoring or review, provided that—

“(A) the study shall be of a nonrecurring nature; :

“(B) any educational agency or institution may chchSe,_whether
or not to participate. and that any such decision ghall not beused
by any Federal agency for purposes of individual groject monitor-
ing or funding decisions; =

*(C) 'the man-hours necessary for educational agencies and
institutions to respond to requests for information or data shalt
not be excessive, and the requests shall not. be excessive in detail,
unnecessary, redundant, ineffective, or excessively costly; and

“(D) the Federal agency requesting information or data has
annourced the plans for the study in the Federal Ragister.

The Secretary shall inform the relevant agency or institution concern-
ing the waiver decision within thirty davs-following such an announce-
ment. or the study shall be deemed waived and may proceed. Any
study waived -under'the-provisions of this subsection ‘sliall be subject
to no other review than that of the agency requesting information or +
data froin educational agencies gr institutions. .

“(8) Nothing in this section shall be construed to interfere with the
enforcement of the provisions of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 or 8‘5
other nondiscriinination provision of Federal law. . .

“(c) The Secretary shall, insofar’as practicable, and in accordance
with the provisions of this Act, provide educational agencies and insti-
tutions and other Federal agencies. pursuant. to the requirement of
section 406(f) (2) (A). with summaries of information’ collected and
the data acquired by Federal agencies. unless such data were acquired
on a confidential basis. » L

“(d) The Secretary shall. insofar as practicable—

“(1) develop standard definitions and
ever possible, with those ¢stablished by the Office of
tistical Polici: and Standards, Depaitment of Commerce, to be
used by all Federal agencies in dealing with education-related
information and data acquisition requests;

" “(2) develop an automated indexing system for

available data; | » s

&(3) establish yniform reporting dates among Federal agencies
for the information and data acquisition required after review
under this section; - -

“(4) publish an’nuauv a listin

!

terms consistent, wher-
-Federal Sta-

cataloginE all

g of education data requests, by
Federal agency. and for the programs administered in the Educa-
tion Division, put’ish a listing annually of each such program
with its appropriation and*with the data burden resulting from

each such program; and - :
* %(5) require the Federal 9gene’broposing the collection of
information or .data acquisition activity to identify in its data

instrument the legislative auhority specifically requiring such col-

2.
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.+ lection, if any, and require the responding educatiohal agency or
~ . dinstitution to make the same identification if it in turn collects
sucl/irformation or dnt*rqm other ugencics or indjviduals, .
1

“(e) (1) Stibject to the ionsyof paragraph (2), the Secre-
tary shall develop, in consuiffion \vﬂé: Federal and State agencies
and local educational agencies, pr s wherchy educational agen-
cies and ‘institutions are.pérmitted to submit information required
under any Federal educatio

g C
educational agency.

" @+ %(9) Any procedures developed under paragraph (li shall be con-

‘sidered regulations Yor the rurposé‘ of section 431 and shall be sub-
. mittéd subject to disapproval in accordance with section 421(e) of this
Act for a period of not to exceed 60 days computed in accordance with-
~such sectich. : . _
" “(f) The Secretary shall submit a report to the-Congtess not less
than once every three years, decribing the implementation of this
gection. Such report shall contain recommendations for revisions to
Federal laws which the Secrétary finds are imposing undue burdens
‘on educatiana] agencies anil institutions. an®@uch recommendations
11'notibe subject«to any review by any Federal agency outside the
bt ] . .

< PR .
, The Secrefdry.is authorized to make grants from sums
p@ pursuant'to this:subsection to State educational agencies.
Btate agendies responsible for postsecondary education, for
the develgp éi1bnt'qr improvement of education management informa-

2(9) , 'Stat;'educatibha} agéncy is eligible for a grant of ds
under ﬁ sttbseetion subject fo the following conditions:

,)«flﬁx‘eygfe%?vdgréeé to use such funds for the deve}dpment

jihprovement of itsmarfagetnent information system and agrees
coorddinate: gl data collegtion for Federal programs adminis-
red bf the gfency through’such a system. ,

