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the required deadlines. 
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in the financial disclosure process and that dis- 
closure reports be audited for completeness 
and accuracy to increase the integrity of the 
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 

WASHINGTON D.C. 20543 

B-201515 

To the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives 

This report describes how the House Committee on Standards 
of Official Conduct and the Senate Select Committee on Ethics 
have implemented the requirements of title I of the Ethics in 
Government Act of 1978 (Public Law 95-521). The report exam- 
ines the disclosure activities for the 1979 and 1980 filing 
requirements and discusses the need for improvements in the 
financial disclosure systems which the House and Senate have 
created. We made this review according to the legislative 
mandate contained in section 109 of the law. 

We are sending copies of this report to the Chairmen, 
House Committees on Standards of Official Conduct, on Post 
Office and Civil Service, and on the Judiciary and the Clerk 
of the House. We are"also sending copies to the Chairmen, 
Senate Select Committee on Ethics and Senate Committee on 
Governmental Affairs and the Secretary of the Senate. 

eLRh~ 
Comptroller General 
of the United States 





COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S 
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS 

THE FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE 
PROCESS OF THE LEGISLATIVE 
ERANCH CAN BE IMPROVED 

DIGEST ------ 

GAO reviewed the House and Senate financial dis- 
closure activities for the 1979 and 1980 calen- 
dar year filing requirements and concluded that 
the House and Senate need to improve the imple- 
mentation of the financial disclosure systems 
they have created. 

Improvements are needed in 

--identifying individuals who are required to 
file disclosure reports, 

--ensuring filing compliance, 

--reviewing disclosure reports for completeness 
and accuracy, 

--taking legal enforcement actions against 
those who fail to file, and 

--approving and monitoring of blind trusts. 

The House Committee on Standards of Official Con- 
duct and the Senate Select Committee on Ethics 
(Ethics Committees) are responsible for implement- 
ing and administering the disclosure requirements 
of title I of the Ethics in Government Act of 
1978. This title establishes public financial 
disclosure requirements for Members of Congress, 
their employees, congressional candidates, and 
other employees of the legislative branch. The 
act requires GAO to review and comment on whether 
disclosure requirements have been effectively 
implemented and whether audits for completeness 
and accuracy of disclosure reports should be 
performed. 

GAO found that the Ethics Committees have no 
formal written procedures prescribing how the 
systems should operate and no clear delineation 
of responsibilities to guide them in effectively 
implementing and administering the law. On the 
basis of its former disclosure report audit ex- 
perience, GAO believes that audits of financial 
disclosure reports should be instituted to en- 
hance the integrity of the disclosure systems. 
(See p. 27.) 

FPCD-81-20 
Teer Sheet. Upon removal, the report 
cover dete should be noted hereon. 



IDENTIFICATION OF FILERS--IMPROVEMENTS 
CAN ENHANCE THE PROCESS 

GAO was restricted from independently verifying 
whether all required House and Senate employees 
were identified for filing purposes because the 
House and Senate have a policy of prohibiting 
third parties, including GAO, from access to 
computerized payroll and employment data. Gen- 
erally, procedures for identifying individuals 
required to file financial disclosure reports 
are adequate. The Senate, however, did not 
properly identify its employees whose pay is 
equivalent to GS-16 or higher and who, conse- 
quently, were required to file in 1979 and 1980 
and had not developed a system to identify and 
notify new employees required to file. (See p. 
4.1 

In cases where Members do not employ anyone 
equivalent to or above the GS-16 level, they 
must designate a principal assistant, who should 
be someone who can influence the legislative 
process. Neither the House nor Senate has de- 
veloped criteria that define the types of posi- 
tions eligible for a principal assistant desig- 
nation. Despite the lack of criteria, the House 
has effectively ,carried out this provision. 
However, the Senate has not. (See p. 6.) 

In addition, neither the House nor Senate Ethics 
Committee periodically checks to ensure that 
legislative branch agencies are properly identi- 
fying all individuals required to file. 

The Federal Election Campaign Act was amended 
on January 8, 1980, and changed the definition 
of a candidate. Before the amendment, the def- 
inition of a candidate was similar to that of 
the Ethics in Government Act, and any candidate 
who had to register with the Federal Election 
Commission was required by the ethics act to 
file a disclosure report. The change in the 
definition of a candidate makes it difficult 
for the House and Senate to identify and notify 
individuals who are candidates for purposes of 
the disclosure law. Neither the House nor the 
Senate can readily identify individuals who con- 
tinue to be candidates during the years after 
they lose an election. (See p. 8.) 
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The October 1980 Federal white-collar pay sched- 
ule increased the nominal rate of a GS-16 from 
$47,889 to $52,247. However, the basic rate of 
pay payable to employees at this rate is limited 
to $50,112. Because of a House interpretative 
ruling, many individuals who were required to 
file for the 1980 filing requirement will not 
be required to file in 1981 because they no 
longer are compensated at a rate of a GS-16. 
(See p. 9.) 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

GAO recommends that the Chairmen of the House 
and Senate Ethics Committees: 

--Develop formal written criteria to assist 
Members in designating principal assistants 
subject to potential conflicts of interest. 

--Periodically evaluate legislative branch 
agencies' identification of filers (including 
experts and consultants). 

GAO also recommends that the Chairman of the 
Senate Ethics Committee: 

--Monitor the appointment of new employees re- 
quired to file so that the Committee can ob- 
serve filing compliance by these individuals. 

--Notify Senators who must designate a princi- 
pal assistant when they do not have an em- 
ployee equivalent to a GS-16 or above on their 
staffs. 

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION * 

The Chairmen of the House and Senate Ethics 
Committees should consider: 

--Modifying the appropriate forms, in coordina- 
tion with the Federal Election Commission, to 
help the Senate and House offices of public 
records ensure that all defeated candidates 
who remain candidates are properly identified. 

--Conforming the ethics law definition of a 
candidate to that of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act. If the committees agree, they 
should introduce the necessary legislation 
to do so. 
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--Amend the law to lower the required filing 
salary to the pay ceiling of $50,112, or some 
other specified pay level, to allow those in- 
dividuals equivalent to a GS-16 level or above 
who previously filed to continue to file. 

IMPROVEMENTS NEEDED IN 
ASSURING FILING COMPLIANCE 

Compliance is a problem, primarily for candi- 
dates, and an effective system has not been 
created by the House and Senate to obtain re- 
ports from nonfilers in a timely manner. To 
illustrate, as of May 30, 1980, 3,242 individ- 
uals were identified as required filers. Of 
this total, 2,294 individuals, or 71 percent, 
filed disclosure reports on time, while 948 
filed late or failed to file. (See p. 12.) 

The House Ethics Committee is not requiring 
candidates who lose a primary election to file 
disclosure reports, but there is no statutory 
basis for excusing these individuals from fil- 
ing. Eighty-nine candidates were identified as 
of July 29, 1980, as having lost a congressional 
primary, but no Committee action was planned or 
taken to have them comply with the statutory 
requirements. 

A civil penalty would encourage individuals to 
apply for extensions or file by the appropriate 
time. Currently, no such penalty exists for 
late filers. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

GAO recommends that the Chairmen of the House 
and Senate Ethics Committees: 

--Inform the House and Senate support organi- 
zations of the information needed to monitor 
filers' compliance and specify how often such 
information is needed. 

--Regularly monitor all nonfilers and establish 
a policy that specifies the actions that 
should be taken against nonfilers. 

--Require all candidate nonfilers, including 
candidates who lose a primary election, to 
promptly file disclosure reports. 
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MATTER FOR CONSIDERATION 

If individuals continue to file late, after ap- 
propriate Committee action, then the Chairmen 
of the House and Senate Ethics Committees should 
consider whether the law should be amended to 
impose a civil penalty to discourage late filing. 

IMPROVEMENTS NEEDED IN THE REVIEW 
OF FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE REPORTS 

Neither the House nor Senate Ethics Committee 
is effectively reviewing the disclosure reports 
to see that they are in proper form and comply 
with the disclosure provisions of the law. GAO 
sampled 218 of the 1,253 reports filed in 1979 
with the House and found that approximately one- 
third contained at least one error or omission. 
Similarly, a sample of 1980 Senate reports 
showed that at least one-fourth of the 586 re- 
ports filed contained errors. In both cases, 
the reports had been reviewed previously by the 
House and Senate committee. (See p. 17.) 

The House Ethics Committee has not established 
a system that monitors whether all individuals 
requested to amend their reports have properly 
and promptly done so. Because the House commit- 
tee maintains no record of individuals directed 
to amend their reports, GAO was unable to assess 
whether individuals were filing amendments when 
asked to by the Committee. Although the Senate 
Committee made some improvements in its manage- 
ment of the review process, it still does not 
monitor whether amended reports are promptly 
filed or filed at all. For example, of the 113 
individuals who were requested to amend their 
1980 reports, as of August 13, 1980, 43 individ- 
uals had not yet done so. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

GAO recommends that the Chairmen of the House 
and Senate Ethics Committees: 

--Develop detailed guidelines to assist Commit- 
tee staff when reviewing reports for complete- 
ness and accuracy. 

GAO also recommends that the Chairman of the 
House Ethics Committee establish: 



--A system that will monitor requests for and 
receipts of amended reports. 

--Tim@ frames for when an amended report should 
be filed. 

In addition, the Chairman of the Senate Ethics 
Committee should follow up to ensure that indi- 
viduals requested to amend their reports comply 
in a timely fashion. 

NONFILERS ARE NOT BEING REFERRED 
TO THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Although the law authorizes the Attorney General 
to bring a civil action against any nonfiler, 
neither the House nor the Senate Ethics Commit- 
tee has taken action to refer nonfilers to the 
Attorney General for prosecution. While the 
law does not specifically assign to the Ethics 
Committees the responsibility of referring non- 
filers for legal action, comparable provisions 
contained in other titles of the law clearly 
assign this responsibility to the organizations 
responsible for administering the statute's 
disclosure requirements. 

The House Ethics Committee has not referred non- 
filers to the Attorney General because of a pro- 
cedural rule set by the House that requires a 
vote by House Members before an individual can 
be referred to the appropriate Federal or State 
authorities for a violation of law. Similarly, 
the Senate Ethics Committee has not referred 
nonfilers to the Attorney General because it 
felt that the enforcement initiative was the 
responsibility of the Justice Department. How- 
ever, in late June 1980, the Senate Committee 
decided to advise the Attorney General of those 
individuals who had not filed disclosure reports. 

Only two individuals have been referred to the 
Attorney General. The referral was initiated 
by a senatorial candidate and involved a com- 
plaint that two other candidates, seeking elec- 
tion in the same State, did not file disclosure 
reports. (See p. 25.) 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

GAO recommends that the Chairman of the Senate 
Ethics Committee assume the enforcement initia- 
tive, after sending the proper dunning notices 
to delinquent filers, by referring to the At- 
torney General, in a timely fashion, all indi- 
viduals who have failed to file disclosure 
reports. 

The Chairman of the House Ethics Committee, 
after sending the proper dunning notices to de- 
linquent filers, should refer nonfilers to 
House Members for decision to refer them to the 
Attorney General. 

DISCLOSURE REPORT AUDITS 
SHOULD BE PERFORMED 

The institution of an audit requirement will 
preserve the integrity of the current financial 
disclosure process and will provide the public 
with complete and accurate information which it 
needs to properly review disclosure reports. 

GAO's audit responsibility under former/-Senate 
rule 42/of the Senate Code of Official Conduct 
revealed that disclosure reports were not al- 
ways completely and accurately filed. Even if 
the Committees improve the quality of their 
review process, such a review would not detect 
the type of omitted financial interest that 
audits have revealed. (See p. 30.) 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

GAO recommends that the Congress'institute the 
requirement for random audits of financial dis- 
closure reports. If the Congress elects to sub- 
ject only Members of Congress and congressional 
employees to an audit requirement, both House 
and Senate should adopt an appropriate rule. 
If the audit requirement also applies to legis- 
lative branch agency employees and congressional 
candidates, the law will have to be amended to 
obtain compliance from these individuals. GAO 
further recommends that, if audits are made an 
integral part of the congressional disclosure 
process, the Chairmen of the supervising Ethics 
Committees should develop procedures to ensure 
that amendments to disclosure reports, required 
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as a result of audits, are made promptly and 
included with the individual's original finan- 
cial report. 

COMMITTEES' APPROVAL OF QUALIFIED BLIND 
TRUST6 NOT CONSISTENT WITH THE LAW 

The purpose of a blind trust is to permit an in- 
dividual to transfer property to an independent 
trustee as a means of avoiding the potential for 
conflicts of interest. To qualify as a blind 
trust under the law, both the trust instrument 
and its trustee(s) must meet prescribed statu- 
tory standards and must be approved by either 
the House or the Senate Ethics Committee. 

