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Review Of The Information-
Gathering Practices Of The
Federal Energy Administration

To insure the best collection effort, the s ed-
eral Energy Administration should give more
attention to the development of its informa-
tion-gathering process. GAQ recommends that
the Federa! Energy Administration

--more actively contact cong 2ssional
organizations and other interested par-
ties during the development process;

--field test proposals, when warr nted,
before implementation;

--establish an ongoing reassessment pro-
gram;

-review the clearance organization's
placement and practices and make
appropriate revisions; and

--insure that organizations obtain official
approval before soliciting information.
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UNITED STATES GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
WASHINGTOM. D.C. 20548

OFFICE OF SPECIAL PROGRAMS
*ENERGY
*MATERIALS
- * FOOD
s REGULATORY REPOARTS REVIEW \

B-181254 |

The Honorable Frank G. Zarb i
Administrator, Federal Energy
Administration

Dear Mri Zarb:

This is our report on the information-gathering practices
of the Federal Energy Administration. It is one of &« series
of reports to be published or the performance of the inde-
pendent Federal regulatory arencies' information-gathering
practices. \

The report identifies and assesses management actions
relevant to the Federal Energy Adminiscrarvion's information-
gathering efforts. It contains conc: sicns regarding the
agency‘'s development process and re¢ aunendations concern’'ng
actions that can be taken by the . enecy to clerify and
improve its information~gatherxin. “7. rts.

This report contains rea:.1o rnd. - ons to youx which are

set forth on pages 18 and 1%. - -:° ! <uw, section 236
of the Legislative Reorganizari=- < . 1970 reguires the
head of a Pedera: agency to suchi. " Wl .tten statement on

actions taken on our recommencdatioas to The House and X
¢+ - Senate Committees on Government .g=2rz-ions not lat’ - thanH ciles
- 60 days after the date of the repc:¢ & to the B. :e and -, WELE
} v Sencte Commictees on Appropriations .ita the agenc;'s fir st '
- reqguest for appropriations made morc than 60 days after the”
date of the report.

Sincerely yours,

T

Monte Canfield,
Director
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GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE REVIEW OF THE INFORMATION-
REPORT TO THE ADMINISTRATOR, GATHERING PRACTICES OF THE
FEDERAL ENERGY ADMINISTRATICN FEDERAL ENERGY ADMINISTRATION

DIGEST /
Public Law 93-153 directs GAO to review the
information-qgathering activities of the inde-
vendent Federal requlatory agencies. Therefore,
GAO has initiated a long-term program for
evaluating the effectiveness of the management
processes the agencies use in developing

their information-gathering requirements.
Because of the large number of new information-
gathering requirements generated by the Federal
Energy Administration (FEA) since its establish-
ment about 2 years age, GAO selected it as one
of the initial agencies to be studied.

GAC began this study by identifving those
critical manag2ment actions and decisions which
could reascnably be expected in a development
effort. Using this information, GAQ evaluated
FEA's management process for developing
requirements by reviewing selected information-
gathering requirements.

CONCLUSIONS

Assessment of need and
definition of data requirements

Concerning the assessment of need and definition
of data requirements, GAO concludes that FEA
has not applied the degree of effort warranted
this important function. Those requirements
reviewed revealed that there is often a substantial
degrez of uncertainty and disagreement as to

the detail and coverage level required to
adequately fulfill the statad need. 1In some
instances this is the result of congressionally
imposed reporting deadiines and in others

it is the result of difficulty in obtaining
internal approval.

JTear Sheat. Upon removal, the report i OsP-76-18
cover date shouid ba noted harcon,



Whatever the reason, many of FEA's collection
efforts do not completely fulfill the stated
need. Therefor2s, respondents have and will
probably be required to report additicnal
information on a piecemeal basis, thereby
incurring additional burden, (See pp. 3 to
5.)

Insuring development of a
reasonable and feasible requirement

FEA needs to give more attention to this
function in order to insure that tke final
product is acceptable in terms of compliance
costs and anticipated benefits and does

not duplicate other reporting requircments.

FEA generally do 3 not contact potential
respondunts during the early stages of the
development cycle. 1In addition, it deces

not publish Federal Register notices nor
make widespread distribution of the proposal
before submitting it to GAO for clearance.
(See pp. 5 to 7.)

We noted that FEA has techniques tc identify
other organizations collecting similar infor-
mation, in its present form or with certain
modifications, which could be used to satisfy
the stated ieed. However, it fluctuates

in applying those technigues. Of the require-
ments we reviewed, several duplicated information
collected by other organizations. 7Ia one

case the duplication was the result of mandated
reporting deadlines and in another it was

the result of failing to obtain FEA's offic:al
approval. (See pp. 7 to 9.)

In assessing burden, little attention is

gilven to the impact of the proposal upon the
respondents. Rather, the prevailing belief is
that FEA's need outweighs any burden that

may be imposed. (See pp. 9 to 10.)

Whil> FEA has pretested several reguirements
before submitting them to GAO for clearance
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Jear Sheet

and subsequent full-scale implementation,

it has not adopted this development technigue
called field testing on a full-scale basis.
(See pp. 10 to 1l1.)

Reassessment of collection
efforts and usage

FEA does not perforam any periodic assessments;
however, three ad hoc reviews have demonstrated
tne need for such an effort. (See pp. 11

to 12.)

Requirements management

In reviewing the development process, we
noted the apparent lack of adequate authority
of FEA's clearance review function. This
lack of authority appears to be t'ie result

of the function's placement with.n the
nverall organization. (See pp. 12 to 15.)

FEA is a newly created agency and is still
establishing and implementing its collection
procedures. if properly implemented, the
prescribed procedures should enable it to

avoid a great deal of those pitfalls associated
with many information-gathering efforts.