“ The agency agrees to provide funds to local educational
Nsgencies and institutions of higher education for the development
\r drdprovement of mhnagement information systems when such
grants arc deemed necessary by the State educational agnecy.
w#(EY The State.ageney agrees to take specific steps. in coop-

te

= " erdtion with the Secretary and with loéal educational agencies

or jnstitutioit¥of higher education in the State, as appropriate.
to eliminate excessive detail and unnecessary and redundant infor-
matidn requests within the State and to ashieve the collection of
information in the most efficignt and effective c{>0§xsiblg manner £0
asito.avoid imposing undue burdenfgn local educational agencies
enstityiti ighet ecucation. : Do
urpose of corrying out this subsection—r .
» gre authorized to be appropriated fér salaties and
penses. $600.000 for fiscal year 1079, 31.000.0p0'for fiscal year
1980, and $14200.000 for each of the two succeeding fiscal years: '
“(2) there are authorized to be a
gmgrpph (8) the sums of $3.000,000 for fiscal ‘year 1079.
5,000.000 for fiscal year 1980, and $50.000.000 for each of the two
succeeding fiscal ygarsi and ‘
“(3) the sums ﬁ?pfgpriated according t6 paragraphs (1) and
(2) shall be appropritted as separate line items.”. . « .

. L4

» §7’é‘s

(cY Séction 406 0f such Act isamended— t ., e
.?) -by striking out $ubsection (g).and * | ad
+ (2) by redesignating subsection (h), and a}l references thereto.
“mbsecﬁon ( §bn v : &
: - .

nal program to a sipgle Federal or State

ropriated fot {,v:;?ts'unde'r
e
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92 STAT. 2341

Procedures, Qﬁ
consultation.

20 USC 1232.

Report and
recommendations

to Congress. ~

Education
management
information
systems, grants.

Elgibilty. -

-

Appropriation
suthorization. .
<

i
L4

.

‘ 1 4
<
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Sec, 1213, Subpart 2 of part C of the General Education Provisions.
Act % amgnded by adding immediately before section 431 thereof the

.92 s*r'A'r.. 2342

following new section:
- “APPLICATIONS -

“Sec. 430. Sa) Notwithstanding any other provision of law. nnless
expressly in Jliniitation of the provisions of this section. the Com-
missioner is authorized to provide for the submission of applications
for asgistance effective for three fiscal years under any applicable
program with whatever amendments to such 3pplications being
reauired as the Commissioner determines essential. :

(b) The Commiissioner shall, insofar as is practicable, establish
uniform dates durilig the year for the subigission of applica-
tidns urder all applicable programs and for the approval of such
apglications’ . :

“%(c) The Commissioner shall, insofar as is practicable, develop and’
require the use of—

“(1) a common application for grants to local educational
sgencies in applicable programs administered by State educa-
tional agencies in which the funds are distributed to such lacal

cies pursuant to some objective formula. and such applica-

tionshall be used as the single applicatior’ for as many of these

programs as i3 practicable; o ' )
APPLICATIONS

“KQ) a common application for grants to local educational
agehcles in applicable programs'administered by State ecucational
agencies in which the-funds are distributed to such local agrencies.
on a competitive or discretionary basis. and such application
shall be used as the single application for as many of such pro-
grams as is practicable; and - .
*(3) a, common application for grants to local educational
ager}cles in applicable prodgrams whic¢h are directly administered
by the Commissioner, and”such application shall be used as the
- single . application for as many of these programs as is
practicable.”. T .
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’> DRAFT LANGUAGE FOR LEGISLATIVE CHANGE

The\following legislative change would limit the Department
- of ‘Education's information collection request review authority
to its own Department. .

.

\f,

g 20N :‘ — . ] . '3 ' .
(&) Section 400A of the General Edueatien Provisions-Act —

< 1is amended by
(1) amending subsection- (a) (1) (A) to-read as™follovs:

"(A) In order to eliminate excessive detail and
unnecessary and redundant informatdon requests
and to achieve the collection of information in
the most efficient and effective possible manner,
th;_Secretary shall coordinate the cqllection of
information and data acquisition actiyities of
the Department of Education.", ‘

. (2) inserting a period after "costly" and deleting
<! the remainder of the last sentence in subsection
" (a)(3)(A), :

.7 (3) striking out "hegé% of Federal agencies” aftér
' . "to the" in subsection {a)(3)(C) and inserting in
- . ‘lieu thereof "Department's program ofﬁ‘EEE;S",