Some of the trust instruments and trustees of 
approved qualified blind trusts do not appear 
to meet the standards contained in the law. 
GAO found that 8 of 11 trust instruments ap- 
proved by the Senate Ethics Committee had not 
been amended to reflect the provisions of the 
law, or the independence of the trustee was 
questionable. This was also the case, for eight 
of nine trusts approved by the House Ethics Com- 
mittee. Neither Ethics Committee monitors 
blind trusts after they have been approved. 
(See p. 35.) 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

To improve the approval and monitoring of blind 
trusts, the Chairmen of the House and Senate 
Ethics Committees should: 

--Develop formal procedures and requirements 
for approval of a proposed trust.and its 
trustee(s). 

--Establish procedures for monitoring and en- 
forcing the qualified blind trust requirements 
set forth in the law. 

MATTER FOR CONSIDERATION 

To provide the public ready access to trust doc- 
uments, the Chairmen of the House and Senate 
Ethics Committees should consider requiring that 
a reporting individual attach to the annual fi- 
nancial disclosure report any trust document re- 
quired by law. 
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ACTIVITIES OF STATE OFFICES RESPONSIBLE 
FOR FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE REPORTS 

The law requires that a copy of each disclosure 
report filed by congressional Members and can- 
didates be sent to their States so that the re- 
port can be readily available for inspection by 
their constituents. The law, however, does not 
impose duties or responsibilities on the States 
regarding the maintenance, use restrictions, 
and disposition of reports. GAO found that few 
requests are made for these reports and that 
States' practices vary widely regarding mainten- 
ance, use restrictions, and disposition of re- 
ports. In view of the minimal requests being 
made at the State level, forwarding disclosure 
reports for public availability may be an un- 
necessary burden. (See p. 42.) 

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION 

The Chairmen of the House and Senate Ethics 
Committees, in coordination with the House and 
Senate offices of public records, should con- 
sider: 

--Proposing legislation to delete the require- 
ment that Member and candidate disclosure re- 
ports be forwarded to the appropriate States. 

--Designating a Federal location within each 
State as the repository for reports so that 
the maintenance/disposition, written applica- 
tion for inspection or copy, and unlawful use 
provisions may be consistently applied. 

--Preparing formal guidelines to State offices 
advising them of the proper practices that 
should be employed if either of the above 
matters is not acted upon. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

On October 26, 1978, Public Law 95-521--the Ethics in Govern- 
ment Act (EGA) of 1978--was enacted, in part, to require public 
financial disclosure of Members of Congress and other high-level 
ufficials in all three branches of Government. The principal 
objectives of this legislation are to promote the financial ac- 
countability of, and increase public confidence in, Government 
officials. 

While disclosure may not, in itself, restore the public's 
confidence in the Government, it helps to deter conflicts of in- 
terest by publicizing information on Government officials' finan- 
cial interests and outside business and professional activities. 

Title I of the law established public financial disclosure 
requirements applicable to officials in the legislative branch. 
The law requires Members of Congress, officers of both the House 
and Senate, candidates for congressional office, congressional 
employees, and legislative branch employees receiving a salary 
equal to or exceeding the basic rate of pay for a General Sched- 
ule (GS)-16 to file public financial disclosure reports. (See 
ch. 2 for a detailed explanation of who must file and when such 
filings are required.) 

The Senate Select Committee on Ethics and the House Commit- 
tee on Standards of Official Conduct (Ethics Committees) are re- 
sponsible for implementing the legislative branch's disclosure 
system. 

The Office of the Secretary of the Senate and the Clerk of 
the House mainly are responsible for receiving disclosure reports, 
sending copies of the reports to the Senate and House Ethics Com- 
mittees, and making the reports publicly available upon request. 

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 

Section 109 of title I requires us to determine whether the 
title is being carried out effectively and whether timely and 
accurate financial disclosure reports are being filed. In addi- 
tion, we are to determine the feasibility and potential need for 
systematic random audits of the financial disclosure reports 
filed under this title. 

Our work covered the House and Senate disclosure activities 
for the 1979 and 1980 calendar year filing requirements. We con- 
ducted our work primarily in Washington, D.C., at the Offices of 
the House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, Senate 
Select Committee on Ethics, Clerk of the House, and Secretary of 
the Senate. We examined issues, such as: 
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--How filers are identified, including the adequacy of cover- 
age and an evaluation of how Members designate persons to 
file. 

--Compliance with the filing requirements. 

--How the Senate and House Ethics Committees fulfill their 
compliance review roles. 

--The extent to which the Justice Department enforces compli- 
ance. 

--The need for systematic random audits of the reports filed 
under title I of the law. 

--How the Secretary of the Senate and the Clerk of the House 
carry out administrative duties, including the implementa- 
tion of the requirement for the public availability of re- 
ports. 

We examined a randomly selected statistical sample of House 
and Senate financial disclosure reports to determine whether they 
were properly completed. We also reviewed blind trusts instru- 
ments and related documents to determine whether they met the re- 
quirements of the law and interviewed appropriate House and Senate 
officials and staffs involved in the disclosure process. 

In addition, we canvassed Members of the House and Senate, 
congressional staff filers, legislative branch employees, candi- 
dates, and financial disclosure report users to gain insight of 
filer/user attitudes and experiences with the financial disclo- 
sure process. We assessed the extent to which duties have been 
imposed on various State officers responsible for making Members' 
and congressional candidates' disclosure reports available. We 
also obtained information from various State ethics officials to 
determine the extent to which disclosure report audits are being 
conducted. 

We were limited in determining whether the House and Senate 
have properly identified all congressional employees for filing 
purposes because House and Senate policy prevents outside agen- 
cies, including us, from access to personnel employment and pay- 
roll data. Therefore, we were unable to independently verify 
whether the House and Senate have properly identified those indi- 
viduals who are required to comply with the disclosure require- 
ments. Further details regarding the limitations of the available 
data are included, where necessary, in each chapter, and a discus- 
sion of our questionnaire methodology is included in appendix I. 



CHAPTER 2 

IDENTIFICATION OF FILERS GENERALLY HAS BEEN EFFECTIVE-- 

IMPROVEMENTS CAN ENHANCE THE PROCESS 

House and Senate procedures for identifying congressional em- 
ployees required to file public disclosure reports generally have 
been effective. Mainly, filers appear to be staff members in po- 
sitions able to influence the legislative process, and therefore, 
subject to conflicts of interest. We did find, however, that 
other individuals with the same duties, responsibilities, and 
titles are not filing because they do not meet the salary thres- 
hold equivalent to a GS-16 employee. 

Legislative branch agencies are properly identifying their 
employees: however, we found that neither the House nor the Senate 
Ethics Committee periodically checks to ensure that these agencies 
continue to properly identify all individuals required to file. 

Because of a recent amendment to the Federal Election Cam- 
paign Act (FECA) of 1971, the House and Senate are experiencing 
difficulty in obtaining timely reports from congressional candi- 
dates required to file. The Senate does not have procedures to 
identify defeated candidates who remain candidates in nonelection 
years. Cfficials from the Office of the Clerk informed us that 
they had such procedures. 

On October 1, 1980, the approved Federal white-collar pay 
schedule increased the rate of a GS-16 from $47,889 to $52,247. 
Because of a House Ethics Committee interpretative ruling, many 
individuals who were required to file in 1980 will not be re- 
quired to file in 1981. 

WHO MUST FILE? 

Members of Congress, their employees, *candidates for con- 
gressional office, and certain employees of the legislative 
branch are required to file personal financial disclosure reports. 
A Member must file if he/she is in office on May 15 of any year. 
The reporting period covers the previous calendar year. For ex- 
ample, if a Member is in office on May 15, 1980, he/she is re- 
quired to file a financial disclosure report covering the 1979 
calendar year on or before May 15, 1980. 

Officers or employees of the House and Senate or of a legis- 
lative branch agency are required to file if they are compensated 
at the basic rate of pay equal to or more than that in effect for 
a grade GS-16, work for more than 60 days in any one calendar 
year and/or employed on May 15 of the following calendar year. 
(The GS-16 level was selected as the filing criterion because the 
Congress felt that it was at this level that individuals could 
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influence the legislative process.) When a Member does not have 
a staff employee compensated at the rate of pay equal to or in ex- 
cess of the GS-16 rate, that hember must designate at least one 
staff member as a principal assistant to file a disclosure'report. 
The principal assistant must be employed by the designating Member 
of Congress on May 15. 

New employees who expect to work for more than 60 days and 
are compensated at or in excess of the GS-16 rate must file an 
abbreviated report within 30 days of assuming the new position if 
they (1) were not employed in the legislative branch immediately 
before assuming the position or (2) did not hold a legislative 
branch position covered by the law within the preceding 30 days. 
Experts, consultants, or any other employees hired on a temporary 
or part-time basis are also subject to the filing requirements. 
However, their filing can be waived by the respective Ethics Com- 
mittee under certain prescribed conditions. 

A candidate L/ for the Congress must file within 30 days of 
becoming a candidate, or by May 15, whichever is later. In no 
case, however, may a candidate file less than 7 days before an 
election. The person must continue to file by May 15 each year 
as long as he/she is a candidate in accordance with section 101(d). 

HOUSE AND SENATE IDENTIFICATION OF 
REQUIRED FILERS GENERALLY ACCURATE 

Generally, the House and Senate procedures for identifying 
individuals required to file financial disclosure reports are 
adequate. The Senate, however, did not properly identify its 
employees required to file in 1979 and 1980 and had not developed 
a system to identify and notify new employees required to file. 
The Senate Ethics Committee has not informed Senate Members who 
do not have an employee compensated at or in excess of the GS-16 
rate that they must designate a principal assistant to file a 
disclosure report. . 

Identification of qualifying 
congressional employee5 

The Office of Records and Registration (ORR) in the Office 
of the Clerk of the House has assumed the responsibility of iden- 
tifying for the House Ethics Committee those House employees and 
candidates required to file public financial disclosure reports. 
The Senate Disbursing Office and the Office of Public Records 
(OPR), both within the Office of the Secretary of the Senate, 
identify Senate employees and candidates who are required to file. 

l-/A candidate is defined by EGA as someone other than the incum- 
bent Member who seeks nomination or election to the Congress. 



Our review of ORR's financial disclosure identification pro- 
cedures revealed that individuals have been properly identified. 
Also, ORR is notifying Members that they must designate a princi- 
pal assistant for filing purposes when they do not have an em- 
ployee equivalent to a GS-16 or above on their staff. 

Our review of the Senate practice revealed problems with the 
identification of existing and new employees equivalent to a GS-16 
or above. Some GS-16 employees who should have filed during 1979 
probably did not because Senate rule 42, requiring financial dis- 
closure by Members and employees, was in effect concurrently with 
the law. Under this rule, only individuals who worked for more 
than 90 days had to file, as opposed to the more than 60 days re- 
quired by the law. The Senate Disbursing Office identified all 
those who filed according to rule 42 but did not identify those 
who worked more than 60 days but less than 90. Senate Disbursing 
Office officials agreed that some individuals who should have 
filed in 1979 probably did not because they were not identified. 
Officials stated it would be too time-consuming to identify them 
now. 

Senate rule 42 was repealed on August 3, 1979, and only 
those who met the criteria of the new law had to file annual dis- 
closure reports by May 15, 1980. However, in identifying indi- 
viduals required to file, the Senate Disbursing Office did not ac- 
count for the October 1, 1979, Federal pay raise which increased 
the GS-16 basic rate of pay from $44,756 to $47,889. The result 
was that 165 individuals were incorrectly identified as having 
exceeded the GS-16 rate because their rate of pay, with the pay 
raise, exceeded the $44,756 salary level. We brought this matter 
to the attention of officials of the Senate Ethics Committee and 
the Senate Disbursing Office, which later amended the list of re- 
quired filers. Senate Disbursing Office officials told us that 
this error occurred because the Senate Ethics Committee staff 
failed to clearly spell out the salary threshold that should be 
used when identifying individuals for annual-filing. 

Neither the Senate Ethics Committee nor the Senate Disburs- 
ing Office had established a system to identify new employees who 
have to file within 30 days of their employment. At our request, 
the Senate Disbursing Office identified all new equivalent GS-16 
and above employees during 1979. Of the 32 individuals identified, 
only 12 filed disclosure reports. The Senate Disbursing Office 
identified four additional new employees between January 1 and 
May 15, 1980. We found that only one of these individuals filed 
according to the law. The information provided by the Senate Dis- 
bursing Office, however, was not completely accurate. For example, 
we found instances where individuals were identified as new employ- 
ees but were actually Senate employees during the previous year. 