Current efforts includ2 plans to publish notices
in the Federal Register for the purpose of
increasing its input from potential respondents.
Although TEA has not established formal proce-
dures requiring the field testing of a proposal,
it has begun such tests and plans to continue

to do so.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE ADMINISTRATOR/
FEDERAL ENERGY ADMINISTRATION

GAO recommends that, to clarify and improve
information-gathering efforts, FEA should:

~--More actively contact the various involved
congressional organizations during the
development process to insure develop-
ment of requirements which will fulfill
their needs. (See p- 18.)

iii

R



~—Increase its efforts of contacting
governmental agencies, trade associations,
potential respondents, and other :nterested
- parties during the various stages of the
. development process. (See pp. 15 to 19.)
o \
—-Issue procedures reguiring field testing
of proposais, when warranted, before full-
scale implemer.tation. (See p. 19.) /

--Institute a continuous program of evalu-
ating and assessing the information-
; gathering process and data usage. (See
' p. 19.}

--Review the procedures and placement of
the clearance organization and make the
appropriate revisions to enable it to
independently review iniormation-gathering
proposals. (See p. 19.) |

- Také steps to insure tnat the regional
offices obiain official approval from
the proper officials within FEA and
GAQO before soliciting information from
10 or more parties. (See . 19.)

In addition to the above recommendations, GAO
believes that to ihave an effective development
prcsram, acticn needs to be initiated to change
the fcllewing kasic beliefs.

--The need for intcrmacion overrides the
burden ¢f the ~espendents in providing
that information.

~=It is better to obtain informaticn directly
from respondents rathier than use information
from existing reports provided to other
organizations.

—-It takes too long for Federal agencies to
work tegether and design information-
gathering efforts of mutual interest.
(See p. 19.)

\ . AGINCY COMMENTS

FEA generally agreed with GAO and said that
the report will be a valuable tool in improving
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its efficiency and overall operation. FEA
stated that it has recognized many of the
problem areas identified in the report and
has already implemented several of the

recommended actions. (3ee p. 18.)
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CHAPTEF 1

INTRODUCTION

Section 409 of the Trans-Alaska Authorization ACtl(PUDILC

Law Y3-i53;, enacted on Novemwer 16, 1973, trancferred the

responsibility for clearing lnformaflon-gathering efforts by

the indepzndent Federal requiatory agencies ifrom the Office 77
| of Mansgement and Sudget to us. 3pecifically, we are required

to cenduct clearance raviews of information-gathering plans

and forms proposed by tnese agencies before their use.

In addition, we are mandated to undertake general studies of

the requlatory agencies' information-gathering practices.

To respond effectively to the latter mandate and obtain
information to assist us during our clearance reviews, we
have initiated a program for evaluating the effectiveness
of the information-gathering processes of those 13 regu-
latory agencies current.y within our jurisdiction.

Z Because the Federal Energy Administration (FEA) has 75

““initiated a substantial number of new reporting requirements
over the last 2 yeors, we selected it as one of the initial
agencies to be studied.

DEVELOPMENT PROCESS FOR
A REPORTING REQUIRCEMENT

Any effective management system, including the develop-
ment process for a rernorting requirement, must have key
points that provide both the opportunity to and a reliable
basis for analyzing conditions and deciding on courses of
action. This includes deciding whether activities should
be continued, modified, or stopped. If no management system
exists or if the system is not working, unylanned and
undesirable results will frequently and unnecessarily
occur,

The evolution of & reporting requirement from an idea
to its final implementation is discussed in appendix I.

CONCEPTS OF THIS STUDY

We began this study by identifying those management
actions and decisicens which should be involved in developing
a reporiing rsqguirement. These include assessing the

1
1

—-need for and defining the information
reguirements,

~-reasunableness and feasibility of complving
with the recuirement,
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~-information-~gathering process and
usage of the collected information, and

—-organization and clearance procedures.

The existence and satisfactery use of these and other activ-
ities should materially improve the development process.

When this strrdy w~as initiated, it was evident that a good
method for reviewing the development process was to study
specific reporting requirements FEA implemented. 1In making
our selections, we concentrated our attention to require-
ments that were new or recently revised to enable us to
recommend corrective action, if appropriate, for improving
the current development process. Those requirements
included in our review are listed in appendix II.

In order to obtain information on FEA‘s information-
gathering process, we reviewed correspondence, reports and
other records, and interviewed various FEA and congressional
cfficials. Using this information, we reconstructed the
steps taken in developing the individual requirements
selected for review to determine their conformance with
our concentual framework for develoving a reporting
reJuirement, .

BEST DOCUMENT AVAILABLE
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ChAETER 2

ASSESSMENT OF ~  .C2L MANAGEKENT ACTICONS

Those management <. .¢ . critical to the development
of a reguirement are d.:v~ris-d in this chaprter and followed
by examples of adecuate ans inadecuate application of
that criteria. Although -~ach example is basea on an
evaluation of the develcpment of a vparticular requirement,
these examples serve main’, as an iiluscration of the
Federal Energy Admiuistration developmental prccess.f

ASSESSMENT OF NEED AND DEFINEITION /
OF INFOEMATIONR REQUIREMENTS ;

A clear statement of the need for or the objective
of an information-gathering effort is a fundamental first
step in the development of a requirement. Once it has been
established, the type of infcrmation reguireé to fulfill
the need r i1st be accurately defined, ard the requirement
must be dr:signed to obtain the specified infcrmation.

If an agency deces not take ample time to accomplish
these essential tasks, a greet deal of time and money could
be expended by the agencyv in collecting, and by the respond-
ents in supplying, informaticn which may not meet the
original need.

There can be many reasoms why an efency may not
consistently apply the above critical management process in
developing requirements. The Congress created FEA in response
to the energy crisis; concurrently, the Congress enacted
several pieces of legislatior with worthwhile purposes
for dealing with various facets of the crisis. Included
in these were several reporting reguirements which were
very broad in coverage but imposed very tight reporting
time frames. FEA was placed in the difficult posicion
of attempting to meet reporting deadlizes and also col-
lecting information that would be as useful as possible
in meeting the congressional needs. As a result of
these two demands, various compromises had to be made
in the reporting details and coverage éuring the develop-
ment of several reporting reguirements.

The following examples illustrate such compromises
made during the development of FEA's market shares
reporting system and the oil and gas reserves survey.