8 (4) striking out "assist each Federal agency per-:
' forming the.review and coordination required by ™
_thHis section and shall require .of each agency"

after "Secretary shall" in subsectibn (b)(1l) and
insertiny in lieu thereof "requége of program
officials", . . ’

(5) striking out "Federal agencies" after "costs to"
in subsection (b)(1) (D) and inserting in lieu
thereof "the Department”, ‘f

: ‘ 5, :

(6) striking out "any Federal agéncy" after "by" in
subsection (b)(5)(B) and indertfny in lieu thereof
"the Department".. ali '

(7) amending subsection (b)(5)(D) to read as follows:
"(D) the plans for the study have been annqunced ~
in the Federal Register.", and deleting the,

- remainder of the subsection,

» 35 RSN
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(8) striking out "Federafgagencieé“‘after "by" in
- subsection (c) and inserting in lieu thereof "the
Ve Department", -

(9) striking out "all available" after "cataloging"
"+ . 1in subsection (d)(2) and inserting In ¥ieu thereof -
¢ _"Department", ’ S

(10) amenéing subsectidn (d)(4) to read as folloii;

N#&)-publish, annually, a listing of Departmert
data requests, which shall include the program . -
for which such data has been requested with
its appropriation and with the ‘data burden
result%Pg from each such request; and", and

(11) striking out "require the Federal agency pro-
© posing the collection of information or data,
acquisition activity to identify in its data"
in subsection (d){5) and inserting in lieu there-
of "identify in ‘each proposed data collection”.
1 ]

% (b) Section-400A(a)(3)(B) of the General Edugation Provi-
sions Act is repealed.

’
a

h )

)

36 A4




- - APPENDIX III . p B

-
COMPARISON OF ED/;EDAC RESPONSIBILITIES 'UNDER

L3

' APPENDIX III

s ' EXISTING AND PROPOSED LEGISLATION .

-

1978 Control of ﬁaperwork Amendments

— ————FEDAC-responsibilities ~ =

The Councit shall meet regularly to:

--Represent the public and the major
agencies which collect and use
* education data

--Advise and assist the Secretary with
respect to improvement, development,
and coordination of Federal educa-
tion information colleetlons

--Review Federal edugation informatlon
s policies, practices, and procedures
established by the Secretary

-‘

, : Secretary, ED, respon31b111t1es

-

The Secretary :shall:
) . .
--Review and coordinate education-
related information collections of
all Federal agencies in accordance

with procedurep ebgnoved by FEDAC

¢ ‘ \
~-Review preliminary plans for eval-
uations and for research to adyise
Federal agency heads abaut data
. collection aspects )

A

--Agsist each Federal agency in per-
forming required review and coor-
dination and require each agency
to submit a plan for each education-
relaped information collection.-

request
] ,’ - .
, - j' 37 ~
B c
> W 4(9

Proposed Legislation

Same

L\\

Same

Same .

Reviey and coordinate ED”
information collections
in accordance with pro-
cedures approved by‘
FEDAC

Review preximinary plans
for evaluations and for
reseagﬁp to advise ED -
progr officials about
data collection aspects
Require ED program offi-
cials to submit a plan’
for each information %
collection request

‘ o

¢
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1978 Control of ?aperwork Amendments,

--Develop, in consultatyoa with Federal,~
. State, alfd local educational agencies,
procedures for submitting required
Federal education program informatién
~to a gingle Federal or State ?
agency . =7
--Report to fhe Congress at least every !
3 years, describing ED's impl3mentation
of the law and recommending revisions
to burdensome Federal laws

7

—--Assure that: ’ . '
Except under unusual or urgent cir-
cumstances, Eederal education-related
requests are approved and publicly
announced. by Febr§; precedlng
the beginning of e new school year

Sampling'techniques are used where-
ever possible -
No information request is approved
if similar information already exists
in the automated indexing system
to be developed .
The Secretary shall, 1nsofar asg
practicable:
' —--Provide educational agencies and
-institutions and other Federal
agencies with summaries of non-
confidential information collected
by Federal agenc1es -

--DevelOp standard education-related
deflnltlons and terms to be used by
all Federal agencies

—~d
~::Bevelop an’ automated indexing system
for cataloging all available data

--Establish uniform,
among Federal ag
information .

porting dates
es for requifed\-

3
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’

Proposed Legislatien‘

Same- .