We believe that the Senate Ethics Committee should be respon- 
sible for informing new employees about their filing obligation. 
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A committee staff member told us that he felt that it was up to 
new employees to know this. At our request, the Senate Disbursing 
Office began notifying new employees compensated at a rate equal 
to or greater than a GS-16 of their filing obligation: however, 
an official of this office told us that it did not inform the 
Senate Ethics Committee of these new appointments so that the 
committee could monitor filing compliance by these individuals. 

Designation of principal assistants 

The intent behind designating principal assistants is to as- 
sure that each Member has at least one employee filing a financial 
disclosure report. The principal assistant should be someone in a 
position to influence the legislative process. The Hguse has ef- 
fectively carried out the designation provision of the law: the 
Senate has not. 

Neither the House nor Senate has developed formal written cri- 
teria that would help Members designate principal assistants. Cur- 
rently, Members use their own criteria. Generally, this method has 
worked out well. However, written criteria are needed to ensure 
uniformity in the types of individuals who are designated to file 
and to ensure that future designations are consistent with the in 
tent of the law. 

House desiqnation of principal assistants 
generally complies with the law 

Most House Members appear to designate principal assistants 
consistent with the intent of the law. House Members are appoint- 
ing at least one staff employee to file a report. ORR records for 
the 1980 filing year showed that 335 Members, who were required to 
appoint principal assistants, identified 457 individuals to file. 
Members are not limited to the number of persons they can desig- 
nate to file. 

Members appear to be appointing key individuals. Of the 422 
principal assistants who filed, we believe (as a result of inter- 
views with 97 individuals holding such positions) that approxi- 
mately 351, or 83 percent, were susceptible to potential conflicts 
of interest. The remaining individuals consisted of secretaries, 
caseworkers, special assistants, and press aides and, in our judg- 
~ment, were not in positions susceptible to potential conflicts of 
?i.nterests. For example, one Member designated a staff assistant 
whose salary ranked eighth in the office. We found that other indi- 
viduals in that office, not required to file, were in better posi- 
tions to influence the legislative process. 

Senate has not implemented desiqnation 
of principal assistants 

The Senate Ethics Committee does not notify Senators about 
designating a principal assistant when they do not have a person 
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equivalent to a GS-16 or above employed on their staffs. Accord- 
ing to a committee staff member, the provision to designate is in 
the filing instructions and he does not think it is the committee's 
responsibility to notify Senators. We disagree, since the Senate 
committee should be responsible for ensuring that the provisions of 
the law are properly implemented. Furthermore, the committee staff 
member said that most Members will have someone filing from their 
offices because of Senate rule 41. This rule requires Senators 
to designate a political fund designee to handle campaign funds. 

Although political fund designees file the same disclosure 
report as do employees who are compensated at or above the GS-16 
rate of pay on May 15 of each year, they are not subject to the 
law, in our opinion, because they file according to a Senate rule. 
Also, many political fund designees are not in positions suscep- 
tible to potential conflicts of interest. Of 92 political fund 
designees who were compensated at less than the salary of a GS-16, 
only 49, or 53 percent, were in occupational categories which we 
believe were susceptible to potential conflicts of interest. 

Eighteen Senators did not have at least a GS-16 equivalent 
employed on their staffs and had not designated a principal assist- 
ant. Considering the political fund designee filing requirement, 
all Senators did have at least one person filing from their of- 
fices. We believe, however, that the coverage provision of the 
law was intended to require disclosure only by key officials-- 
those in a position to influence the legislative process--not by 
those authorized to handle political contributions. 

IDENTIFYING LEGISLATIVE BRANCH AGENCY EMPLOYEES 

The law requires that both the House and Senate Ethics Com- 
mittees monitor reports filed by employees of legislative branch 
agencies. The House Ethics Committee is responsible for reports 
filed by employees of the Architect of the Capitol, Botanic 
Gardens, Congressional Budget Office, Government Printing Office, 
and Library of Congress, The Senate committe'e is responsible for 
reports filed by GAO, the Office of Technology Assessment, Na- 
tional Commission on Air Quality, and Office of the Attending 
Physician. Both the House and Senate have requested that the 
above agencies identify and provide them with a list of GS-16 em- 
ployees. Neither committee verifies agencies' lists of required 
filers. 

TIMELY CANDIDATE IDENTIFICATION AND 
FILING IS COMPLICATED BY AMENDMENT TO 
THE FEDERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN ACT (FECA) 

On January 8, 1980, FECA was amended. The amendment changed 
the definition of a candidate by requiring only those individuals 
to register for election who had raised or spent more than $5,000. 
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Before the amendment, it was fairly easy to identify candidates 
since any one who had registered with the Federal Election Commis- 
sion, regardless of how much he/she spent or received, met the 
definition of a candidate for the disclosure law. Officials of 
the House and Senate offices of public records knew who had to 
file because they received the candidates' election registration 
forms. However, because of the amendment, an individual can pos- 
sibly be considered a candidate under EGA but not under FECA. 
The change complicates matters because the House and Senate can 
no longer identify a candidate until he/she meets the $5,000 
threshold or appears on a State ballot. 

According to the disclosure law, a candidate must file a dis- 
closure report within 30 days of becoming a candidate (regardless 
of fund status), or on May 15, whichever is later. In no case, 
however, may a candidate file less than 7 days before a primary 
or general election. As a result of the FECA amendment, the 
House ORR and Senate OPR can identify a candidate when his/her 
name shows up on a State ballot or when the candidate files a re- 
port required by FECA. House and Senate officials told us that 
after January 1980 they relied on State primary ballots to iden- 
tify individuals who became candidates. This method, although 
reasonable, may not allow candidates to file their reports within 
the time frames specified by law. 

PROCEDURES NEEDED TO IDENTIFY 
INDIVIDUALS WHO CONTINUE TO BE 
CANDIDATES IN NONELECTION YEARS 

Section 101(d) of EGA generally requires candidates to file 
disclosure reports for each year of their candidacy. Defeated 
candidates need not file disclosure reports if they remain a can- 
didate simply to pay outstanding debts from prior elections. 
Neither the House nor the Senate office of public records can 
readily identify such individuals who continue to be candidates 
during the years after they lose an election. House and Senate 
officials told us that all individuals must submit a statement of 
candidacy within 15 days of attaining candidate status under FECA. 
If candidates submit their statements as required, identifying 
valid candidates (those seeking election as opposed to those pay- 
ing outstanding debts) should not pose a problem. However, ac- 
cording to officials of the House and Senate offices of public 
records, candidates do not always submit their statement of can- 
didacy to specify the election they seek. 

While Senate OPR officials stated that they are not yet cer- 
tain how they will identify an individual's candidacy, House ORR 
officials told us that they will monitor the quarterly financial 
reports (Report of Receipt and Disbursement--FEC No. 3). These 
quarterly reports require a candidate's campaign committee to re- 
port receipts and disbursements from the candidate's campaign ac- 
tivities. House ORR officials said that if an individual raises 
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or spends $5,000 or more for any purpose other than reducing 
campaign debts, he/she will be considered a candidate for future 
election and be required to file by May 15. 

ADEQUACY OF THE "WIIO-MUST-FILE" 
COVERAGE OF THE LAW 

As previously stated, the disclosure law was designed to re- 
quire those who could influence the legislative process to file. 
Although most individuals who filed in 1979 and 1980 appear to 
meet this requirement, we found that some who hold positions and 
have duties similar to those filing do not file because they do 
not meet the salary threshold specified for filing purposes. 

We attempted to determine what congressional staff positions 
are most subject to influencing the legislative process. We in- 
terviewed 97 House and Senate congressional staff members to de- 
termine their duties and responsibilities. On the basis of these 
interviews, we judged that the positions of administrative assist- 
ant, executive assistant, legislative assistants, and district ad- 
ministrators/representatives as those most susceptible to potential 
conflicts of interest. However, in view of the absence of specific 
position descriptions, we cannot be certain that all similar posi- 
tions, or the individuals who hold them, should be subject to the 
disclosure filing requirements set forth in the law. Job titles 
can be deceiving and may not in themselves be an indication that 
an individual is susceptible to potential conflicts of interest. 

Determining those congressional employees that are most able 
to influence the legislative process is a subjective matter. For 
this reason, we believe that the employing Member is best able to 
determine the degree to which his/her employees are susceptible 
to conflicts. Members should be given the discretion to identify 
those employees who they feel should file disclosure reports, re- 
gardless of whether the Members already employ an equivalent GS-16 
or above staff member on their personal and/or committee staffs. 

EFFECT OF' CURRENT GS PAY LEVEL 
ON L,EGISLATIVE BRANCH DISCLOSURE 

On October 1, 1980, the President approved a 9.11-percent pay 
raise for most white-collar Federal workers. This pay adjustment 
sets the pay rate of a Gs-16 employee at $52,247. However, the 
basic rate of pay payable to employees at this rate is limited to 
$50,112. 

The change in the GS-16 pay schedule presents a problem for 
the May 15, 1981, EIouse filing requirement. Because of a House 
Ethics Committee interpretative ruling, only an individual who is 
compensated at the rate of pay of a GS-16 or above who meets the 
salary criteria as of May 15 of each year is required to file. 
To illustrate, although an individual may have been compensated 
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at the rate of pay of a GS-16 level employee ($47,889 before 
October 1, 1980), if still employed on May 15, 1981, the individ- 
ual would not have to file because the salary ceiling of $50,112 
would prevent him/her from being compensated at the GS-16 rate of 
$52,247. Therefore, under the ruling, individuals who were previ- 
ously compensated at the GS-16 level would not be required to file 
for the May 15, 1981, requirement. 

The change in the GS-16 salary rate substantially reduces 
the potential number of required filers from 407 to 82 for the 
May 15, 1981, filing year. If this interpretation also applies 
to the legislative branch agency employees, the majority of the 
193 required filers identified by the House'as of May 30, 1980, 
will probably not be required to file. 

We discussed this problem with a House Ethics Committee 
staff member who told us that the staff plans to bring the matter 
to the attention of committee members. This problem will not 
arise in the Senate until 1982 because the Senate Ethics Commit- 
tee requires all individuals who meet the service and salary 
criteria of a GS-16 employee for any part of the preceding year 
to file a report by the succeeding May 15, regardless of whether 
the individual was compensated at the GS-16 rate on that date. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The need to establish an effective process to accurately 
identify all individuals who have to file public disclosure re- 
ports is critical if the intent of the law is to be met. Inade- 
quate implementation of the coverage provisions of the law af- 
fects the credibility of the financial disclosure process. The 
Senate Ethics Committee needs to improve its oversight to ensure 
that new employees compensated at a rate of pay equal to or in 
excess of a GS-16 are filing reports within 30 days of their em- 
ployment and that Members designate principal assistants consis- 
tent with the intent of the law. Designation criteria would as- 
sist Members when appointing key principal assistants and could 
ensure that all Members' future appointments are consistent with 
the purpose of the law. 

The Ethics Committees should periodically review legislative 
agency compliance with the law to improve the effectiveness of 
the overall disclosure process. 

Identifying candidates and requiring them to file within time 
frames stipulated in law are difficult assignments since candi- 
dates do not have to register with the Federal Election Commission 
unless they raise or spend more than $5,000. Additionally, both 
the House and Senate offices of public records will have to ensure 
that individuals who remain candidates in nonelection years are 
identified and requested to file a report each year of their 

10 

’ 



candidacy. Federal Election Commission form No. 3 could be modi- 
fied to allow individuals to show whether they still are a candi- 
date for a future election. 

Because of the escalating GS-16 rate of pay, the law eventu- 
ally will have to be modified, either by reducing the salary thres- 
hold to the pay ceiling in effect, lowering the GS pay level, or 
setting the salary criteria at a certain specified pay level. Such 
action will ensure that individuals in positions to influence the 
legislative process will always have to file disclosure reports. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend that the Chairmen of the House and Senate 
Ethics Committees: 

--Develop formal written criteria to assist Members in desig- 
nating principal assistants subject to potential conflicts 
of interest. 

--Periodically evaluate legislative branch agencies' identi- 
fication#of filers (including experts and consultants). 

We also recommend that the Chairman of the Senate Ethic8 
Committee: 

--Monitor the appointment of new employee required to file 
so that the committee can observe filing compliance for 
these individuals. 

--Notify Senators who must designate a principal assistant 
when they do not have an employee equivalent to a GS-16 or 
above on their staffs. 

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION 

The Chairmen of the House and Senate Ethics Committees 
should consider: 

--Modifying the appropriate Federal Election Campaign forms, 
in coordination with the Federal Election Commission, to 
help the Senate and House offices of public records ensure 
that all defeated candidates who remain candidates are 
properly identified. 

--Conforming the EGA definition of a candidate to that of 
FECA and introducing the necessary legislation to do so. 