Market shares reporting system

\ Under the Emergency Petroleum Allocation Act, FEA is
required to report monthly to the Congress any changes in

3
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the market shares 2f those engaged in the marketing of
petroleum products. The information is designed to assist
the Congress in determining if changes are needed in

the allocation proceduves and orice controls and whether
or not the controls should remein in effect.

Three basic elenments ove needed to effectively respond
to the congressional mandate. These elements are changes
in (1) volume sold; (2) cost, pr.ne, or profit margin; and
(3) the number of business establishments,

Comments received from divisions within FEA and other
governmental agencies emphasized the importance of obtaining
comprehensive deta. Both the Federal Trade Commission and
the Department of Justice stressed the need for pricing and
operating cost information as 4id an organization with FEA.
Another FEA organization stressed the importance of obtaining
information on all three basic elements so as to fulfill the
congressional mandate.

In spite of this strong support for collecting compre-
hensive information, FEA designed and implemented a system
that requests information on seles volume only. While
pricing informatior. was recognized as an important and
necessary eiement, we were tola that inconsistencies
and complexities exist throughout the petroleum industry
concerning this information. Similarly, FEA believed that
there were major obstacles to overcome in monitoring sales
of the middleman operating between the refiner and the
retailer. Therefore, pricing and middleman-level reporting
were excluded from the system because the complexities
involved in obtaining such information would have made it
difficult to obtain internal FEA agreement in time to meet
the conaressional repor*ing deadline.

Although FEA organizations could not agree to including
pricing and middleman-level monitoring while developlng
the system, various FEA orgaanatlons are now in the process
of developing reporiing reguirements which will request
such inforwation from the respondents. 1In the meantime,
the reports being provided to the Congress wo not contain
all the needed information.

Cil and gas reserves survey

The FEA Act required thet FEA submit a complete and
independent analysis of actuel oil and gas reserves and
resources in the United States and its outer Continental
Shelf to the Conaress by June 27, 1975. 1In addition to
obtaining the amount of reserves under existing economic
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conditions, the Congress wanted to know the extent to which
the reserves would fluctuate at different price levels.
Furthermore, the act required that FEA collect information
concerning resources on land owned by the Federal Govern-
ment,

While developing the requirement, the initisting
cffice received comments from internal orgaenizaetions and
other interested parties emphasizing the importan.e of
obtaining pricing and ownership information. Although it
was agreed that such information was needed, it was nrver
incorporated into the reauirement because of anticipated
complexities involved in collecting such information. It
was alsc felt thet these complexities would have made it
difficult to obtain corplete TCA approval and meet the
reporting deadli-e.

Although agreemen* could not be reached to include
reserve estimates at different price levels in the
reguirement, another FEA organization awarded a contract
in December 1974 to the Interstate 0il Compact Commission
to collect such information., The commigssion surveyed all
0il operators using aavanced recovery technigues and sub-
mitted its report to FEA in April 1975. However, this
data was not included in the June 1975 report submitted
to the Congress because it was not a complete analysis.

At the present time, FEA is developing a proposed
reporting requirement to obtain that information required
to meet the congressional reporting mandate.

OBTAINING ASSURANCE THAT THE REQUIREMENT
IS REASONABLE AND FEASIELE

Determining whether the Jata requirement being
developed is reasonable and feasible is an involved process.
The process begins with preliminary contact with potential
respondents, intra-agency organizations, and other interested
organizations and proceeds throuyh such steps as soliciting
comments and field testing the proposal before implementa~
tion. The purpose of this mansgement process is tec insure
that the proposal does not duplicate other reguirements
and is acceptable in terms of costs and anticipated
benefits. '

Solicitina and considering comments

Good management practices dictate that when an agency
initiates development of an information-gathering proposal,
it should cocordinate its development efforts with potential
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respvondents and other interested parties. The purpose

of such an effort is to insure that the final product is
reasonable and cen be complied with by the respondents.
Also, such an effort can maximize the usefulness of the
information by incorporating requirements that caen satisfy
other agencies' needs,

Our review revealed that while FEA has made attempts
to contact respondents ond other interested parties, the
coverage and ccnsideration given to that input has been
limited. The primary reason for such limited attempts was
the tight time constraints under which FEA was working.

Historical survey of i
prcpane and fuel oil sales

1

‘this reporting requirement is part of FEA's market
shares reporting system and was designed to gather and
report to the Congress historical informetion regarding
propane and fuel oil sales by various catewsries. While
FEA made attemots to contact various organizations during
the development cycle, its coverage was limited due to
pressure to get something out quickly. For excmple, FEA
did not publish a Federal Register notice soliciting
comments and did not distribute the provosal for comment.

The fact that FEA had not adequately communicated
with interested parties is supported by the manv suggestions
for improving the proposal's definitions and instructions
we received during ocur clearance review. FEA has agreed
to some of the suggestions, such as:

--Pernitting use of percentage estimates in
reporting sales tc ultimate consumar grougs.

--Modifying end-use cateqories to conform more
closely to those used in other reporting reguire-
aentcs.

--Redefining "small business" so that a firm
selling less than 200,000 callons of & product
need not complete the more brrdensome questions.

0il and gas reserves survey

In developing its oil and gas reserves suvey, FEA
received comments from various organizations emphasizing
the need to change the level of reporting from an overator
to an ownership basis and to include a pricing regirement
in the proposal. For example, the Federal Trade Commission



commented that information disclosing owners and percent of
ownership of reserves together with pricing information
would be useful to its antitrust activity efforts. Even
though FEA decided that the information would be collected
from operators, there could have been a requirement in

the proposal to have the operators report their principal
owners. FEA, however, chose to ignore the comments and

did not reguire this information.

By including such a reauirement, FEA could have maxi-
mized usage of the reported information by providing such
information to the Federal Trade Commission an¢ other
organizations for their use,

Avoiding and eliminating -

unnecessary cuplication

To determine whether the information to be collected
by the proposel is already being collected, other agencies
‘collecting such data and those respondents who will be
required to provide the information should be contacted.
This coordination effort can identify information, in
its present foi~ or with certain modification, which has
already been collected and which fulfills the stated need.
The purpose of such an effort is to avoid or eliminate
collection of duplicative information which results in
unnecessary costs to the Government as well as placing an
undue burden on respondents.,

FEA reporting clearance procedures require that the
initiating office determine whether existing forms or other
data sources can supply the required information. It also
requires that the proposed collection activity be compared
with the Federal energy information locator system, which
contains information on 260 energy progrems collected by
various Federal agencies.