-
L

b Y
Same, except limited to

ED initiateﬁagequests
Same

Same, except limited to
ED initiated requests

Same, except limited t’/J
information collected
by ED

.

" Same, except 11m1ted ta

EP data- ’
\\\

Same
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1978 Cdntrol of, Paperwork Amendments

- - % ~

-=-Publish an annual list, of eﬂucatlon-
related data requests by Federal
agency, and for ED programs, include
program appropriation and rhlated

burden information
, =

!

--Require Federal agencies and‘éduca-
tional agencies collecting sinfor-

mation for them, to identify in their

proposed Jdata colleetion ‘instruments
the legislative authority for the
collection

: [

--Develop common applications and estab-

‘1i'sh unlform ‘3pplication dates for .
.spec1f1ed categories' of Federal
education-related grants '

_The Secretary may waive review and

approval requirements for individual
research and evaluation studies under
specified conditidns such as, studles
of a nonrecurring nature
-

The Secretary is authorized to make
grants to help State agencieg develop
or improve their education management

information systems A
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./”Proposed Leglslatlon

Publish-: annually a llSt’

of ED data requests,

including the applicable
programs and their appro-

pr1at10ns and the datay’
burden’resulting from
‘each request

' Same, except linited to

ED proposed instruments’

* Same

-
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APPENDIX IV

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
- i WASHINGTON. D€ 20202

NS ' ‘ .
7 . ‘/ R 26 198

Mr. Gregory J. Ahart

Director g - &
Human Resources Division

United StatesTGeneral Accounting Office ) -
Washington, D.C. 20548 . .

-

Dear Mr. Ahart:

. X ) o

The of this letter is to provide you with the Department of Educa-

tigh's (ED) response to your Draft Report on ED's implementation of the
ntrol of Paperwork.Amendments of 1978. "

In essence, we agree with many of the points raised.in the report. Regarding
these, as well as some with which we disagree, I have enclosed a paper setting
out the Department's positions and rationale. However,- I do wish to draw your
attention to several problems noted in the Report which I Beliéve the Depart-
ment has resolved, or made major progress toward’ resolving, since the time the

GRO reviewers completed their work.

' First, the Report recommends that the Department include in its annual listing

of data collection instruments to be used in the upcoming school year only
those instruments to which the QOffice of Management and Budget (CMB) has given
final approval. We recognize that in the.past, ‘the Department's listing
included .instruments intended for use but not yet approved. However,-with one
exception -- an Office for Civil Rights Survey -- the Federal Education Data
Aoquisition Council staff (FEDAC) and'OMB hdve approved all of the 233 reports
isted in the Department's current annual notice. Further, MB's staff have
stated they will not approve any reports not included in thé February 3
listing. - Thus, we believe we have rectified the deficiency noted in the GAO

Report. (See enclosure, sections 4 and 5.) ,

Second, the Report mentions a need to streamline the Department's review
process, While we address this issue in detail in the enclosure (section 4),
we would like to point out that, during the time the GAO was corducting its
review, we created the Division of Education Data Control (DEDC) designed to
accomplish this end. We would like to emphasize that since the DEDC became
fully operational, we have reduced the average review time from 72 to 27
calendar days while at ‘the same time greatly improving the quality of the
reviews, and reducing the number of staff assigned to.this function. We also
wish to emphasize that we have achieved both of these significant accomplish-
ments during a time in which the number of forms proposed for use, and thus
the number of reviews, have increased. ,

»




N

APPENDIX IV ; : APBENDIX IV

- v < ~

S

PageZ-Mr Gregory J. Ahart . “\

Finally, we concur that there should be ‘more formal procedutés worked out

between OMB'and FEDAC. We have taken some steps toward establishing such pre-
cedures through joint meetings held between the two erganizations. _We-expect :
to continue those meetings and to seek the guidance of the Council prior to S
establlshing final procedures. . ~

We appreciate ‘the opportumty to comment on this Draft Report. .

Rent Lloyd
Deputy Under Secreta,;y
for mnagement.

Enclosure
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Comments -of the Department of Education to the General Accounting Office's . '
draft report entitled "Better Control Over E‘ducatlon-Related Federal Paperwork

@

Needed to Reduce Burden and Related Costs"

.