--Amend the law to lower the required filing salary thres- 
hold to the pay ceiling of $50,112, or some other speci- 
fied pay level, to allow those individuals equivalent to 
a GS-16 level who previously filed to continue to file. 
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CHAPTER 3 

FILING COMPLIANCE AND ETHICS COMMITTEES' COMPLIANCE 

REVIEW OF DISCLOSURE REPORTS HAVE NOT BEEN EFFECTIVE 

Effective public financial disclosure requires that all 
individuals subject to the law file disclosure reports within 
prescribed time frames and that their reports be complete and in 
proper form. The House and Senate Ethics Committees are respon- 
sible for determining whether financial disclosure reports are 
accurate, complete, and filed within the allowed time. 

Our review of the financial disclosure process shows that 
filing compliance was a problem for 1979 and 1980 and that neither 
the House nor the Senate Ethics Committee has an effective fol- 
lowup system to correct the problem. In addition, the Ethics Com- 
mittees have not adequately reviewed disclosure reports or ensured 
that individuals who were requested to correct their reports have 
filed properly and promptly. 

HOUSE AND SENATE FILING COMPLIANCE-- 
TOTAL COMPLIANCE HAS NOT BEEN ATTAINED 

Many individuals identified as needing to file for the 1979 
and 1980 filing years either failed to file a report.or filed 
late. Both the Senate and House identified 2,440 required filers 
as of October 17, 1979. Of these, 612, or 25 percent, filed late 
or did not file at all. A similar pattern existed as of May 30, 
1980. Of 3,242 individuals identified as required filers, 948, 
or 29 percent, filed late or failed to file. 

The Senate and House verified the status of some nonfilers-- 
primarily congressional employees --during July and August 1980. 
They concluded that come of the employees were not required to 
file because they were not employed on May 15, 1980, or, in the 
case of some House employees, were not compensated at the rate 
of a GS-16 or were not principal assistants on May 15, 1980. 

The following tables present the status of Senate and House 
~ filing compliance for the 1979 and 1980 filing years. 
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Senate 

Status of Individuals Identified as Required To 
File a Financial Disclosure Report as of 

May 30, 1980 (note a> 
Total Filed Filed Non- 

filers on time late filers 

Members b/ 97 97 

Senate 
employees b/ 328 266 36 26 

Legislative 
branch 

P 
w employees 

(note c) 213 179 24 10 

Candidates 168 65 28 75 - 

Total 806 607 88 111 B = z 

October 17, 1979 (note a) 
Total Filed Filed Non- 

filers on time late filers 

b_/' 98 98 

b/ 635 461 120 54 

296 171 68 57 

g 55 6 13 - 36 

1,084 736 201 147 
C Z 

a/These figures do not include any individual whose report due date was extended be- 
yond May 15, 1980, or had not elapsed as of May 30, 1980. 

b/These figures are based on data furnished by the Senate Disbursing Office. - 

c/Includes employees of the Office of Technology Assessment, GAO, National Commission 
on Air Quality, and Office of the Attending Physician. 

d/Includes 19 candidates that registered after August 3, 1979, and received a blanket 
- extension letter from the Senate Ethics Committee until the forms and instructions 

for complying with the law became available. 



. 

House 

Status of Individuals Identified as Required To 
File a Financial Disclosure Report as of 

May 30, 1980 (note a) October 17, 1979 (note a) 
Total Filed Filed Non- Total Filed Filed Non- 
filers on time late filers filers on time late filers 

b,/ 428 421 7 b/ 439 428 11 - Members 

House 
employees b/ 859 738 48 g/ 73 b/ c/ 561 440 65 56 

Legislative 
branch 

z employees 
(note e) 193 175 11 c/7 203 178 16 9 

Candidates 956 353 263 340 153 46 69 38 

Total 2,436 1,687 1,356 1,092 161 103 Z 
a/These figures do not inclu'de any indiviudal whose report due date was extended be- - 

yond May 15, 1980, or had not elapsed as of May 30, 1980. 

b/These figures are based on data furnished by the Clerk's ORR. - 

c/According to an ORR official, these individuals did not meet the filing requirement. - 

d/This figure does not include those individuals required to file due to being desig- 
nated principal assistants. 

e/Includes employees of the Library of Congress, Government Printing Office, Congres- - 
sional Budget Office, Architect of the Capitol, and Botanic Gardens. 



Currently, no penalty exists for late filers. One way to 
encourage timely filings would be for the committees to establish 
a penalty for filing a report late. We believe a civil penalty 
for late filing would encourage individuals to either file on 
time or apply for an extension. 

WEAKNESSES IN HOUSE AND SENATE PROCEDURES 
FOR MONITORING FILING COMPLIANCE 

We found that neither the House nor Senate Ethics Committee 
has established a well-defined and documented system that would 
monitor reports by filing due dates. Neither Ethics Committee 
has adequately taken the necessary action to obtain reports from 
all nonfilers. In cases where the committees have pursued non- 
filers, actions frequently were not timely. 

Senate Ethics Committee needs 
to develop a followup system 
that assures timely compliance 

The Senate OPR receives disclosure reports as they are filed 
and provides the Senate Ethics Committee with information on filer 
compliance status upon request. OPR officials informed us that 
they on occasion provide the committee with a list of nonfilers; 
however, the committee has never established a requirement that 
OPR regularly provide information on filing compliance. Because 
of the lack of such a requirement, the committee does not take 
timely action against nonfilers. We found that the lists of non- 
filers provided to the committee contained names of individuals, 
some of which had been delinquent for a month. 

To illustrate, the table on page 13 shows that 28 candidates 
filed late and 75 did not file a report as of May 30, 1980. The 
Senate committee did not immediately followup to ensure timely 
compliance. As of August 15, 1980, the committee had not sent dun- 
ning letters to candidate nonfilers because it had not yet identi- 
fied them nor requested a list of candidate nonfilers from OPR. 
Furthermore, we identified 12 candidates who met the 30-day filing 
requirement and were required to file reports during May 17, 1980, 
through June 11, 1980. However, OPR referred only one of these 12 
candidates on August 20, 1980, to the committee for followup ac- 
tion. The first followup action by the committee to obtain com- 
pliance from the 75 candidate nonfilers did not occur until 
October 28, 1980, and included only 2 of the 75 candidates who 
did not file as of May 30, 1980. 

We also found that 26 Senate employees did not file reports 
as of May 30, 1980. However, it was not until July 30, 1980, 
that the committee staff determined that seven of these employees 
did not have to file because they were not employed as of May 15, 
1980. A staff member told us that, excluding 5 employees who 
filed on or before June 19, 1980, the remaining 14 individuals 
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were valid nonfilers. These individuals were notified by the 
committee of their obligation and that nonfiling would provide a 
basis to refer their names to the Attorney General. A committee 
staff member informed us that, excluding one individual who was 
hospitalized, all Senate employees had filed reports as of August 
1980. However, we found that as of November 26, 1980, 2 of the 
26 Senate employees had not yet filed. 

In addition, OPR records showed that 10 legislative branch 
agency employees had not filed disclosure reports as of August 15, 
1980. We brought this to the attention of a Senate committee 
staff member who was not aware of this situation. No action had 
been taken to verify whether the employees were required to file 
or whether they had in fact filed as of that date. 

During 1979 little was done to seek compliance from non- 
filers. Although, we were told by committee staff members that 
the committee sent two followup letters to Senate employee non- 
filers to remind them of their filing obligation, no action was 
taken against other nonfilers. 

House Ethics Committee also needs 
to establish procedures that ensure 
timely compliance 

The House Ethics Committee did not monitor, in a timely 
manner, the status of late filers for 1979 and 1980 nor did it 
adequately attempt to secure filings from all required individ- 
uals. Although ORR sends a first delinquent notice to nonfilers, 
committee staff informed us that they have no procedures to as- 
sure prompt followup action by the committee after the delinquency 
notice is sent. The earliest committee followup occurred for 
House employees during August 1980, approximately 3 months after 
ORR notified individuals that they were required to file a disclo- 
sure report. 

Additionally, we found that in 1980 th'e House Ethics Commit- 
tee did not require candidates who lost a primary election to 
file a disclosure report. However, there is no statutory basis 
for excusing these individuals from filing. The committee iden- 
tified 89 candidates who lost congressional primaries as of 
July 29, 1980. A committee staff member told us that these can- 
didates would not be required to comply with the statutory filing 
requirement. 

According to an ORR official, during 1979, dunning letters 
were sent to all nonfilers. In addition, committee staff told us 
that it sent followup letters to candidates who did not comply 
with the filing requirement. However, according to a committee 
staff member, none of these candidates filed a report and no 
further committee action was taken to seek compliance. In addi- 
tion, we found that 65 House employees and legislative branch 
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agency employees had not filed disclosure reports. (See p. 14.) 
An ORR report, dated January 4, 1980, showed that, except for 
nine individuals, the same individuals still had not complied 
with the filing requirement. According to ORR and House commit- 
tee staff members, no additional followup was taken to verify 
the filing status of these individuals or to seek compliance. 

COORDINATING INFORMATION NEEDS BETWEEN 
THE HOUSE COMMITTEE AND ORR CAN 
IMPROVE COMPLIANCE MONITORING 

The law specifically requires the House Ethics Committee to 
monitor filing compliance. Monitoring compliance requires that 
the committee have the necessary information and/or reports to 
identify filers, filing due dates, and the extent of filing com- 
pliance. 

We did not find a clear statement of duties between ORR and 
the House committee. The House committee has not communicated 
its information needs to ORR so that the committee can effectively 
monitor filing compliance. Although it receives some information 
from ORR, the committee needs more information to determine who 
must file, the report due dates, and the reasons for changing the 
list of identified filers. 

Currently, ORR monitors report due dates and notifies non- 
filers of their filing obligation within 10 days after their re- 
port due dates expire. ORR sends copies of the dunning notices 
to the House committee to inform it of those individuals who have 
not filed. In addition, ORR provides the committee weekly with 
a master list of all individuals required to file. However, this 
list does not show each individual's filing status or report due 
date. 

We believe that precise delineation of responsibilities be- 
tween the House Ethics Committee and ORR would improve monitoring 
of filing compliance. Such a delineation should include a clear 
statement of the information needed by both organizations to 
carry out their duties. Because ORR has access to the needed in- 
formation and has at its disposal the availability of computer 
support, it should be responsible for keeping the necessary 
records on individual filing status. In addition, information on 
filers' status and report due dates should be reported regularly 
to the House committee so that it can follow up on nonfilers 
promptly. 

HOUSE AND SENATE ETHICS COMMITTEES' 
COMPLIANCE REVIEW OF DISCLOSURE 
REPORTS NEEDS TO BE IMPROVED 

We found that neither the House nor the Senate Ethics Commit- 
tee is effectively reviewing public financial disclosure reports. 
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Also, the House committee has not established a system that moni- 
tors whether all individuals requested to amend their reports 
have properly and promptly done so. Although the Senate commit- 
tee established a followup system during 1980, it has not effec- 
tively used it to determine if amended reports are filed promptly. 

To determine the adequacy of the committees' review process, 
we reviewed reports filed with ORR and OPR as of October 17, 1979, 
and reports filed with OPR as of May 30, 1980, using the commit- 
tees' review criteria. The committees' general criteria are to 
direct an individual to correct his/her disclosure report if 

--the report is not signed, 

--an item is incorrectly reported (for example, a holding is 
reported but the corresponding category value is not dis- 
closed and the evaluation method described), or 

--an item is omitted in one section and properly disclosed 
in another (for example, unearned income has been disclosed 
but the corresponding holding is not). 

House Ethics Committee's controls 
over amendments are Inadequate 

House committee staff members told us that they had reviewed 
all reports for the 1979 and 1980 filing years for completeness 
and accuracy. However, the committee had no specific written 
guidelines for reviewing reports. Also, the committee staff did 
not keep records that identify those individuals directed to amend 
their reports nor could the staff assure us that all amendments 
had been filed as directed. 

We found that 1,253 individuals had filed financial disclo- 
sure reports with ORR as of October 17, 1979, all of which, we 
were told, were reviewed by the House committee for accuracy and 
completeness. The majority of individuals whose reports were 
found to contain errors were notified by telephone to correct 
their reports. We randomly selected 218 of the 1,253 reports to 
review. Using the committee's criteria, we found that 93 reports, 
or approximately 43 percent of the reports reviewed, contained 
one or more errors, such as: 

--Income but no corresponding asset was reported. 

--Asset but no corresponding income was reported. 

--Creditors were not identified. 