The following examples illustrate FEA's efforts to
avoid or eliminate duplication,

Weekly petroleum reportinag system

In response to the emergency situation caused by the
oil embargo, FEA quickly developed a weekly petroleum
reporting system to collect necessary energy information.
Later, as a result of the lifting cf the embargo,
stabilization of the petroleum supply situation, and
consultations with respondents, FEA changed the reporting
requirement from o weekly to a monthly basis. Further,
FE?, concerned about possible duplication, began exploring



the possibility of using the Bureau of Mines' monthly
system to collect the information. As a result of these
efforts, a joint FEA-Bureau system is being implemented
eliminating the necessity for respondents to report the
sane information to both agencies.,

Market shares reporting system

FEA's market shares reporting system reports to the
Congress changes in relative market shares of specified
classes of morke': s of petroleum products. It was
necessary that FL' nbtain data on the volume of sales of
difterent types or petroleum products by each class c¢f
marketer. In an cffort to avoid duplication, FEA researched
other vossible soirces of data, including Bureau of Mines
and Department of Transpcrtation forms. FEA found that the
available information was not adeguate for preparing the
type of analysis the Congress required. The available
information was inadequate because it did not cover all
the required classes of marketers and was collected too
infreguently.

Although FEA has developed procedures to avoid
collecting duplicative information, there are instances
in which duplicative information has been collected.

0il and gas reserves survey

In developing its oil and gas reserves survey, FEA
found that information to be collected was similar to
estimates prepared and published by the American Petroleum
Institute and the American Gas Association. FEA also found
that the Federal Power Commission and the Geological
Survey have proposed surveys which will overlap some of the
information it was tc collect. FEA, however, proceeded with
its survey because the FEA Act reguired an "independent
analysis" and because Power Commission and Geological Survey
coilection efforts would not yield usable results in time
for FEA to meet the congressional reporting deadline,

Public utility company
pricirg guestionnaire

In January 1975, San Francisco's Regional Office of
Compliance and Enforcement requested information from 11
public utility companies for the purpose of identifying
suppliers violating FEA's pricing regulations. The infor-
mation regquested on this survey was available from other



sources including the Federal Power Commission's form

FPC 423. This duplication occurred because the initiating
office failed to obtain FEA clearence and our approval
before initiation of the collection effort., The office
was unaware of this approval reguirement.

Assessment of burden ‘

f
Good management practices dictate that as an agency

develops an information-gathering proposal it should be

in continuous contact with potential respondents. Such

an effort would result in the agency knowing the estimated

compliance burden at any given time during the development

effort. This would permit a continuous trade-~off between

the compliance cost and the proposal's scope and coverage,

rather than developing a reguirement with no though=- being

given to the burden involved., The result would be a

requirement that is acceptable in terms of compliance

burden and anticipated benefits.

During our review we found that very little attention
is given to developing reliable estimates and comparing
such estimates with the anticipated benefits. Rather, the
prevelant attitude is that FEA's need for the information
outweighs any burden that may be incurred by a respondent
in complying with the requirement. FEA now plans to obtain
actual compliance costs from respondents following sub-
mission of their reports. These costs will be used to
improve burden estimates during development of future
reporting requirements,

Refiner/importer historical
1eport of petroleum products
distribution

FEA estimated the burden to complete this report would
range from 15 to 100 man-hours. FEA indicated that this
estimate was based on industry comment as well as experience
gained from related questionnaires. FKRowever, compliance
burden estimates submitted to us by potential respondents
during our clearance review ranged from 1,000 to 3,600 man-
hours.

Following a meeting with us to discuss the disparity
between the estimates, FEA revised its estimate to range
from 15 ¢ 1,800 man-hours.

\ N



0il and gas
reserves survey

In an effort to fulfill a conaressional mandate for a
complete and independent study of the dation's oil and gas
reserves and resources, FEA developed a survey question-
naire and reaguired a response from all operators of oil and
gas wells, to insure complete coverage. Approximately
23,000 operators were required to file the report, although
500 to 600 of the largest operators could have supplied
information on 90 percent of the reserves ana production.
The remaining information could have been obtained by using
sampling and projection techniques. The burden imposed on
the larger firms would have been much less severe than that
imposed on the smaller respondents. The larder firms have

the experience ond resources to prepare the necessary reserve
estimates, whereas small operators generally do not have this

capability.

Performance of field test

Field testing is one technique which can be used to
insure that the development proce.s has produced a proposal
which is both reasonable and feesible. Although potential
respondents participate in field testing on a voluntary
basis, this technique can provide such invaluable informa-
cion as:

--A technical analysis of the availability of

the information resulting from the respondents
completing the form rather than a superficial
analysis based on mere inspection of the form.

--Identification of problems asscciated with
ambiguous terms and complex instructions.

While FEA does not have formal policies or procedures
reguiring field testing of a proposal, it has begun to
cenduct such tests, The decision to fiela test a proposal
is influenced by such factors as the

--complexity of the form,

--unigueness of the information to be collected,

--time constraints, and

--number of potential respondents.

The use of field testing has made several improvements
in FEA's information-gathering efforts.

10
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Financial reporting system

In the process of developing its financial reporting
system, FEA fizld tested the reguirement. As a result of
this test, FEA was 2ble to (1) betcer understand the dif-
ferences in the accounting systems used by respondents
and (2) make several revisions to the proposal to consider
those inconsistencies which exist as a result of these
differences.

Petroleum reporting system

Following formulation of this system, FEA conducted a
field test to be certain that the proposal was reasonable.
Following the test, FEA revised the proposal to collect
the information on a product ownership basis rather than a
custody basis, as orginally olanned. This revision was
made as a result of learning that respondents maintained
their records on an ownership basis rather than a custody
basis.