,'Ihe mewmmmmmu Education Data

isition Council and ensure that it meets r ularl and carnes out its

duties as required by law.
Department: Comment . ) . , , &\

We concur Within a tlru:ee year period the Council was convened-twice to
review policy matters and to establish interim regulations. The
infrequent meetings of the Council were due to several factors including:
the establishment of the Department of Education in 1979; the transfer of
the Federal Education Data Acquisition Council (FEDAC) from the Department,
of Health, BEducation, and Welfare (HEW) to the Department of Education
(ED) in 1980; the resignation of the chairman; and the internal
reassignment of the FEDAC function from NCES to the Office 6f Management
(M) in 1981. These actions necessitated changes in the direction and
operation of the Council. =

v

As of this date, eight public members have been appéinted and the hames of

nine Federal members have been submitted for approval. We have also '

L proposed replacements- for three public members whose terms expire this

March. We have scheduled a meeting of the Couneil for April 1982.

=
3

G20 Recommendat ion ‘ ] : ’

The Secretary should take.steps to implement the education amendments'
requirements including such provisions as reports to the Congress, -~

‘;Enocedures for submitting required information to a single agency, and
form reporting dates. 1 . -

Y . a

Department Comment

Py

We concur. The report indicates’ that the Department has not taken st:eps
which would permit all State agencies to\Subnut apphcatmns for grants
administered by SEA's to a single agency.

Section 430(c) of P.L.. 95-561 states that:

The Commissioner shall, 1nsofar as is practicable, develop and

Jrequire the use of - \ /_,f
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) (1) a common apgllcatzon for grants to local educatzonal agerczes in _
. applicable programs administered by State educatzonal agencies in
""" "which the funds dre distribiited Eb“sﬁch““local agenczes pursuant “to
some objective formuia.

§Insofar as is practicable, the Department has established uniform

- reporting dates for Federal appl-icat\iéns. The vast majority of such

applications depend on Congressional appropriations and the Department has

. operated its fiscal budget based on a-continuing resolution since 1978.

However} the Department has not submitted a plan to Congresé to reconmena .
such procedures. We plan to discusg this j ssue during the April Council
meeting and, depending on the outcome of se’ dzscusszons, address this

-2y

3.

issue in this year's report to the Congress. }
. . | .

@D Recamnendatzon

-
The Corgress should amend the Oontrol of Pagrwork M\endments of; 19_78 to
limit ED's review and coordmatlon authonty to ED mformatzon colIectzon

Q_lgsts. / . -
Departient Comment v 7 '

While this recommendation is addressed to the Congress, we believe that
FEDAC's role has been consistent wzth the intent of the Congress. -

Currently, well over 83% of the paperwork burden projected for school year
1982-83 is imposed on education agencies and institutions by non-ED

'. agencies including the Departments.of Agriculture and Labor. During 1981,

4.

5
t

FEDAC has successfully elinibated redundant data collection proposals
submitted by ED, EBOC, .Bureau of Census, the Veterans Administration, and
the National Science Foundation. Without the centralized FEDAC review,
such duplication would not have received such close attention.

.
-

GAD Recommendation L 4

" The Secretary should strengthen and streamline the revievf operations by
. consolidating the forms required to process information collection

requests and formalize guidelines for conducting reviews.

- D'epart}nent Coriinent

We concur. Prioftf:o')’%pril 1, 1981, there were three separate /inte na‘
forms for the review process.’” These forms were redundant and ‘have)been
-eliminated. Since April 1, FEDAC uses one form -~ the OMB SF 83 and its
attachments as’ the data core for the review process and for abstraeting
information for the February annualannouncement of data collection
instruments to be used: 112_, the coming 1 year. In the past, the FEDAC
analysts spent an inordinate amount of reviewing, clearance packages
which resulted 'in time delays. Based on new managernt initiatives, the
review process has been streamlined and shortened. - e

s . -
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Page 3.~ S o
" . The FEDAC staff members have undergone extensive training to improve the -
, . review process. ‘This trainihg was carried out by the former staff from - he
the National Center for' Educational Statistics (NCES) and by others (hp .
s o had expertise-in the area of information resource management. A policy '
. directive scheduled for completion in April will establish’uniform -
- . * guidelipes for information collection.. R
’ / e $ N .
. The program assistant secretaries continue to be the épproving policy - )
. officials “requesting OMB/FEDAC approval. However, the Deputy Under = - - e
Secre agemefit has delegated the responsibility for sign-off for 0"“‘ ~
* 7 ‘final . val to the Executive Director of FEDAC. These procedures .
as well as others have shortened the review process from 72 to an average &= . | .
of 27 calendar days.+ . A .

