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Deficiencies in the current congressicnal oversight
process include incomplete coveraye of the reauvthorizatior
process, inadequate attention to broad policy subjects,
incomplete review coverage of Pederal grograms and activities,
and lack of clarity anrd specificity in stateaants of the
objectives of programs and activities. The key <lement tc
oversight reforam is congressional cosaitment tc better oversight
and the ecstablishment of a disciplined process for the review
and study of Federal prograams inm the ccntext of broad policy
sub jects. The proposed bill, S.2, would establish a sandatcry
reauthorizing process for Federal prcgrass, but it would exempt
some specific types of prograams, including the major Federal
income security and health financing prograams amnd tax
expenditures. The proposed legislaticn wculd schedule
reauthorization and related reviews of a 6~year cycle in
accordance with a timetable written into law; it would force
action to reauchorize programs, grouged by budget subfunction,
by specified dates and place a ban on future funding fcr
proqrams not reauthorized by specified dates. The period of the
authorization of newv budget authority would be limited to 6
years. S.2 would base the reauthorizaticn frocess on a list of
all activities of the Federal Governmert categcrized by budget
subfunction, establish a statutory schedule by tudget
subfuaction, provide that programs in the same Ludget
subfunction be acted upon in tne same Congress, and require that
an inventory of programs be developed and saintained by the
Congressional Budget Office. (BES)
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committea: We are
pleased to be here today to present the results of our study
of various oversight reform proposals and our views on the
objectives and features which we suggest be incorporafed in
oversight reform legislation. This is in response to your
request to the Comptroller General, during his testimony before
you on April 19, 1978, to assist the committee to develop
improvements in the processes by which the Congress oversees
programs and activities and decides whether they should be

continued, modified, or terminated.



vVarious deficiencies-in the current oversight process
are pointed to in support of the various reform proposals.
These include (1) incomplete coverage of the reauthorization
process, (2) inadequate attention to broad policy subjects,

(3) incomplete review coverage of Federal programs and activities,
and (4) lack of clarity and specificity in statements of the
objectives of programs and activities.

In this statement and in the paper being submi’ 2d at
this time. we discuss specific ways of strengthening the
oversight process, particularly the nature of congressional
review of broad policy subjects. Generally there is agree-
ment on the need for improvements in these areas, although
quite a variety of techniques have been proposed. But
there is one central issue on which there is dispute. It is
the program and activity coverage of the reauthorization
process; that ix, what programs and activiéies not now subject
to reauthorizsiion should be made subject to reauthorization
and how shoil  —:his be accomplished?

S.2, as reported by the Senate Committee on Govginmental
Affairs, would establish a mandatory reauthorizing process,
but it would statutorily exempt some specified types of programs,
including the major Federal income security.and health financ-
ing programs and tax expenditures.

The other proposals place primary emphasis on the neead

for more effective congressiocnal review and statements of



-

program objectives, but with a general provision for a
limitation on the period of authorization unless a permanent
or longer period of authorization is justified by some means.

We believe the key element to oversight reform is
congressicnal commitment to better oversight. The law cannot
create this commitment. The law can only create mechanisms
and procedures which will permit the commitment to be translated
into action as efficiently and systematically as possible.

We have based our suggestions on the belief that Congress
is ccmmitted to seriously reviewing and reconsidering Federal
policies, programs, and activities. Furthermore, we remain
optimistic about the ability of the Federal Government to
effectively review, evaluate, and reconsider its policies,
programs, and activities and to change them when appropriate.
Therefore, our report emphasizes the need for strengthening
the review aspects of oversight and suggests a mechanism for
designating additional programs to be made subject to the
reauthorization process. These suggestions emerge fram a
consideration of the trade-offs ariong such factors as the
degree of discipline imposed by the Congress on itself, the
time period over which Congress commits itself to act, and
the degree of flexibility allowed in meeting the review and
reauthorization regquirements.

In general, we suggest the establishment of a disciplined

process for the review and study of Federal programs and



activities in the context of broad policy éubjects to operate
in parallel and synchronized, to the extent possible, with
the existing reauthori.ation process and the ad hoc, special
issue or reactive oversight activities or rthe Congress. This
invoives several fecotures for which there seems to be consider-
able acreement:
--That the oversight process should ba rore furmal
and disciplined than is preseatly the case.
--That there should be ircentives to assure that
meaningful rev.ews are conducted.
--Thiat the -‘orkload be spread over several Congresses.
--That there is a need for greater clarity and
specificity concerning the objectives and expected
accomplishments cf programs and activities.
--That there should pe some flexibility in the
intensity of reviews.
In addition, our suggestions are built around three
interrelated levels of congressional oversight:
1. Policy subject reviews.