Motor gasocline allocation
reporting system

The information being supplied by respondents in com~-
pliance with the motor gasoline allocation reporting system
is inconsistent because of the respondents' varying
interpretations of the instructions and definitions. These
differing interpretations resulted because both the reporting
instructions and definitions were vague. Because of this,
additional work has been incurred by various respondents
supplying additional information to meet FEA's needs.

Field testing the system could have prevented this extre
work. ’

REASSESSMENT OF INFORMATION
COLLECTICN AND USAGE

In order for an agency to insure that the reported
information is being examined and used in the most efficient
manner, it must continually evaluate and reassess its
collection efforts. Such an evaluation would show whether
the development process is functioning properly and producing
the best possible product. BRased on the results of such an
evaluation, decisions could be made to

-~continue collecting the information,

--modify the requirement to meet the stated need,

11



~-consolidate recuirements that obtain essentially
the same information, or

-~2liminate the requirement,

During our review, we found that FEA does not conduct
any periodic or ongoing evaluations of its collection efforts.
However, three ad hoc reviews have shown the need for such
reassessment. The following example illustrates the need
for such an evaluation.

: /

Refiner/importer/gas processing
plant operator mentnly report
by facility !

i

This report is cdesigned to collect production, import,
and stock information for various petroleum products on a
monthly basis. In addition, it collects a mo:ing 3-month
projection of available supplies for these petroleum
products. This information is collec:2d from refineries,
import terminals, and gas-processing plants.

\ .

A recent review of the form by FEA revealed that
continuing its use was guestionnable. Since May 1974 the
incoming forams Lhave been merely lojgged in and have not becn
processed. Usage of reported information is limited because
of the absence of processed reports and the availability
of the information from other sources.

While the form was developed to fulfill a congres-
sional mandate, it appears that insufficient effort was
aprplied in assessing what information was required. For
example, while the Zorm collects 3-month projection infor-
mation, it is not clear whether the Congress intended the
projections to be collected directly from the respondents
or to be based on an analysis of current and historical
production trends. 1In addition, the reports submitted to
the Congress have not included any information on the
3-month projections.

Furthermore, the consistency of the reported informa-
tion was questionable because the instructions failed to
adequately explain the basis of reporting. Consecuently,
many prime suopliers and importers were not reporting and
in some cases were reporting the same information which
resulted in double counting.

FEA REQUIREMENTS MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

One of the key ingredients needed to successfully
implement an effective development process is a set of
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well-defined procedures and an organization responsible

for overseeing the agency's information-gathering activities.
Included in this process are such efforts as planning,
organizing, coordinating, evaluating, controlling, and
directing those organizations participating in developing

& requirement,

FEA's management of the development and subsequent
submission of its collection proposals to us for clearance
is an involved process, The primary goal of FEA's clearance
vrocedures is to avoid duplication and assure that the
requirement has been developa2d in the most appropriate
format and manner to minimize respondents' compliance
burden. L

The Office of the Deputy Ascistant Administrator for
Data and within that office the Office of Energy Data
Policy (QOEDP) are re=sponsible for coordinating FEA's
information-gathering activities.

Although FEA's efforts are a step toward improved
collection, they have not been fully effective. For example,
following receipt of a proposal from an initiating office,
OEDP's clearance nrocedures require internal organizations
to comment on the proposal within 5 working days with an
extension being permitted when requested. OEDP, however,
has not been able to enforce this procedure because most
organizations have ignored the requirement and are responding
substantially later than the 5-day requirement. Furthermore,
OEDP's attempt to monitor the c¢learance process through the
use of weekly statns reports has not been effective because

cf inconsistent recordkeeping.

One important prerequisite of an effective management
system is the reguirement that the authority given to any
level of management must be equal to the respoisibility given
to that level., Although OEDP has the responsibility for the
day~-to-day functions of FEA's clearance process, we found
instances in which little attention is given to its cleacance
authority and procedures.

For exaemple, although OEDP instructed the Office of
Regulatory Programs to stop its telephone survey of public
utility companies because FEA had not yet approved the
survey, it continued and contacted 448 additional companies.

The same Office entered into an agreement with a
contractor who sent a questionnaire entitled "Survey of
Base Period Volume Adjustment Program" to 2,300 petroleum
products suppliers. The questionnaire was labeled as being
an official FEA form, although it had not been approved.

13



Much of the disparity between OEDP's authority and
responsibility may be a result of the placement within FEA's
formal organizational structure. The chart on the following
page shows OLDP's organizational placement,

The clearance function position should be independent
of the officials who are directly responsible for the
information-gathering activities it reviews. Such poci-
tioning is necessary to insure that the opinions, conclu-~
sions, judgments, and recommendations of those individuals
carrying cut the clearance function will be impartiudl.

FEA is not organized this way. Specifically, the Deput
Assistant Administrator for Data while having final
authority over forms approval also had full responsibility
for developing such information-gathering efforts as the
market shares reporting system and the oil and gas
reserves survey. There was conflict between OEDP end

the Devuty Assistant Administrator for Data, who was

under pressure to get both systems operating, as to

wnat should have been included in these requirements.

On March 26, 1976, FEA stated that, since completion
of our review, OEDP had been reorganized to satisfy the
prerequisite of an effective management system authority
level. SHowever this recrganizaticn did not setisfy our
recommendation that the forms-clearance function be
independent of !hose organizations responsible fer
information-gathering activities.

nEST DOCUMENT AV MLABLE

14



'
i
1
1

POSITION CF FEA'S CLEARANCE REVIEW ORGANIZATION

ADMINISTRATOR

CEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR

\

I

COMMUN!CATIONS

PUBLIC AFFAIRS

AND

PRIVATE

GRIEVANCES
AND REDRESS

CONGRESSIONAL
AFFAIRS

INTERGOYERNMENTAL
REGIONAL AND
SPECIAL PROGKAMS

I

ASSISTANT
AS%,TS“ER REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR GENERAL
A i TF‘:"T ADMINISTRATORS POLICY AND COUNSEL
DMINISTRATORS ANALvS'S
?
! ] ADMINISTRATIVE
GPERATIONS
NATIONAL DEPUTY OTHER
ENERGY ASSISTANT DEPUTY
I NFORMATION ADMINISTRATOR ASSISTANT
CENTER FOR DATA ** ADMINISTRATORS
I 1
OF F ,
OFFICE OF || OFFICE OF E:é‘;;if
- ENERGY DATA DATA
STATISTICY SERVICES POLICY **

* & - - . . . -
Primary orgunizations involved in FEA's clearonce function.