4

‘ I , .,
5. &aD Recommendation ‘ .. "

- . ¥y
.. The *re should ensure that except for ufgeht need or very unusual . .
circumstances education-related requests should not be.imposed unless @

approved and announced in the geder ister.-
& Depart_:ment Comment - Yo e . o Co -

. - veo . CT . . LT .
-~ . We concur.. The Secfetary has ensured that except for urgent need or very.T . .
r

f
.

- unusual circumstances education-related requests have not been impased
~ . % unless approved and aphounced in the Federal Register. The urgent. need o
®  unusual circumstanceg)related to thirty approved requests for data L

/ $ollections that wer€ not published in the Federal Register February: o
- listing-for, £isr@l years 1981-82 were due to several, factors. . &
» thgt, the enactment of the Paperwork Control Act in 1979 did not provide P

" - program sponsors with sufficient time to notify the public about data =

- collectioh activities for school year 1980881 prior to Febyuary of 1980.

. Seoa%, the Paperwork Control Act, section 400a(b) (2) ¢ ,Provides the

L . - Secretary with-the authority to.waivekhe approval and public . . :
T announcements if there is urgent need for this information or if a very X
+ .  unusual circumstance exigfPregardigg such Collection. "The waiver ... S

requedfs between s s 1980-81 to"1981-82 were granted because the . S
sponsors ppovided written evidence that in fact the requests could not .
o have and published before -the Febrhary date because of the A
e { e data collectidnactivities.! These activities included -
. G ies yhere conttacts- by outsifle agencies-were recently e,
awagded. Ty - . - Lo
s In 1982, the Department ihtends to approve all data collection activities - y

- A rior 8 the;February listing. This February 1982 F%' pral Register will
S ist 233 approved reports totaling over 41 r;})(h@‘ den“hours from, 14~

. [ ] .
-. %, different departments or agencies. - . b
U -~ —\ .’s/." '.‘ < & i v: - . b
_ C Ba 0 - .
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Hewever, the statute makes Qr/é%sions for granting wajivers for ﬁﬁose !

_cireumstances where an urgent need for this informatiop or a very unusual
~circugstance that -precluded” approval and publication prior to February
. 150

In most instances the waivers granted were based upon such~factors as
mid-year enactment of new legislation, oongressmnal changes in )
eligibility requirements, or non-ED agency requests that were not covered
by-the Paperwork Control Act prior to April -1981. '\ ’ .
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GRO Recomnendatlon

~

-

% -
.

The Secretary shouid expedltlously complete each’ step of thé information

collec¢tion request review process.

4

Department Comment

7

! e

7 1

<
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We concur.«As a’result of steps already taken, ED's rev1ew process ‘has

7.

-~

~ ¢

G20 Recommendations  ° ¢

been reduced ‘from an average of 72 days to 27 days.

3
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The Sec;:etary"should work, with OMB to develop efficient coordinating

o

Locedures for reviewing education-related requests and ensure that ED has

major role of 1dent1fymg such requests.

) - >

We concur. At the ti.rné of ‘the review, FEDAC
formal procedures for the review procesgs.

Department Cam\ent

0

v

-

<

FEDAC and QdB had not establlshed
On Aprll 1,.1981, the effective

“datk

' and OMB was established.

of the Paperwork Redugtion Act, a formal,relationship between FEDAC
Through the use of SF 83 the OMB Reports

Management System (RMS) which links FEDAC to OMB's

in computey, cemmon

%ta bases are used by both.

-between OMB and FEDAC does not conflict with statutory requlreme

'Ihrough agreements n FEDAC and OMB
* (see enclosed July Memorandum), proceleres exist fok the 1dent1f1catlon of
those requests that are education related. R

= +
" -

The Report-notes that there is no official guidance from QB to FEQRC.
this time, this. statement is true. However, the informal arrang

as
asterted in the GAO Réport. ;

Further, the Report also claimed thit "OMB's polify of makirkg
"education-related" determinations after tequests are submitted for
approval also could cause approvals to be delayed for up to one year."
This statement is ina oograte in that the Paperwork Reduction’Act reqiires
a determination w1th1 ixty days of the submittal of the Clearance

ﬂuest. . /‘ -
N s 9 /‘
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8.