2. Individual program and activity reviews (including
reauthorization).

2. Ad hoc, reactive, special issue oriented reviews.
1. Time Period

S.2 would schedule reauthorization and any related reviews
of the programs and activities covered by the bill over a

6-year cycle in accordance with a timetable written into law.



The Staff Working Group proposal would establish a
10-year review planning period, with the process for developing
and updating the plans being the funding resolutions for the
committees.

We suggest that the law require that all programs and
activities would be reviewed over an 8-year cycle covering
4 biennial review periods--4 Congresses and 2 Presidential
cerms. The first 8-year cycle could start with the 97th
Congress and the next Presidential term in 1981. The 96th
Congress could go through a dry run to test the procedrres
and to perform the tentative planning for the first 2 years
of the cycle. Our suggested timetab.e is summarized in
Tzble 1.

2. Termination as an Action Forcing Mechanism

Action Which is to be Forced

S.2 would force action to reauthorize programs, grouped
by budget subfunction, by specified dates.

The Staff Working Group proposal requires review, with
procedures allowing committee coordination and Senate-floor
consideration of committee review plans.

We suggest (1) a requirement for review of all programs

and activities in policy subject areas designated in a
biennial concurrent resclution on oversight, (2) a presumption
that any program which is not reviewed during the 8-year

cycle should be considered fou termination, and (3) a mechanism
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by which individnal progrdhs can be designated for reauthorization
which are not now subject to the reauthorization process.

How Action is to be Forced

S.2 would place a ban on future funding (in effect,
automatic termination of spending autbority) for programs not
reauthorized by specified dates. For specified programs exempted
from automatic termination, it would not be in order to con-
sider bills significantly changing funding if they were not
reviewed.

Under the Staff Working Group proposal it would be out
of order to consider a committee funding resolution if it does
not centain the required review plans or if a review report
previously due has not been completed and printed.

We suggest that the law provide £or the Congress to
begin considering termination for programs and activities which
are not reviewed by the end ‘of the 8th year or at any earlier
date designated for particular programs in a concurrent resolution
on oversight. For programs and activities not adequately reviewed
by the end of the 8-year cycle, or not reauthorized bf the
date specified in the oversight resolution, the committees
with legislative jurisdiction would be required to promptly
report bills to rescind or repeal unused spending, borrowing,
lending, or other authority or repeal tax provisions which
represent tax expgnditures. In reauthorizing programs and

activities, Congress should establish authoriiation periods



which are synchronous with the plans for policy reviews in the
8-year cycle. Rules requiring policy review coverage and/or
termination could be waived by explicit congressional action
in the concurrent resolutions on oversight.

3. Limitation on the Period of Future Authorizations

5.2 limits the period of the authorization of new budget
authority to 6 years.

The Staff Working Group proposal limits the authorization
period to 10 years, unless the report accompanying a bill or
resolution authorizing 2 program or portion in excess of 10
years explains why it is necessary or desirable to do so.

We have not suggested a specific limitation on the
period ~f future authorization. However, w. recognize the
value of periodic reauthorization--where that is appropriate--
and suggest an approach by which programs not now subject to
reauthorization can be designated for such in the biennial
concurrent resolution. Also, we would encourage the Congress
to move toward requiring future authorizations to be more
synchronous with the policy and program and activity oversight
cycle.

The House and Senate could go further and provide in their
rules for (l) specifying an "on of before" reauthorization date
to coincide with the end of an 8-vear review cycle, or
(2) establishing a maximum authorization period of 8 years,
with provision for Qaiver of the rules when Cohgress judges

it to be desirable.



4. Cover age

§.2 would base the reauthorization process on a list of
all activities of the Federal Government categorized by
budget subfunction, but with specified exemptions including
(1) tax expenditures, (2) interest on the public debt, (3) health
and retirement programs funded through trust funds, (4) certain
litigation activities, and (4) Federal judicial activities.
Specified regulatory agencies and activities are exempted from
the first 6-year cycle.

The Staff Working Group proposal covers all programs anc
activities undertaken by the Federal Government. 1t excludes
only activities carried out pursuant to provisions of a self-
executing treaty.