\ \

15

—
[ERRRTE Py



CHAPTER 3

—— s s et

gONCLUSICNS,_BECOMNENDATIOHS; AND AGENCY COMMENTS

CONZLUSIONS

The conclusions which follow must be placed in the
propet context. The Federal Government's energy information-
gathering efforts have increased substantially since the
oil embargo & few years ago. One of the Federal Eperaqay
Administration's key roles is to provide the Nation with the
necessary informetion on which sound energy volicy decisions
can be made. Many other Federal agencies are also collecting
an increased amount of information from the energy industry,
and it has become increasingly important that agencies:

-~Insure that data being sought is actually
needed to accomplish and serve a specific
agency function.

~-Search other data sources for usable data
already being obtained that might serve
the stated need.

~-Assess the impact of the probosal so that
the value of the data souaght can be weighed
against the compliance cost.

--Periodically assess the effectiveness of
the information-gathering orocess.

Unless th2se controls are established and implemented,
much money and manpower will be spent by the Federal Govern-
ment, the respondents, and ultimately the public.

FEA's collection efforts to date have been mostly
stop~-gap effourts in reaction to congressionally maidated
reguirements, It is our belief that the pressure of time
constraints to get information quickly has led to incomplete
information and will result in a series of piecemeal
reporting reocuirements. The solution to this problem is
increased coordination between the Congress and FEA.

Concerning the assessment of need and definition of
information requirements, our review leads us to cornclude that
FEA has not applied the dearee of effort this important
function warrants. In studying requirements, we found that
there is often a substantial degree of uncertainty and

disagreement as to the level of detail and coverage required

16



to adeguately fulfill the stated need. 1In some instances,
this uncertainty and disagreement is the result of congres-
sionally imposed reporting deadlines and in others it is
the result of difficulty in obtaining internal FEA approval.

Whatever the reason, many of those requirements being
developed and implemented do not completely fulfill the
stated need. Therefore, respondents have had to report
additional irformation on a piecemeal basis to supplement
that information already supplied to FEA. ’

To insure that the final product is acceptable in
terms of compliance costs and anticipated benefits, more
attention needs to be given to assuring that the reguirement
is reasonable and feasible.

Our review revealed that FEA generally does not publish
Federal Register notices or make widespread distribution of
the proposal for comment during its development. In order
to adequately develop a proposal, we believe it is important
that potential respondents and other interestcd parties
be given the opportunity to make their views known before
implementing the reqguirement. Such contacts would assist
FEA in identifying possible areas of information dupli-
cation and areas where modifications could be made to
facilitate compliance while still fulfilling the stated
need. :

We noted that FEA has techniques to identify other
organizations collecting the desired information which could
be used to satisfy the stated need in its present form or
with certain modifications. However, FEA fluctuates in
applying those techniques. Of the requirements that we
reviewed, several duplicated information collected by
other organizations. 1In one case the duplication was
the result of mandated reporting deadlines, and in another
it was the result of failing to cobtain official FEA
approval,

In assessing the amount of respondent burden, we
found that very little attention is civen to assessing
the impact, financial or otherwise, of the proposal upon
the respondents. Rather, the prevailing belief is that
PEA's need for the information outweighs any burden that
may be imposed.

We noted that FEA's efforts to field test a proposal
before implementation ! 3sve been helpful in obtaining an
understanding of prob. a areas which would be experienced
by respondents in complying and submitting their responses
and in clarifying questionable areas before full-scale
implementation.

17
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Concerning reassessing the information-gathering
process, we found that FEA does not perform any periodic
assessment of its process. However, three ad hoc reviews
have shown the need for such an effort.

In reviewing the development process, we noted the
apparent lack of adegquate authority of the agency's clearance
review function. Without adeguate authority, such a function
is somewhat limited in its contribution to improving indi-
vidual collection efforts and thc overall development
process. This lack of authority appears to be the result
of the function's placement within the overall FEA
organization.

FEA is still in the process cf establishing and imple-
menting its collection procedures. 1If properly implemented,
the prescribed procedures should enable it to avoid those
pitfalls associsted with many collection efforts. Current
efforts include plans to publish notices in the Federal
Register to increase input from potential respondents.
Although FEA has not established formal procedures re-
guiring the field testing of a proposal, it has begqun
such tests and plans to continue to do so.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE ADMINISTRATOR,
FEDERAL ENERGY ADMINISTRATION

We recommend that, to clarify and improve information-
gathering efforts, FEA:

--More actively contact the various involved
congressional organizations during the develop-
ment process to insure development of a reguire-
ment which will fulfill congressional needs,
This effort would also help FEA to communicate
to the Congress the need for additional time,
if required, to develop a reporting requirement.

--Increase its efforts of contacting Govern-
nent agencies, trade associations, potential
respondents, and other interested parties
during the early staages of the development
process. This effort, together with FEA's
plans to publish notices in the Federal Register,
would be of great assistance in developing
requirements which would be more reasonable
and feasible in terms of respondent burden
and, therefore, more willingly accepted by
the respondents. In additicn, this effort
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would i{dentify potential alternate sources
for the information and would assist in avoid-
ing duplication of collected information,

~-Issue procedures recquiring field testing of
proposals, when warranted, before full-scale
implementation.

~-Institute a continuous program of evaluating and
acsessing the information-gathering process
and data usage. Based on this effort, decisions
could be made to continue collecting the infor-
mation, modify the requirement, consolidate
similar regquirements, or eliminate the reaguire-
ment entirely.

--Review the procedures and placement of the
clearance organization and make the appropriate
revisions to enable it to independently review
information-gathering proposals.

-=Insure that the regional offices obtain official
approval from the proper officials within FEA
and from us before soliciting information from
10 or more parties.

In addition to the above recommendations, we believe
that, in order to_ have an effective development program,
action needs to be initiated to change the following
basic beliefs.