9.

GAO Recommendation

. The Director of the Office of Management and Budget provide directigm for
the review and approval of education-related information collection
‘requests, as required by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, by issuing
official guidance on proper coerdinating procedures between ED and” QMB.

* Department Comment ’ :

While-this recommendation is directed toward the OMB, we eoncur. )

s
4 S S N

GAO Recommendation

~—

The Secretary should coordinate with the .OMB in the development of. the

Federal Information-Locator System (FILS) to ensure that ED and OMB do not’

develop redundant systems-and cogsider OMB's system as one alternative for
meeting ED's legally required-atitomated indexing needs.

A

Department Comment

We concur. 'Ihe Department is maintaining close cﬂrdmatmn with OB in
the development of the FILS. We understand that developmént of this

* system is moving ahead and a prototype system w111 be operational in FY
1983. In addition, we have examined alternatives and, as an interim °
measure, we have established an indexing system that meets statutory
requirements.

The following is background information on the’ Department S act1v1t1es in
developing the automated indexing system. The indexing system undertaken
by NCES, -called the Redundancy Checkmg System (RCS), was installed in
1980. However, -in 1981/82 funding to operate this system was not
available to FEDAC. We have examined the RCS and FILS and find that RCS
in its proposed eonfiguration is too expensive and cumbersoie to operate
and that the delayed availability of the FILS necesmtates other systems

supporg options. . . .

The system selected is an ‘off-the-shelf package which operates on a
regently installed mini-computer in EB.” This system is cmphmented with
manual procedures and, though rudimentary, is satisfactory under the
budgetary limitations and until the FILS becomes avallable. .

*
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éXEéUTIV,E OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE.OF MANAGEMFNT AND BUDGEHT*

"o ;. WASHING'@N. D.C. 20508 ‘ -
. - March: 4, 1982 . \
g' . § e . e A . A x .
Q . B . W . , . .
. . ' 4 . B - i . . /\ .
. Mr. William J. Andersa( CT , " . : ,
, Director, ,General Government ’ < . .
Division = ' C oo :
. United States General Acc u i -
’ Office . , ) )
Washlngton, D.C. 20548 E . - .

°'..Dear Mr. Anderson: ) '
ae N
Mris is, in response to your letter of January 27 to Director!
Stockman regarding the-General Accounting Office (GAO) draft .-

* report to the Cdngress emntitled, "Better Control Over
Educatlon-Eelated Federal Paperwork Needed to Reduce Burden and
Related Costs." ; -

As regards‘your recommendation that FEDAC's review authority be
limited to data collection activities sponsdred by the Department
of Education, we note that the Administration's proposed
- ) ‘legislation” for the creéation the 'Foundation for Education
’ Assistan®e does not include provisions for the contindation of
FEDAC. . As OMB has stated before, we believe that the
responsibilities entrusted to 'FEDAC duplicate those vested in OMB
. \ by the Paperwork Reduction Act of.1980. Therefore; we viej/;he‘

contlnuatlon of FEDAC as unnecessary

/' =’ However, since FEDAC is to remain in operation until our
-legislative proposal is enacted; we appreciate thig opportunlty

\\ 'to comment on the one recommendation that would. affect OMB.. That

recommendation requests the Director of OMB to:
[ .
"Prov1de direction'for the review and approval of
. education~related information collection. requests,
R . as requ1red by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980,
. by issuing official-guidance on proper COOIdlhatl.g
procedure between Ed and OMB." -
OMB is ‘currently rev1s1ng its Circular A-40 "Clearance of Publlc
Reporting and Recordkeeping Requ1rements under the Federal
. Repqrts Act," to incorporate, among other changes,

. . -
.
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" specific submission procedures for information collections 4chat
are to ke ‘reviewed by the. Federhl Education Data Acquisition
Council (FEDAC) and approved by OMB. We believe this change will
implement the GAO recommendation to the Director of OMB.

We appreciate this opportunity to comment on your draft.

- Sincerely, _

Ly

‘ ) I} . ' * : % . ; : W . .‘
' éhristophér DeMuth: .
Administrator for Information-

’ : . ~  -and Regulato’ry’Affairs’ s zee s

’ ’ 5
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