--Assets reported under the income and holding sections of 
the report were not itemized. 
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On the basis of our work, we believe that approximately one- 
third of the 1,253 reports filed contained at least one error or 
omission. Only 7 of the 93 reports reviewed had been amended. 
Although 156 amendments to the reports were filed as of October 
17, 1979, we did not determine which amendments had been filed 
at the direction of the committee's staff from those filed volun- 
tarily. The House committee's report review procedures did not 
improve for the 1980 filing year, and control records of individ- 
uals directed to amend their reports were still absent. As a re- 
sult, we did not review the 1980 filings for accuracy and com- 
pleteness. 

The reports we identified as containing errors could have 
also been identified by the committee staff as containing errors. 
Therefore, without knowing which individuals were requested by 
the committee staff to amend their reports, we did not evaluate 
the effectiveness of the committee's report review process for 
either year. 

Senate Ethics Committee's 
review process is inadequate 

A Senate committee staff member told us that all reports 
filed during 1979 and 1980 had been reviewed for completeness and 
accuracy. Criteria used for determining whether a report was com- 
plete and accurate were the same as those used by the House com- 
mittee, As was the case with the House committee, no specific 
written guidelines existed that outlined the disclosure elements 
the committee considers important in determining if a report is 
complete and in proper form. However, a staff memorandum, dated 
May 20, 1980, instructed reviewers to review each report for 
apparent compliance with the provisions of the law and the Senate 
committee's instruction booklet. Additionally, the memorandum 
directed that a recordkeeping system be kept to show those re- 
ports in which an error and/or omission was discovered. The memo- 
randum further stated that when a corrected or amended report is 
received, it be returned to the original reviewer to determine if 
the error was corrected and/or omission properly disclosed. 

The Senate committee's 1980 procedures for reviewing reports 
and requesting amended reports were the same as those used in 
1979, except that during 1979, no system existed to determine 
whether inaccurately completed reports were being amended as re- 
quested by the committee. When an error was noted, the committee 
advised the filing individual of the error by letter, along with 
a copy of the report section containing the error. The individual 
was directed to correct the report section and return it to the 
committee. 

To evaluate the effectiveness of the committee's report re- 
view process, we randomly selected reports filed with the Senate 
in calendar years 1979 and 1980. For calendar year 1979, 341 
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financial disclosure reports had been filed with the committee. 
These excluded reports filed by Senate employees since, at the 
time we made the review, the Senate committee did not have a list 
of individuals who had been employed by the Senate and paid at 
the rate of a GS-16 for 60 days during 1978. We randomly selected 
86 of the 341 reports filed (approximately 25%) for review. We 
found that 61 reports (71%) contained at least one inaccuracy or 
omission. Therefore, on the basis of our review, we believe that 
more than one-half of the 341 reports reviewed by the committee 
contained at least one error or omission. Of the 86 reports re- 
viewed, only two individuals had been requested by the committee 
to amend their reports, and only one had actually filed an amended 
report. 

For calendar year 1980, 699 reports had been filed with the 
Senate committee. The committee, as of August 13, 1980, had iden- 
tified at least one error or omission in 113 of 699 reports filed 
as of June 13, 1980. We randomly selected 115 of the 586 remain- 
ing reports to review for completeness and accuracy. Our review 
disclosed that 42 reports, or 37 percent of the 115 reports re- 
viewed, contained at least one error. We believe that approxi- 
mately one-fourth of the 586 reports previously reviewed and found 
to contain no errors by the committee contained at least one error 
or omission. 

We believe the Senate committee needs to place greater empha- 
sis on its followup of requests for amendments. Dtiring 1979, the 
committee had not established a system that would monitor whether 
all individuals who were requested to amend their reports had 
properly done so. To illustrate, as of December 7, 1979, we iden- 
tified 268 individuals who were requested by the Senate committee 
to amend their reports, however, 92, or 34 percent, had not yet 
done so. 

As of August 13, 1980, we found that 43, or 38 percent of 
the 113 individuals who were notified to amend their reports, did 
not file amended reports. However, committee staff informed us 
that in 1980 it began to seek compliance from those individuals 
whose reports contained some type of error. We found that, ex- 
cluding 2 of the remaining 43 cases, no followup actions were 
taken. Furthermore, we noted that the Senate committee had not 
established a deadline for the filing of an amendment. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Effective public financial disclosure requires that all indi- 
viduals subject to the law file disclosure reports within pre- 
scribed time frames and that their reports be complete and in 
proper form. The system for monitoring compliance should include 
formal procedures that specify when timely followup actions should 
be taken against nonfilers and have the proper controls to monitor 
whether all individuals who are requested to correct their reports 
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have properly and promptly done so. If the public is to success- 
fully review the performance of public officials in view of their 
financial holdings and interests, they must be confident that all 
reports have been filed and contain complete and accurate informa- 
tion. 

Both the House and Senate Ethics Committees need to improve 
their systems for monitoring the filing of reports. Formal guide- 
lines specifying the duties of organizations involved and the in- 
formation they need to provide would help improve their existing 
systems. Imposing a civil penalty for late filings could encour- 
age individuals to file their reports within the required dead- 
lines. This would require an amendment to the law. Penalties 
imposed by House or Senate rules may not be entirely effective 
since neither the House nor Senate has legal jurisdiction over 
candidates and legislative branch agency employees. Also, both 
committees need to improve the quality of their reviews of disclo- 
sure reports. We believe their reviews would be more effective 
if written procedures outlined the critical elements that should 
be given special attention. Proper follow up to ensure that an 
individual promptly files an amended report is also essential. 
Review without compliance is meaningless and has a negative impact 
on the credibility of the disclosure process. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend that the Chairmen of the House and Senate 
Ethics Committees: 

--Inform the House and Senate support organizations of the 
information needed to monitor filing compliance and specify 
the frequency when such information is needed. 

--Regularly monitor all nonfilers and establish a policy 
that specifies the actions that should be taken against 
nonfilers. 

--Develop detailed guidelines to assist committee staff when 
reviewing reports for completeness and accuracy. 

--Require all candidates, including candidates who lose a 
primary election, to promptly file disclosure reports. 

We also recommend that the Chairman of the House Ethics 
Committee establish: 

--A system that will monitor requests for and receipts of 
amended reports. 

--Time frames for when an amended report should be filed. 
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Further, we recommend that the Chairman of the Senate Ethics 
Committeel,,follow up to ensure that individuals requested to amend 
their reports comply in a timely fashion: 

MATTER FOR CONSIDERATION 

If individuals continue to file late, after appropriate com- 
mittee action, then the Chairmen of the House and Senate Ethics 
Committees should consider whether the law should be amended to 
impose a civil penalty to discourage late filing. 
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CHAPTER 4 

HOUSE AND SENATE ETHICS COMMITTEES NEED TO 

AGGRESSIVELY ENFORCE THE FILING PROVISIONS OF TITLE I 

Strict enforcement is an essential element that can help en- 
sure the effectiveness and credibility of any financial disclosure 
system. Section 106 of title I authorizes the Attorney General 
to bring a civil action against an individual who knowingly and 
willfully falsifies or fails to file or report information that 
he/she is required to report under section 102 of the law--Con- 
tents of Reports. Violators of the law can be assessed a civil 
penalty of up to $5,000. 

Although the Attorney General may enforce the law, the law 
does not specifically state who should take the initiative to 
identify those legislative branch individuals who violated filing 
requirements. Comparable enforcement provisions contained in 
other titles of the law assign this responsibility to the organi- 
zations responsible for administering the statute's disclosure 
requirements. 

Although House and Senate records applicable to the 1979 and 
1980 disclosure filings showed that there were several instances 
of noncompliance with filing requirements of the law, little or no 
action was taken by either Ethics Committee to enforce compliance. 

HOUSE ETHICS COMMITTEE NOT 
ACTIVELY ENFORCING NONCOMPLIANCE 

The House Ethics Committee is not taking followup action to 
enforce the filing requirements of the law. 

Committee staff members told us that they have not referred 
any nonfilers to the Attorney General for prosecution because the 
committee lacks the authority to refer such cases without the 
full support of House Members. Although original drafts of the 
legislative disclosure law contained language authorizing the 
Ethics Committees to refer violations of the filing requirement 
directly to the Attorney General, committee staff members told us 
that the language of the bill was inconsistent with House rule X, 
clause 4(e)(l), and therefore, deleted in subsequent legislative 
versions. 

Rule X of the Standing Rules of the House states that: 

"The Committee on Standards of Official Conduct is 
authorized * * * (c) t o report to the appropriate 
Federal or State authorities, with the approval of 
the House, any substantial violation, by a Member, 
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officer, or employee of the House, of any law ap- 
plicable to the performance of his duties or the 
discharge of his responsibilities which may have 
been disclosed in a Committee investigation * * *." 

Committee staff members told us that the matter of nonfilers 
has not been brought to the attention of the full committee. 
Furthermore, according to staff members, change in the House rules 
would be necessary for the committee to refer individuals directly 
to the Justice Department without the full vote of the House. 

On the basis of House records, we found that, as of October 
17, 1979, 103 individuals did not file disclosure reports within 
the prescribed filing deadlines contained in the law. Of this 
total, 56 were House employees, 38 were congressional candidates, 
and 9 were employees of other legislative branch agencies. As of 
January 4, 1980, with minor exceptions, these same individuals 
had not yet filed disclosure reports. Similarly, House records 
for the 1980 disclosure year show that as of May 30, 1980, 420 in- 
dividuals did not file a disclosure report. Of this total, 340 
were congressional candidates, 73 were House employees, and 7 
were employees of other legislative branch agencies. House Ethics 
Committee and ORR staff members told us that the filing status of 
the 73 House employees and 7 legislative branch employees was re- 
solved and that, excluding candidates, all individuals required 
to file a report have in fact done so. However, no enforcement 
initiative was taken at the time we completed our work. 

SENATE-ETHICS COMMITTEE BEGINNING 
TO TAKE ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS 

Until late June 1980 the Senate Ethics Committee had not 
been seeking enforcement of the law for those individuals who did 
not file disclosure reports. Unlike the House committee, the 
Senate committee does not need the approval of the Senate member- 
ship before it can refer an employee or Member to the proper Fed- 
eral/State authorities for a violation of law. The committee has 
the authority to report, by a majority vote, known violation of 
law directly to the proper authorities. 

According to Senate records, as of October 17, 1979, 147 in- 
dividuals did not file by the filing deadline contained in the 
law. Of this total, 54 were Senate employees, 36 were congres- 
sional candidates, and 57 were legislative branch employees. As 
of May 30, 1980, 111 individuals-- 75 congressional candidates, 
26 Senate employees, and 10 legislative branch employees--did not 
file disclosure reports within deadlines prescribed for the 1980 
filing year. 

Senate committee staff members told us that some delinquent 
Senate employees have filed reports for 1980, and in the other 
cases, letters were sent out advising nonfiling employees of 
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planned committee action to refer their names to the Attorney 
General. As of August 1980, our review of Senate records showed 
that, excluding two individuals, all Senate employees had filed 
for 1980. Ilowever, no letters to congressional candidates or leg- 
islative branch employees were sent out at the time we completed 
our work. 

Although a committee staff member told us that no individual 
was referred to the Attorney General in the past for not filing a 
disclosure report, the committee leadership now plans to period- 
ically advise the Justice Department of those individuals who 
have not filed disclosure reports as required by law. Committee 
staff members also told us that earlier referrals were not made 
because the committee felt that the enforcement initiative, as 
stated in section 106 of the law, was the responsibility of the 
Justice Department. We disagree, since the Ethics Committees, 
not the Attorney General, are in the best position to identify 
nonfilers. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITY 

At the time of our study, only two individuals had been re- 
ferred to the Attorney General for enforcement. This referral 
was initiated by a senatorial candidate seeking election in the 
State of Pennsylvania. The referral involved a complaint that 
two other candidates, seeking election in the same State, did not 
file disclosure reports as required by the law. Justice offi- 
cials told us that the Department asked the Senate Ethics Commit- 
tee on April 30, 1980, to provide its views on whether there had 
been a violation and what actions, if any, would be appropriate. 
This was done: however, both of the senatorial candidates later 
filed disclosure reports. 

Justice officials told us that it is not their responsibil- 
ity to take the initiative to identify the individuals who do not 
comply with the requirements of the law. Justice officials be- 
lieve that the committees are the best source for identifying 
those who do not file. The Justice Department's intent, we were 
told, is to actively pursue all cases where a referral or com- 
plaint has been received alleging that violations of the law have 
occurred. Justice officials told us, however, that if names were 
referred to the Attorney General, in all probability, prosecution 
of these cases would not receive high priority, since no funds 
have been allocated for the prosecution of cases referred under 
section 106 of the EGA. Because referrals of violations have 
been almost nonexistent, a Justice official told us that no spe- 
cial unit has been created solely to handle complaints on the 
disclosure law. Further, the Justice official said that if such 
a demand were to exist, the Department would take the necessary 
steps to successfully fulfill its responsibilities under section 
106 of the law. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

The lack of an active enforcement program can seriously af- 
fect the credibility of the legislative branch disclosure process. 
Both the Senate and the House committees have failed to take the 
lead in enforcing the provisions of the law. Although the law is 
void of specific language, we believe that the committees have 
the responsibility and are in the best position to refer cases to 
the Attorney General. Although the Senate committee has taken 
some action against employee nonfilers, it needs to do more. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend that the Chairman of the Senate Ethics Committee 
assume the enforcement initiative, after sending the proper dun- 
ning notices to delinquent filers, by referring to the Attorney 
General, in a timely fashion, all individuals who have failed to 
file disclosure reports. 