-~The need for information overrides the burden
of the respondents in providing that information.

--It is better to obtain information directly from
respondents rather than use data from exis’ ing
reports provided to other orcanizations.

--It takes too long for Federal agencies to
work together and design information-gatherin:
efforts of mutual interest.

AGENCY COMMENTS

FEA generally agreed with us and said that the report
will be a valuable tool in improving its efficiency and
overall operation. FEA stated that it has recognized
many of the problem areas identified in the report and
has already implemented several of the recommended actions.
Such corrective action has been incorporated in this report.
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APPENDIX I APPENPIX I

THE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS FOR A
REPORTING REQUIREMENT

During our preliminary survey, we identified those
processes used by the various agencies to develop their
information-gathering proposals. Fram those processes,
we constructed the following model which involves those
management actions and decisions we believe should be
included in the development process. ‘he chart on the
next page illustrates the manner in which requirement
proposels should eveclve and oroceed through the develop-
ment process. W%Wnile the phase caeptions are our own, they
cover those processes that should be used in the develop-
ment of a proposal. However, it should be noted that not
3)1 changes to an existing requirement have to proceed
tnrouch the entire development cycle.

CONCEPTUAL PHASE

The conceptual phase is the initial phase in the
development of a reporting requirement., At the beginning
of this phase, the need for the reguirement is identified
and verified. This need may involve establishing a new
requirement or changing an existing requirement to
fulfill the proposed need. Decisions made at this point
are very tentative.

The goal of this part of the process is to verify
the reasonableness of tentative decisions. Advancement
to the next stage of development depends on satisfactorily
meeting the criteria designed to measure achievement
of this phase's objective.

Sone of the steps that are intended to be accomplished
during this phase are .

--defining the specific data desired and developing
the format for getting it;

~-determining whether the desired product can be
obtained when it is needed;

~~obtaining compliance cost estimates from potential
respondents;

--determining agency processing costs;
--performing a preliminery cost-benefit analysis

to get a feel for the usefulness of the infor-
metion in relation to its potential cost;
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- EVOLUTION OF A REPORTING REQUIREMENT
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APPENDIX I : APPENDIX 1

——determining if the information desired will
duplicate other reporting reguirements;

--considering the usefulness of the data to other
Federal agencies and beneficiaries; and

--exploring alternative sources for and methods
of obtaining requested data, including that
which is available commercially.

Following completion of these steps, the requirement
development enters the development phase.

DEVELOPMENT PHASE

During this phase, the proposed requirement is publi-
cized for the purpose of soliciting comments from
iMterested parties. Upon receipt and eveluation of the
comments, changes freguently are made and-a decision as
to whether the requirement should be adopted is made. This
process may be repeated several times before a reguiremen
is finally adopted or dropped.

Some of the specific agency ections exnected to be
done during this phase ere .

~-soliciting and considering comments of the
affected ond interested parties, including
provision for face-to-face discussions;

--concidering the desirability of field testing
the reguirement; and

--preparing a cost-benefit analysis specifically
evaluatina the public interest value of the product
being sought against the private interests of
the respondents.

At the end of the development phase, the reguirement
should be in final form and have aspproval of the agency
head or the agency official delegated approval responsi-
bility. Once this approval has been granted, the proposal
is submitted to us reguesting review and clearance.

IMPLEMENTATION

The culmination of the foreqgoing processes is the
formal adoption of the requirements for data. The quality
of the actions taken during the earlier processes can be
partially measured by the extent and seriousness of
guestions raised and the significance of problems
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encountered by the respondents in the course of formal
compliance. Using this feedback, the agency should
analyze the problems and complaints and seek face-to-face
discussions with respendents and users to better under=-
stand the problems and consider steps to resolve them.\

EVALUATION AND REASSESSMENT

i

Some form of perivdic evaluation and reassessment |
of information collection is required to determine if the
process is functioning in accordance witlk the agency's
policies, plans, and procedures, and if it is effective.
Presumably, based on these reassessments, decisions are
made to either continue requesting and obtaining the
information, modify the existing recuirement to meet the
agency's current needs, consolidate the requirements
providing essentially the same or similar information, or
eliminate the reguirement altogether.

SEST DOCUMENT AVAILABLE
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REQUIREHMENTS INCLUDEER IN REVIEW

FEA-P303-8-0 -- Historical Survey of Non-Brandea
Incependent Gasoline Marketers

FEA-P304-M-G -- Monthly Survey of Non-Branded Independent
Gasoline Marketers

FEA-P305-5-0 -- Refiner/Importer Historical Report af
Petroleum Products Distribution

FEA-P306-M-0 -—- Refiner/Importer Monthly Report of
Petroleum Product Distribution e .

FEA-P3(68-5-0 —- Historical Survey of Prcpaae, Distillate
Fuel 0il, and Residual Fuel 0il Sales to Ultimate Con-
sumers

.

FEA-P314-M-0 ~- Monthly Survey of Distillate and Residual
Fuel 0il Sales to Ultimate Consumers

FEA-P315-1-C -~ Monthly Survey offPropane Sales to Ultimate
Consumers

FEA-P108-5~C -- Wholesale Purchaser-Resellers' Certifica-
tion of Distribution to Purchaser for use Under an
Allocation Level Not Subject to an Allocation Fraction

FEA-1001 -~ Refiner/Importer/Gas Processing Plant
Operator Monthly Report by Facility

FEA-1000 -— Prime Suppliers' Monthly Report

FEA-P301-S-C -- 0il and Gas Reserves Survey
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APPENDIX III . APPENDIX III

FEDERAL ENERGY ADMINISTRATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20461

MAR 26 1976 OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR

MEMORANDYJM FOR ELMER B. STAAT
FROM: FRANK G. ZARB

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON GAO DRAFT REPORT ON INFORMATION
GATHERING ACTIVITIES OF THE FEDERAL ENERGY
ADMINISTRATION

The draft report on Information Gathering Practices of the
Federal Energy Administration has been received and reviewed
by those FEA program cffices most directly involved in FEA's
information. gathering activities. This memorandum presents
the FEA views of the overall report and outlines the steps
that FEA has and/or will take to improve or eliminate the
problems stated in the report.