We suggest that all programs and activities be covered.

5. Defining Policy Subjects

S.2 would establish a statutory schedule by budget
subfunction with a privileged procedure for amendment of the
schedule. .

The Staff Working Group proposal would allow committees
to group programs.

We suggest grouping related programs and activities in
policy subjects. Flexibility is allowed to provide groupings
“hich are considered most relevant to a policy issue or goal,
and to allow any particular program or activity to be considered

in more than one policy subject. Groupings might be based on

-5 -



suggestions from the Presiéent, the committees, and cther
sources, and would be specified in the concurrent resol: tion

on oversight. The present Senate Rules expliciily prov.de
policy subjects for study and review on a comprehensive basis

by designated committees. These could serve as the initial
basis for grouping categories for at least some of the policy
reviews with provisions for modificatior as necded. We believe
the work under way to develop an inventory of programs and
activities will help make this feasible. However, if unexpected
delays »ccur and to assuve full coverage in this event, consider~
ation might be given to using the budget subfunctions as a
starting point--subject to appropriate adjustment-~as is the
case in S.2.

6. Committee Assignments for

Reviews of FoIiczﬁgﬁEjécts

S.2 provides that programs in the same budget subfunction

be acted upon (reconsidered and reauthorized) in the same
Congress. It does not require reviews of the subfunctions as
policy subjects, but aims at this objective by scheduiing.
It provides for joint work by committees responsible for acting
upon the same program.
The Staff Working Group proposal does not require policy
level reviews, but does provide for coordination among committees.
We suggest that each House designate continuing committee

responsibilities f£or the review of policy subject areas. Those

- 10 -



already designated in Senuate Rule 25 serve this purpose;

the House could add to their current designations similar
pclicy subjects. Joint work would be encouriged. Ad hoc
committees could also be uzed. The concurrent resolution on
oversight could be used to establish the study jurisdiction
of committezs for the specifically dezignated policy reviews.
In its report on the policy subject review, a committee might
well include recommendations for any item covered in the
policy subject, including those under the legislative jurisdiction
of other committees, but it would report legislation only

on programs for which it has legislative jurisdiction.

7. Inventory of Programs and Activities

The variosus proposals require that inventories or listings
of programs and activities be developed to support the over-
sight process, but there are differences in how the inventories
would be developed and maintained, how many programs they would
contain, and how the inventories would be used.

S.2 requires that an inventory of programs be developed
ard maintained by CBO. Prcjrams may de grouped such ﬁhat
(1) each program is classified in only one budget subfunction,
(2) each program is administeresd by one agency, (3) there is
consistency with the currently existing categories of national
needs, agency missions and basic programs (4) there is con-
sistency with the appropriation account structure, and (5) re-
lated authorizatioﬁs are classified within a Single program, to

the extent appzsopriate.

- 11 -



The Staff Working Greup proposal requires that each
committee compile and maintain an inventory of all programs
over which it has legislative jurisdictiom.

We suggest a single inventory of Federal programs and
activities, specifically designed to support the oversight
process but with appropriate links to the data systems used
in the budget process. This program inventory should be
based on programs and activities authorized in law; and should
serve as a "common language" and clearinghouse to enable the
committee3s and the two Houses of Congress to communicate
with each other, with executive agencies, and with others
outside the Federal Government about prougrams and oversight
activities. This inventory would serve as a basic source of
information for the Congress and others to determine such
things as programs and activities covernd by various reviews
of policy subjects and the status of the various reviews.

8. Nature of COngressional Review

The Governmental Affairs Committee report on S.2 states
that "Congress must not be restricted either in the tfpes of
review it undertakes or in the criteria it applies in the
reauthorization of programs.” Discussions of S.2 hava
emphasized that reviews should focus on whether the merits
of a program justified its continutation rather than termination
and that alternative program approaches be considered in the

context of a broader policy area (budget subfunctions) .

- 12 -
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The Staff Working Gréup proposal defines a review as
“an inquiry inte the effectiveness and impact of a program,
and where appropriate, the desirability of continuing a program
and its relationship to other programs. The nature of each
program review shall be determined by the committee carrying
it out.”