We also recommend that the Chairman of the House Ethics Com- 
mittee ,)after sending the proper dunning notices to delinquent 
filers, refer nonfilers to the House Members for decision to re- 
fer them to the Attorney General. 
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CHAPTER 5 

AUDITS OF FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE REPORTS--A 

NECESSARY ACTIVITY TO ENSURE THE INTEGRITY 

OF THE CONGRESSIONAL DISCLOSURE SYSTEM 

While effective management of the disclosure process by the 
House and Senate Ethics Committees can help restore public confi- 
dence in Government, the public is the ultimate judge to whether 
public financial disclosure can accomplish this end. The public 
must be assured that the information contained in the public fi- 
nancial disclosure reports is complete and accurate. We believe 
that random audits of financial disclosure reports can provide 
this assurance to the public. 

Audits conducted by us under former Senate rule 42, (S. Res. 
110) revealed that public disclosure reports frequently contained 
errors and omissions. (See app. III.) According to some members 
of the Senate Ethics Committee, however, the omissions and inac- 
curacies surfaced by our prior audits were not considered signifi- 
cant in view of the expense and time involved. Despite this con- 
cern, we believe that audits of disclosure reports are necessary. 

HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF THE NEED 
FOR RANDOM AUDITS OF DISCLOSURE REPORTS 

The need for random audits of public financial disclosure re- 
ports first surfaced as an issue during the 94th Congress. During 
this Congress, Senate bill 495, "Watergate Reorganization and Re- 
form Act of 1976," was introduced. This bill, among other things, 
proposed the establishment of public financial disclosure require- 
ments for high-level officials of the three branches of Government 
and contained a provision that random audits be conducted of not 
more than 5 percent of the disclosure reports filed. In addition, 
audits were required of at least one report filed by each Member 
of the Senate and House during each 6-year period. The purpose 
of the audits, as initially envisioned, was to determine whether 
the information contained in the disclosure reports was complete 
and accurate. 

Senator Roth of the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs, 
during consideration of S. 495, introduced the provision requiring 
the Comptroller General to make spotcheck audits of financial dis- 
closure reports. During the July 21, 1976, Senate floor debate, 
Senator Roth indicated the need for audits by stating: 
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"I have long held that financial disclosure without 
auditing is a paper tiger. The kind of person who 
would accept bribes or extort payments is not going 
to hesitate to falsify the financial information he 
is required under the bill to disclose. Without 
any audit, there would be little to deter him from 
falsifying, and it would be almost impossible to 
catch him. My amendment will put some teeth into 
the law. Just as epotcheck IRS audits help prevent 
falsification of tax returns, audits by the Comp- 
troller General of financial disclosure information 
will help insure that the information provided is 
accurate, complete, and honest. All high ranking 
public officials, including the President, Vice 
President, and Members of Congress, the Cabinet, 
and the Supreme Court, would know that their state- 
ments might be checked. 

"Without an audit procedure, public financial dis- 
closure would only give the appearance of a check 
on corruption, not a real check. Whatever sense of 
confidence it gives the public and press would be a 
false sense of confidence. In a period of wide- 
spread disillusionment with government, it is essen- 
tial to insure that the reforms we adopt are real 
and effective reforms * * *." 

Since the Senate adoption of S. 495 (July 21, 1976), several 
other public financial disclosure bills (see app. IV) were intro- 
duced with provisions for periodic random audits of financial 
disclosure reports. Of all of the bills that were introduced 
during the 95th Congress, only one of these, S. 555, Public Offi- 
cials Integrity Act of 1977 (the successor to S. 495) was approved 
by the Senate (June 27, 1977) and contained the requirement for 
random audits of disclosure reports. 

During the periods the House and Senate'were developing dis- 
closure legislation, the Senate saw a need to amend the Standing 
Rules of the Senate to create a code of official conduct for its 
Members and employees. Senate Resolution 110, as it was known, 
was adopted by the Senate on April 1, 1977, and included the re- 
quirement for annual public disclosure and random audits. How- 
ever, as disclosure legislation progressed in the House, the need 
for a random audit provision was later determined to be unneces- 
sary and was dropped during the House's consideration of H.R. 
7401, Legislative Branch Disclosure Act of 1977. 

On August 3, 1979, the Senate adopted Senate Resolution 220 
which repealed Senate rule 42 and substituted that rule with the 
provisions of title I of the Ethics in Government Act (currently 
rule 34). This resolution conformed the Senate public disclosure 
requirements with that set forth in the ethics law and established 
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uniform disclosure requirements for all three branches of Govern- 
ment . This resolution eliminated the requirement for random 
audits. 

ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES -.- 
OF DXSCLOSURE REPORT AUDITS 

Audits can provide a significant mechanism to assure the 
PUlJliC that public financial disclosure reports are accurate, 

thorough, and complete. In addition, audits for completeness 
and accuracy may motivate reporting individuals to properly dis- 
close the necessary information in accordance with the public 
financial disclosure provisions set forth in the law. We believe 
a reporting individual may exercise more caution and care when 
completing his/her disclosure report if the possibility exists 
of being randomly selected for an audit. 

Audits can also provide a very useful service to the House 
and Senate Ethics Committees. Audit results can highlight whether 
recurring improprieties might be the result of ambiguous disclo- 
sure instructions or poorly designed disclosure forms. On the 
basis of these indications, modifications to the disclosure forms 
and/or instructions could result in more accurate and complete 
reporting. In addition, improvement in the disclosure forms and 
instructions can reduce requests for financial disclosure assist- 
ance by reporting individuals. 

More important, however, audits can disclose omissions which 
may cause the public or the reviewing Ethics Committees to further 
examine whether reason(s) exists to question wrongdoing or whether 
there has been a violation of law, rule, or conflict of interest 
regulation. Without an audit, neither the public nor the House 
and Senate Ethics Committees can be certain that all reports have 
been accurately and completely filed and whether omissions exist. 
Furthermore, the results of audits c&n substantiate the credibil- 
ity of those in public trust positions. . 

The Ilouse Select Committee on Ethics (now the House Commit- 
tee on Standards of Official Conduct), during its consideration 
of H.R. 7401, the Legislative Branch Disclosure Act, rejected the 
need for audits prlimarily because it concluded that such audits 
were unworkable, meaningless, and basically unnecessary. The com- 
mittee based its conclusion on June 1977 testimony which cited 
that: 

--Lack of adequate records and supporting detail could weaken 
the quality of audits. 

--Where supporting data was inadequate, the finding would 
necessarily be significantly qualified so that the report 
would be of little or no value, thereby creating a nega- 
tive impact on public confidence. Conversely, overlooking 
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qualifying remarks might lead to unmerited credibility of 
one's financial affairs simply because an audit was per- 
formed. 

--Audits may subject reporting individuals' friends and re- 
latives to an unreasonable invasion of privacy or overly 
burdensome requirements. 

--Audits were basically unnecessary in view of the public 
availability of reports, civil sanctions contained in the 
law, and the Ethics Committees' compliance review proce- 
dures. 

--Audits would require a substantial investment of time and 
money. 

On the basis of our audit experience under former rule 42, 
we found that the only valid concern relates to the costs of 
audits. Our views on this matter and public availability are 
discussed below. 

Public availability of disclosure 
reports, civil sanctions, and Ethics 
Committees' compliance review procedures 
do not neqate the need for audits 

Publicly available disclosure reports, civil sanctions, and 
the supervising ethics offices' compliance review procedures do 
not negate the need for random audits. During our work, we found 
that (1) the Ethics Committees' reviews of the reports filed were 
not always complete and, even if complete, such reviews could not 
detect holding omissions, (2) enforcement of filing requirements 
through the use of civil sanctions was virtually nonexistent, and 
(3) neither the House nor Senate Ethics Committee had received 
any complaints alleging that omissions or inaccuracies existed in 
a public financial disclosure report(s). 

As discussed in chapter 3, our work revealed that the Ethics 
Committees were not adequately reviewing the reports to determine 
whether they were complete and in proper form. Reviews are lim- 
ited to the information disclosed on the report, and as a result, 
cannot detect omissions of financial holdings or interests. 
Further, review of an individual's financial affairs generally is 
necessary to ensure that all financial items have been reported. 

While in concept the use of sanctions can aid in deterring 
individuals from concealing the disclosure of financial interests 
and holdings, the use of sanctions has been virtually nonexistent. 
(See ch. 4.) Also, before enforcement can be effective, the 
Ethics Committees must have a way to identify the financial omis- 
sions--something that the committees cannot do now. 
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In addition, since the start of congressional public finan- 
cial disclosure, the public has made no allegations to the Ethics 
Committees that a public financial disclosure report was not com- 
plete and accurate. This is in contrast to our audits made under 
former Senate rule 42 which showed that numerous inaccuracies and 
omissions existed in Members' and congressional employees' public 
disclosure reports. 

Investment of resources required by audits 

Audits of finanical disclosure reports undoubtedly require 
an investment of time and money, however, the amount of invest- 
ment will vary depending on the number of audits conducted and 
the extensiveness of the audits' scope. 

To illustrate, we estimate that it cost $380,000, or an 
average of $3,800 per audit, to conduct 100 audits under former 
Senate rule 42 during 1978-79. These audits entailed a complete 
examination of all the disclosure categories required to be re- 
ported as well as an examination of every financial interest and 
holding disclosed by the reporting individual. The audits also 
entailed an examination of individuals' Federal income tax re- 
turns, bank records, trust holdings, and other documentation 
supporting the individuals' financial interests. We also inde- 
pendently confirmed individuals' interests with their brokers, 
accountants, attorneys, and banks. 

Audits conducted under former Senate rule 42 revealed that 
both Senators' and employees' financial disclosure reports gener- 
ally were not complete or accurate. Whether the omissions and 
inaccuracies found during our audits could be attributed to Mem- 
ber/employee error or oversight or whether the omissions were 
intentional could not be determined. (App. III analyzes the 
results of our audits.) 

We did not determine the significance of inaccuracies and 
omissions found in our audits. Our responsibility was to deter- 
mine whether the disclosure reports were complete and accurate 
and not whether information disclosed or found improper during 
the course of our audits indicated a conflict or appearance of 
a conflict of interest or improper ethical behavior. We believe, 
however, that some of the omissions found during our prior audits 
are relevant information for determining if potential conflicts 
of interest exist. 

Regarding the significance of our audit findings, we asked 
Senate committee staff members whether they investigated the find- 
ings produced by audits. They told us that, although they had re- 
viewed all 100 audit reports, they had made no further inquiries 
of Members or employees regarding omissions or inaccuracies found 
in their reports. Committee staff members felt that because 
items were not completely reported, no sufficient basis existed 
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to further investigate audit findings. The staff members believe 
that it is the public's responsibility to review disclosure re- 
ports to detect wrongdoing or unethical behavior. 

Appendix V discusses in more detail the scope of audits and 
addresses other issues which should be considered if audits are 
implemented. 

FILERS' AND DISCLOSURE REPORT 
USERS' OPINIONS OF THE NEED 
FOR AN AUDIT REQUIREMENT 

Excluding the majority of filers, disclosure report users 
felt that regularly scheduled random audits for completeness and 
accuracy should be conducted. A series of questions about the 
need for confidential random audits showed that nearly 76 percent 
of report users favored such a requirement, while only between 30 
and 42 percent of the responding filers favored audits. Of those 
filers who desired audits, House Members, congressional candidates, 
and legislative branch agency employees felt the strongest about 
the need to implement systematic audits. Report users were more 
concerned about the need for audits of Members' and candidates' 
reports, although, more than a majority of filers indicated that 
the audit requirement should apply to all individuals who are 
subject to the law. 

Of those who felt that an audit requirement should be part 
of the legislative branch disclosure system, most reSFOndentS 
felt that GAO would be the most suitable agency to perform these 
audits, although the frequency of responses varied substantially 
from 32 percent (House Members) to 75 percent (Senate employees). 
Filers, and report users to a lesser extent, also thought that 
either an accounting firm or the Ethics Committees themselves 
should be responsible for performing the audits. 