GENERAL

Generally, the report reflects basic understanding of FEA

deta collection activities and the pressures under which the
systems reviewed by GAO were implemented. Further, it presents
sound recommendations for improvements in information gather-
ing procedures. We have recognized many of the problem areas
detailed in the report and have already implemented several

of the recommended actions. While there is undoubtedly room
for improvement, the Agency is not as reactiornary as it

appears in the report. FEA would like to see the report
revised to reflect the current situation at FEA.

SPECIFIC

A. ASSESSMENT OF NEED AND DEFINITION OF DATA REQUIREMENTS

FEA agrees with the need for clear statements concerning the
reason for or the objectives of a data collection effort.

Each data requirement justification scatement, now prepared
by FEA program offices, is reviewed for full and detailed
explanation of the circumstances which make the plan or report
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form necegsary. All legal or administrative requirqments
must be identified, and the how, by whom, and for what pur-
poses of the data are examined in depth by a minimum of four

different FEA offices. |
i

The two examples listed under this item, (Market Shares and
0il and Gas Reserves) serve to point out the complexities
involved in this function. Taking all of the constraints
into consideration, i.e., reporting deadlines, other agency
comments, inconsistency of petroleum industry data. complexi-
ties of collecting certain data, FEA determined and took the
best course of action to satisfy the Congressional mandate.
This is an area of honest disagreement between FEA and GAO.
However, FEA will use that experience as background for future
efforts in this area. 1
B. ENSURING DEVELOPMENT OF A REASONABLE AND FEASIBLE RE-
QUIREMENT

t

- 1
FEA agrees that the determination of whether a dita require-
ment being developed is reasonable and feasible is an involved
process. We are also well eware of the management processes
necessary to ensure a reasonable requirement.

1. In the area of soliciting and considering comments,
FEA may have in the past missed some of the sources, but
in most cases it was due to a timing problem rather than
poor management processes. FEA does not, as a matter of
practice, ignore comments received about a data require-
ment. When this has happened in the past it was for good
reasons such as to avoid excess reporting burden on the
respondents.

Our efforts to improve this area include new procedures

for pretesting major requiremerts, Federal Register Notices
for all new requirements (except emergencies), and better
internal coordination.

2. The section of the report on avoiding and eliminating
unnecessary duplication cites examples of FEA's efforts
and for the most part are complimentary. FEA is continuing
to improve the steps necessary to produce better results,
i.e., the installation of the FEA Data Element Dictionary.
This system contains definitions of all FEA energy system

\ input forms, data elements of the forms, related data
bases and systems that process the data.
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3. The assessment of burden section of the report does
point out some of the problems FEA has had in this area.
The concept of burden is a very difficult issue. Obviously,
it is in a company's interest to provide the collection
agency with a very high estimate of burden in order to
discourage the collection of the data. There have never
been any guidelines by GAO or FEA on how to assess report-
ing burden. Since there is no precise definition of burden
(manhours, computer hours, dollars, etc.) there is no

basis for combining the estimates received. Also, there

is no easy way to assess how much of the burden represents
costs already incurred (i.e., "sunk costs"}. However, our
evaluation technique to date has consisted of calling the
companies and as%ing them for burden estimates as well as
drawing comparisons with similar reporting that they are
doing currently. But, admittedly, several times that has
produced less than satisfactory results. FEA feels the
pretesting of major data requirements will do much to
improve performance in this entire area.

4. Performance of field-tests now has been formally
defined in the FEA Forms Clearance Directive. The 0Qffice
of Data Services has established this function under the
Office of Data System Suppart. Decisions to pretest a
proposal will no longer be based upon arbitrary facts.
"The items listed in the report and other established
criteria will be used.

C. REASSESSMENT OF INFORMATION COLLECTION AND USAGE

At the present time, FEA efforts in this area are confined

to the analysis of a collection effort only when a data form
approaches expiration. Offices within FEA are notified approxi-
mately four months in advance of the expiration date for their
collection furms. This process requires evaluation of the
requirement and results in an extension request to GAO or the
elimination of the form. 1In 1975, FEA allowed more than

twelve forms to expire.

FEA agrees that there should be more emphasis in this area.
Operational procedures are being revised to include the re-
quirement for periodic evaluation of on-going collection efforts
by the FEA program offices.
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D. FEA REQUIREMENTS MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

This is one of the sections of the report that prompted our
comment, that we would like to see the repori{ revised to re-
flect the current situation at FEA. The Office of Pclicy and
Analysis was reorganized in September 1975. This reorganiza-
tic:. elevated the forms clearance function to the Office of the
Deputy Assistant Administrator for Data Services. This does

not satisfy the GAO recommendation that the forms clearance
function be independent of the officials who are respcnsible for
information gathering activities. However, it does satisfy the
prerequisite of an effective management system authority level.

FEA's new procedures now call for a more realistic ten working
days for requirements reviews. Enforcement of this procedure
is still difficult, but violations now result in notification
at the Assistant Administrator level, and we feel that future
response turnaround will improve. FEA has also automated some
of the recordkeeping and monitoring system functions. The
weekly status report reflezts more current information and is
being distributed to a wider audience within FEA %0 increase
awareness and interest.

E. SUMMARY

FEA agrzes with the recommendations made by GAO and has, within
the past several months, taken steps that will meet them,

(1} FEA has established contact with several Congressional
committees and is making a concerted effort t¢ know their

needs prior to implementing new systems and in revising on-
going systems, ({2) increased interagency coordination has been
established via the recent implementation of the Federal Energy
Information Locator System (FEILS), and the participation of
FEA via the newly created Federal Interagency Council on Energv
Information, (3} the advance publication in the Federal Register
of proposed data collection efforts, (4) the expansion of

field testing procedures, and (5) the reorganization within

FEA to make forms clearance a responsibility of the Deputy
Assistant Administrator for Data Services.

FEA believes the GAO report lacks timeliness, not validity.
This report will be a valuable tool for FEA in its continuing
effort to improve efficiency and overall operation.
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