We suggest that the Congress review broad policy subjects
in parallel with scheduled reviews of individual programs and
activities and also in parallel with ad hoc, issue-oriented
and reactive oversight. The focus would be on the highest
priority policy subjects designated in biennial oversight
resolutions, based on suggestions by the committees,
the President, or any of the numerous other sources available
to the Congress. Studies of policy subjects and evaluations
of individual programs would be initiated in the executive
agencies and in legislative support agencies or other sources
as requested by the committee. Thus, committees would have
available both policy subject studies and evaluations of
individual programs and activities for use in their reviews
of the policy subjects. The committee review and report
would strive to be sufficient to enable the Congress to
determine whether individual programs or activities shoul. be
terminated, modified, or continuud. Committees would need to
communicate regular}y with reviewing agencies to assure studies

and evaluations are resoonsive to the congressiocnal needs.

- 13-



Available study and evaludiion guidelines can be supplemented
by criteria specified either by tha committees or in the con-
current resolution.

9. Annual Reports by Executive Agencies
Neither S.2 nor the Staff Working Group proposal provide

for annual reporting by executive agencies.

We have already discussed the reporting by the executive
branch on their suggestions for and the results of their
reviews, studies and evaluations of policy subjects, programs
and activities. In addition, we believe the Congress,
particularly the authorizing committees, could benefit from
having periodic, brief reports that would display for each
policy subject and the major Federal programs and activities
a few key indicators of conditions such as:

--Funding levels of proyrams in the policy subjects.

--Related social and economic conditions.

--Summarv workload, performance and accomplishment data.

The brief annual reports, besides allowing committees to
monitor conditions in the policy subjects over time, would
serve two important purposes:

1. They could help committees in their biennial
preparation and planning for oversight.

2. They could assist committees, particularly
authorizing committees, in carryi-~g out their
responsibilities in the congressional budget

process.



10. Lsadership for the OQérsight Process

S.2 provides a fixed schedule for congressional action,
with all changes handled through the Budget Committees of each
House.

The Staff Working Group proposal uses the committee
fundiny vesolutions as the vehicle for planning and debating
the oversight plans. These resolutions are managed by the
Senate Committee on Rules and Administ—ation.

We believe there is a need for strong leadership to assure
the oversight process operates effectively and efficiently to
achieve the objectives for which it is established. There are
several ways in .which this need could be met. One possible
approach would be for the joint leadership to assume the
responsibility, either directly or with the support of any of
several existing committees. Alternatively, using the analogy
of the congressional budget process, responsibility for manag-
ing the oversight process could be assigned to any of several
existing standing committees, such as Rules and Administration,
Budget, or Governmental Affairs. Or a new committee could be
established expressly for this purpose.

Whatever approach is taken, we believe the responsibility
for managing and leading the process should be made explicit.
We believe this would help institutionalize a continuing

commitment to an effective, systematic oversight process.

- 15 <



11. Resources Reggired -

Tt is clear that the total resources required to carry
out the various oversight reform proposals will be significant.
Substantial analytical and evaluative resources now
exist in executive and legislative branch agencies. However,

it should not be expected that all of these resources would
be available for meeting these new needs. Among the Congress'
own needs will be the requirement to continue supporting the
important ad hoc, special issue, reactive component of the
oversight process, as well as the existing reauthorization
process.

The extent to which these existing resources can be
reoriented to meet the needs of a strengthened congressional
oversight process depends upon iinw clearly and carefully the
needs of the Congress can be scheduled and specified.

With improvements in these areas, including scme- of the .
suggestions we have made, the resources required to carry out
a stronger, more systematic oversight process can be held to
2 minimum. Realisticélly, however, we must recognizé that
this minimum may still involve a significant increase over the
present level of effort in both the legislative and executive
branches. In effect, that is one of the prices which must
be pzid if the Congress is to have the quantity and quality
of analysis needed to exercise comprehensive oversight of our

Government.



12. Citizen's Commission on the Organization

and ggeration of Government

S.2 would establish a "Citizen's Commission on the
Organization and Operation of Government." The objectives
appear. to be analogous in many respects to those of the First
Hoover Commission.

The Staff Working Group proposal does not include this
proposal. As we have said in p:evious testimony, we believe
a new commission could make a significant contribution to
improving the effectiveness of Federal programs and act- “ities,
particularly as it has now been more than 20 years since the
last comparable effort.

* k&

In conclusion, we believe it is possible to develop a
workable approach to strengthening the oversight process by
considering the best.features of each of the proposals. Our
suggestions for accomplishing thiz are reflected in this
statement and in the accompanying report.

Mr. Chairman, this completes my prepared statemeht. My
colleagues and I would be pleased to attempt to answer any

questions which the Committee may have.