Users and congressional candidates felt that the results of 
individuals' audits should be made public, while less than half 
of the responding Members felt that such publicity was a good 
idea. However, House Members agreed to publicity more so than 
did Senate Members. Also, both House and Senate Members indi- 
cated that if their staff were audited, the results should be 
made available to them, the appropriate Ethics Committee, and 
the person who was audited. 

Those respondents who did not believe that audits should be 
conducted were asked to give their reasons. The reasons most 
frequently given by congressional and legislative branch employ- 
ees, candidates, and report users were that such audits would 
invade privacy and be too costly to conduct. In addition, many 
House Members indicated that audits were not needed in view of 
public disclosure. Senate Members also perceived that audits 
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were not needed. (Table 15 in app. I provides responses we re- 
ceived to our questions regarding the need for audits of disclo- 
6ure reports.) 

Responses from Ethics officials from States where public 
financial disclosure has been enacted indicated that systematic 
random audits were not conducted and no plans were being made to 
implement such a requirement. 

CONCLUSIONS 

On the basis of our prior audit experience and because 
neither the public nor the supervising Ethics Committees can de- 
termine whether disclosure reports are complete and accurate, the 
Congress should institute an audit requirement. Unless random 
audits are made, the public can not be assured that the informa- 
tion it is reviewing is complete. Complete disclosure of finan- 
cial holdings is essential if the public is to have confidence in 
Government officials. Without audits, the accuracy and complete- 
ness of financial disclosure reports cannot be effectively 
monitored. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend that the Congress institute the requirement for 
random audits of financial disclosure reports. If the Congress 
elects to subject only Members of Congress and congressional em- 
ployees to an audit requirement, both the House and Senate should 
adopt an appropriate rule. If the audit requirement also applies 
to legislative branch agency employees and congressional candi- 
dates the law will have to be amended to require compliance by 
these individuals. (See p. 143 of app. V.) 

We further recommend that, if audits are made an integral 
part of the congressional disclosure process, the Chairmen of the 
supervising Ethics Committees should develop procedures to ensure 
that amendments to disclosure reports, required as a result of 
audits, are made promptly and included with the individual's 
original financial report. (See p. 143.) 
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CHAPTER 6 

BLIND TRUST APPROVALS SHOULD COMPLY WITH THE LAW 

Section 102(e)(2) of the law provides that a reporting indi- 
vidual need not report the holdings of or the source of income 
from the holdings of a qualified blind trust. We found that both 
the House and Senate Ethics Committees have approved trust ar- 

.rangements where some of the trust instruments and trustees did 
not appear to meet the trust standards in the law. We also found 
that neither committee monitors the administration of a qualified 
blind trust after it has been approved to see that it remains 
blind and that the necessary documents are publicly available 
when assets of the trusts have been disposed of or transferred 
into the trust. 

ETHICS COMMITTEES SHOULD APPROVE 
ONLY TRUSTS THAT MEET THE SPIRIT 
AND INTENT OF THE LAW 

The purpose of a blind trust is to permit an individual to 
transfer property to an independent trustee as a means of avoid- 
ing the potential for conflicts of interest. To qualify as a. 
blind trust under the law, both the trust instrument and its 
trustee(s) must meet prescribed standards (see section 102(e) of 
the law, app. II) and must be approved by either the House or the 
Senate Ethics Committee. These standards pertain to the required 
trust provisions and the administration of the trust, the nature 
and extent of communication allowable between the trustee and in- 
terested parties, and determining the independence of the trustee. 
The law assigns to the House and Senate Ethics Committees the re- 
sponsibility for approving qualified blind trusts: that is, deter- 
mining whether a proposed trust instrument meets the prescribed 
standards and whether the trustee meets the independence tests 
set forth in sections 102(e)(3). 

Our review of approved qualified blin&trust documents shows 
that some of the trust instruments and trustees do not appear to 
meet the law's standards. Also, neither committee has established 
a system for monitoring the administration of a qualified blind 
trust after it has been approved to see that it remains blind and 
that the necessary documents are publicly available when assets 
of the trusts have been disposed of or transferred into the trust. 

While the law is void of any language that requires the com- 
mittees to periodically monitor qualified blind trusts once they 
are approved, a periodic review of the status of approved trusts 
to determine whether they remain blind continue to insulate the 
reporting individual from potential conflicts will provide more 
credibility to the use of blind trusts as part of the disclosure 
process. 
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Approval of trusts and trustee does 
;lot meet the provisions of the law -. ---.. 

We reviewed all House trusts (9) and all Senate trusts (11) 
that had been approved by the House and Senate Ethics Committees 
as qualified blind trusts as of May 28, 1980. Seven of the 9 
Ilouse trusts and 9 of the 11 Senate trusts were created before 
the enactment of the law. The law states that trusts in exist- 
ence before the adoption of the law must have their trust instru- 
merit amended to include the trust provisions of the law, or if 
the existing instrument does not permit amendment, all parties 
to the trust instrument must agree in writing to administer the 
t.rust in accordance with the terms of the law. 

The House and Senate Ethics Committees each approved eight 
trusts which do not appear to meet the criteria for a blind trust 
because either the trust instrument had not been amended to re- 
flec:t the requirements of the law or the trustee's independence 
was questionable. For example, one of the trusts approved by the 
Senate committee did not contain any of the seven provisions (see 
app. II, section 102(e)(3)) required by the EGA. The trust was 
approved even though the Chairman and Vice-Chairman of the Senate 
committee were notified by their staffs of this situation. The 
staffs informed them that it appeared that the trust instrument 
would not qualify as a blind trust and recommended that it be 
amended by agreement to administer the trust in accordance with 
the law's trust provisions. Documents in the trust file provided 
no evidence that the recommendation was ever acted upon. 

None of the nine House-approved trusts included all of the 
provisions required by the law, and the House committee made no 
effort to require the individuals to include the provisions 
omitted or to require the interested parties to agree in writing 
to administer the trust in accordance with provisions of the law. 

We found that the Senate Ethics Committee had approved five 
qualified blind trusts where the trustee's'independence appeared 
questionable. A trustee should be independent and divorced of 
any relationship from the individual who established the trust. 
We found that the trustees in question were either uncompensated 
or a close friend or one of the trust institution's employees was 
a close relative in a high management position that would not pre- 
vent him from gaining knowledge of trust activities. For example, 
a co-trustee was approved as being independent even though corre- 
SpOndeIlCe between the Senate Ethics Committee, its staff, and the 
reporting individual indicated that the trustee (1) may have been 
a former law partner, (2) would not accept compensation, and (3) 
had past and present "associations" with the reporting individual. 
In this case, a committee member also expressed reservations about 
whether uncompensated trustees violate the intent of the law. 
Knowing this, the Senate committee did not suggest to the report- 
ing individual that the trustee be removed. Instead it requested 
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that the reporting individual certify to the trustee's independ- 
ence to aid the committee in determining that the trustee was 
truly independent. After this certification was accomplished and 
returned, the Senate committee approved the trust. Committee 
staff members told us that the Committee's position is to put the 
onus of a trustee's independence on the reporting individual. 

The Senate committee relies almost exclusively on a certifi- 
cation form from the reporting individual to determine if a 
trustee is independent. The certification form contains the law's 
criteria that a trustee must meet before he/she can be considered 
independent. The Senate committee does not conduct an independent 
evaluation of the trustee's qualifications to act as a trustee. 

The House committee also does not conduct an independent evalu- 
ation of the trustee's qualifications to act as a trustee. Each 
committee letter approving a trust included a statement that it 
appears the trustee(s) meets the statutory requirements for inde- 
pendence on the basis of information contained in either the 
trust instrument or a letter from the reporting individual. We 
found one case where the trustee's independence appeared question- 
able and no additional followup actions were taken by committee 
staff members to determine if the trustee was truly independent. 

The Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs, in its report 
on the use of blind trusts (Report No. 95-639, dated, Feb. 21, 
1978, 95th Congress, 2d sess.) clearly opposes the Ethics Commit- 
tees' methods for verifying a trustee's independence. The report 
states: 

,I* * *that the approval of a trustee by the ethics 
committees is not intended to be a meaningless ex- 
ercise, such as when a reporting individual certi- 
fies that the trustee is independent. Rather, the 
supervising ethics committee must exercise its own 
independent judgment, based upon whatever facts it 
may request from the reporting individual, that a 
trustee is ,independent, both real and apparent, be- 
fore it can implement the spirit of the blind trust 
provision." 

Need to monitor qualified blind trusts 

We found that neither the Senate nor House Ethics Committee 
is monitoring qualified blind trusts once they have been approved 
to determine whether their administration conforms to the terms 
of the trust agreement or provisions of the law. As a result, we 
believe that the trust requirements of the law are not being prop- 
erly implemented. Although the law is void of language that re- 
quires the committees to periodically monitor a qualified blind 
trust once it has been approved, the Senate Committee on Govern- 
mental Affair's blind trust report clearly establishes periodic 
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monitoring as a means to prevent the appearance of conflicts of 
interest and abuses to the use of blind trusts. Another reason 
for monitoring blind trusts is to determine whether an attempt 
is being made to achieve the principal goal of a qualified blind 
trust. The goal --a total lack of knowledge by the public offi- 
cial regarding the holdings held in trust. Ideally this would 
require that a trustee sell all of the assets transferred into 
a blind trust by any interested party. 

A review of 20 trust instruments and related documents dis- 
closed several instances where the Ethics Committees or a report- 
ing individual failed to comply with the blind trust provisions 
of the law. For example, we fcund that: 

--MO evidence existed showing that the lists of assets trans- 
ferred to six trusts were the assets in the trusts on the 
date of their approval as qualified blind trusts. 

--Lists of assets transferred to four trusts excluded the 
assets category of value. 

--Certain assets in four trusts are questionable because 
trust records, not available to the public, indicate the 
sale or transfer of these assets initially placed in the 
trusts by the reporting individuals. 

--Two trust agreements were publicly filed, however, they 
were not executed copies of the trusts. 

--One of the Ethics Committees failed to notify the office 
of public records of the disposition of a trust asset, 
and therefore, it was not a part of the public record. 

--One Member's trust did not receive formal approval from 
the appropriate Ethics Committee, however, it was made 
available to the public which gave the appearance that 
it had received formal approval from the committee. 

--A reporting individual failed to submit to the appropriate 
Ethics Committee a copy of his executed trust agreement 
within 30 days of it being approved as a qualified blind 
trust. The trust was approved in January 1980, but as Of 
October 1980, the executed trust agreement had not been 
submitted to the committee. 

We found that either the House or the Senate Ethics Commit- 
tee had approved six trusts where no assets had been transferred 
into the trust for extended periods of time (one of which had no 
activity over a 13-year period), and no trust assets transferred 
into the trust by any interested party had ever been sold. A sys- 
tem for monitoring trust activities would disclose cases where 
assets are placed in a trust and are not marketed over a period 
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of time. In such instances, the trust reverts to merely a manage- 
ment device and is hardly a blind trust. We believe that such 
cases, once identified, should be reviewed by the Ethics Committee 
to determine if the blind trust status should be revoked and the 
trust's holdings reported in accordance with section 102(a-d) of 
the law. 

A trust that is merely a management device circumvents dis- 
closure because a public official's financial interests held in 
a blind trust are not as accessible to the public as financial 
interests required to be reported in a public financial disclo- 
sure report. The latter is an annual reporting requirement, 
whereas, the blind trust holdings are made available along with 
the reporting individual's disclosure report only in the year it 
is approved. Information on the status of assets initially placed 
in a blind trust is available to the public in subsequent years, 
but the public has to remember that the reporting individual has 
a blind trust so that it can request the information it needs. 

We asked public financial disclosure report users whether 
they were aware of the availability of copies of blind trust in- 
struments. Only 15.4 percent of the respondents said that they 
knew of their availability. A third of the respondents said 
that they had requested some of these documents, while 57.8 per- 
cent of those who were unaware of the existence of such documents 
said they would have requested them if they had known about them. 
When asked whether blind trust documents should be part of the 
financial disclosure reports, 80.5 percent of the report users 
favored including these documents as part of the disclosure report. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The Ethics Committees are not approving blind trusts in ac- 
cordance with the requirements of the law or monitoring these 
agreements after they are executed. The committees' failure to 
fulfill these requirements not only defeats the purpose of a 
blind trust but also affects the public's cunfidence in and ac- 
cess to a public official's financial activities. Also, the com- 
mittees are violating the intent of the law by approving a trust 
as blind when the trustee's independence is questionable or when 
the trust terms do not comply with those required by the EGA. 

The approval of trust agreements without the trust instru- 
ment conforming to the blind trust provisions of the law or the 
trustee being truly independent raises serious doubt as to the ap- 
propriateness of the blind trust as a mechanism to insulate a Gov- 
ernment official from conflicts of interest. To ensure that the 
requirements of a blind trust are met before they are approved as 
being qualified, both committees should make certain that the 
proper provisions of the law are included as part of the trust 
instrument and should establish formal guidelines to be used when 
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evaluating a trustee's independence. The guidelines should be 
sufficiently detailed to develop information that would allow the 
committees to determine if a trustee is independent, including if 
any of its employees, in the case of a financial institution, has 
any association with the individual who created the trust. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

To improve the approval and monitoring of blind trusts, we 
recommend that the Chairmen of the House and Senate Ethics Commit- 
tees: 

--Develop formal procedures and requirements for approval of 
a proposed trust and its trustee(s). 

--Establish procedures for monitoring and enforcing the qual- 
ified blind trust requirements set forth in the law. 

MATTER FOR CONSIDERATION 

To provide the public ready access to trust documents, the 
Chairmen of the House and Senate Ethics Committees should consider 
requiring that a reporting individual attach to the annual finan- 
cial disclosure report any trust document required by the law. 
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CHAPTER 7 

OTHER RELATED FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE MATTERS 

This chapter discusses other financial disclosure matters 
that we reviewed as part of our mandate to examine the congres- 
sional disclosure process. We addressed the following issues: 

--Availability of financial disclosure reports to the public, 
State offices (which keep copies of Member and candidate 
reports) and the House and Senate committees. 

--Activities of State offices responsible for keeping copies 
of public financial disclosure reports. 

--Difficulty and extent of burden associated with complying 
with the disclosure filing requirements. 

--Adequacy of existing disclosure requirements and the need 
for additional requirements. 

We examined the need for certain changes that could improve the 
disclosure process, while in other cases, we present information 
on the attitudes of report filers and users. 

Our work shows that financial disclosure reports are being 
made publicly available and are being sent to the Ethics Commit- 
tees in a timely fashion, activities of State offices responsible 
for keeping copies of reports vary widely, and the requirements 
of the financial disclosure law generally are not difficult to 
comply with. In addition, excluding filers of financial disclo- 
sure reports, users felt that the reporting provisions of the law 
generally were inadequate. 

REPORTS ARE BEING MADE AVAILABLE 
TO THE PUBLIC, STATE OFFICIALS, AND 
ETHICS COMMITTEES AS REQUIRED BY LAW 

The Clerk of the House and the Secretary of the Senate are 
responsible for making financial disclosure reports available to 
the public, State officials designated in accordance with section 
316(a) of the FECA, and the House and Senate Ethics Committees. 
We found that both the Secretary of the Senate and the Clerk of 
the House generally are making the reports available within the 
time prescribed by the law. 

Availability of reports to the public 

Financial disclosure reports required to be filed by May 15 
of any year shall be made available to the public in Washington, 
D.C., within 15 calendar days after May 15 of such year. All 
other financial disclosure reports are to be made available to 
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the public within 15 days of being filed. Public financial dis- 
cloeure reports are microfilmed for ease of viewing by members of 
the public and, if a member of the public wishes copies of a par- 
ticular report, they are made available at 10 cents a page. 

When a member of the public wishes to view or obtain a par- 
ticular report(s) from the Clerk of the House or Secretary of the 
Senate, he/she fills out a request form giving the name, address, 
occupation, and person or organization represented (if not one's 
self). Requests to view or obtain a disclosure report(s), are 
made publicly available. The law requires that it is unlawful 
for any person to obtain or use a report for (1) any unlawful 
purpose, (2) any commercial purpose other than by the communica- 
tion media for dissemination to the public, ,and (3) use of estab- 
lishing credit ratings or for use in the solicitation of money 
for any pclitical, charitable, or other purposes. We found that 
both the House and Senate offices of public records have incor- 
porated these restrictions into their request document for discio- 
sure reports. 

Usage of the 1980 financial disclosure 
reports by rndividuals who requested 
reports from the House and Senate 

During our work, we found that many requests were made for 
the 1980 disclosure reports. As of mid-July 1980, nearly 30G in- 
dividuals, primarily members of the news media, requested over 
6,000 Members, candidates, and congressional staff disclosure 
reports. 

We canvassed disclosure report users to determine how such 
reports are used: about 76 Fercent of the respondents used the 
requested reports for net worth estimation, about 70 percent used 
the reports for conflicts-of-interest determination, and about 57 
percent used the reports for both conflicts-of-interest and net 
worth determinations. Fifty-two percent of the respondents indi- 
cated that more than one individual with whom they were associated 
also used some or all of the reports requested. Therefore, circu- 
lation and use of reports requested is greater than House and 
Senate records show. The majority of respondents (63.2 percent) 
also indicated that they have a continuing interest in disclosure 
and plan to request disclosure reports for the next filing year. 

Regarding the availability of reports to users, question- 
naire results indicated that respondents were able to obtain all 
or most of the reports requested. In cases where respondents 
indicated "most" reports were received, the reason for their non- 
receipt was that the reporting individuals had not yet filed their 
disclosure reports at the time the requests were made. 

41 



Availability of reports 
to the Ethics Committees 

Section 103 of title I requires that the Clerk of the House 
send a copy of each financial disclosure report to the House 
Ethics Committee within a 7-day period beginning the day the re- 
Fort is received. The Secretary of the Senate is also responsible 
for sending copies to the Senate Ethics Committee, however, no 
time period is stipulated --an apparent oversight in the law. We 
We found that with minor exceptions, both offices are forwarding 
these reports to the committees as prescribed by law. 

Until October 1979, the House ORR sent disclosure reports to 
the House committee once a week. We reviewed 103 cases to deter- 
mine whether ORR was sending the 1979 disclosure reports to the 
House committee in a timely manner. We found that only six were 
forwarded late, and in all cases on the 8th day. This procedure 
was later changed during the latter part of October 1979 to twice 
weekly. A followup review for the 1980 filings indicated that 
reports were sent within a 7-day period and usually within 1 or 
2 days. 

The Senate OPR usually sends the disclosure reports to the 
Senate committee also within 1 to 2 days. 

Availability of report to State officials 

We found that reports are also generally being made available 
to designated State officials in a timely manner. Section 103 of 
title I requires that the Clerk or Secretary send a copy of each 
report filed by a Member or congressional candidate to the appro- 
priate State officials designated in accordance with FECA within 
7 days of being filed. In complying with the law, the House ORR 
and Senate OPR employ the same procedures as though the reports 
were being forwarded to the respective committees. Before the 
House ORR changed its procedure for forwarding reports to States 
to twice a week, we found that of 46 randomly selected House re- 
ports reviewed, only 3 were sent late to the States, in all cases, 
on the 8th day. A review of the filed 1980 disclosure reports 
showed that the House ORR was sending these reports in a timely 
fashion. Likewise, the Senate OPR was promptly forwarding the 
majority of reports to the States within 2 days of their receipt. 

ACTIVITIES OF STATE OFFICES 
RESPONSIBLE FOR PUBLIC 
FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE REPORTS 

As stated previously, the Clerk and the Secretary forward a 
copy of each disclosure report to the appropriate State offices 
designated by the FECA. The intent of the law was to make Mem- 
bers' and congressional candidates' financial disclosure reports 
more readily available for public inspection in the State. The 
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law, however, contains no provisions imposing duties or responsi- 
bilities on the States regarding the maintenance, disposition, 
and use restriction of the reports. We surveyed State officials, 
through the use of a questionnaire, to determine whether States 
have implemented similar provisions to those stated in the law 
for the Secretary of the Senate and Clerk of the House. (See p. 
41.) Our questionnaire was mailed to all 50 States and 46, or 
92 percent, of the States responded. 

We found that States have not implemented the same provisions 
of the law which are required at the Federal level. Most State 
officials responsible for maintaining these disclosure reports 
said that they had never been instructed by either the Clerk of 
the House or the Secretary of the Senate regarding the proper 
maintenance and disposition of the financial disclosure reports. 
Although five individuals reported receiving instruction, copies 
of instructions enclosed as part of their response revealed them 
to be general statements of the provision of law which requires 
State offices to publicly make the reports available. Most States 
also reported that 

--few or no requests for public financial disclosure reports 
are being made, and little is being done to publicize 
their availability: 

--no policy as to the length of time reports should be re- 
tained; 

--they do not require information, such as the person or 
organization represented, from requesters nor do they keep 
or plan to keep records of requests: and 

--they do not inform requesters of the statutory restriction 
and penalty associated with unlawful use. 

Requests for disclosure reports . 

We were unable to determine exactly how many 1979 disclosure 
reports were requested by the public because many States do not 
keep records of requests. This determination was further compli- 
cated since some States did not limit their answers to the reports 
under EGA, but instead, have also attributed their responses to 
the reports filed under FECA. However, 39 of the 46 responses 
received indicated that requests for disclosure reports ranged 
from @@very few" to 10 to 13 requests per year. Followup of the 
remaining State responses showed that the number of requests re- 
ceived also included requests for campaign financing reports. 

We also found that State officials do not publicize the 
availability of the public financial disclosure reports. Of the 
46 State responses received, only 2 reported that they attempt 
to publicize report availability. Furthermore, State officials 
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indicated that journalists/news media represent the majority Of 
those who request disclosure reports. This fact may contribute 
to one of the reasons why few requests have been made, since many 
news services are located in Washington, D.C. 

Length of time reports are 
retained varies between States 

Section 104(d) of title I provides that financial disclosure 
reports, filed by all those other than candidates, will be avail- 
able to the public for 6 years after their receipt, at which time 
they will be destroyed unless needed in an ongoing investigation. 
Similarly, reports filed by candidates will be retained and de- 
stroyed 1 year after the individual is no longer a candidate for 
election unless needed for investigation purposes. Our survey 
showed that many States have not yet established a policy for 
retaining disclosure reports, while some States retain reports 
anywhere from 2 years to indefinitely. For instance, 17 States 
reported that they have established no policy, 8 reported that 
they retain reports for only 2 years, 6 reported they hold reports 
for 3 to 5 years, 6 reported they hold reports for 6 years, and 
5 said that they retain the report for 8 years or longer. 

States not requiring written application 
from requesters and requesters are not 
informed of statutory restrictions 

We found that most States do not require a written applica- 
tion by requesters when examining or obtaining disclosure reports. 
Responses to our survey showed that 31 of the 46 States do not 
require, nor plan to require, information from requesters. Only 
14 States kept records of requests (1 State did not respond to 
this question). Of those States that require information from 
requesters, we found that name and address are the most frequent 
requirements. 

Unlike OPR and ORR, we found that 28'States do not inform 
requesters of the statutory restrictions contained in the law. 
(See p. 41.) However, 16 States indicated that requesters were 
notified of these restrictions (2 States did not respond to this 
question). 

COMPLETING DISCLOSURE FORMS AND 
ADHERING TO DISCLOSURE PROVISIONS 
GENERALLY ARE NOT BURDENSOME 

Through the use of questionnaires to required filers, we 
examined the extent of burden to filers by inquiring about the 
difficulty involved in completing the House and Senate disclosure 
forms and complying with the various disclosure provisions of the 
law. We found that some filers requested assistance before they 
were able to complete their reports, and in these instances, we 
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requested their opinions about the quality and promptness of the 
assistance received. The following discussion represents filer 
responses to our survey questions. 

Completion of disclosure reports 
and requested assistance 

Almost all legislative branch employees and most candidates 
filled out their own disclosure reports in 1980 (see app. I, 
table 21, while the majority of House and Senate Members reported 
receiving assistance. The most frequently cited source of assist- 
ance was a staff member and, to a lesser extent, the Members' 
accountants. 

When asked how many weeks in advance of the reporting dead- 
line the forms and instructions should be sent out, most respond- 

"ents, excluding Senators, indicated that 6 weeks or less was a 
reasonable time (table 3). Two-thirds of the Senate Members felt 
that 8 weeks or less was an appropriate time period. 

Report filers were asked if they or the preparer of the dis- 
closure report had requested assistance in preparing their 1980 
disclosure reports. A majority of each group indicated that no 
assistance was necessary (table 4). Of those under the jurisdic- 
tion of the Senate who requested assistance, the Senate committee 
was most frequently contacted, while on the House side, the House 
committee was most frequently contacted. Candidates more than 
any other group reported seeking assistance from the Clerk of the 
House or some source other than the cognizant committee. Almost 
all respondents who requested assistance indicated that the as- 
sistance provided by all sources was both adequate and prompt 
(table 5). 

Awareness of interpretative rulings varied considerably 
among respondents (table 6). Only 21.9 percent of legislative 
branch agency employees were aware of the& while 67.4 percent 
of the Senators responding to our survey knew of their existence. 

Burden of forms and provisions 

Overall burden was assessed by determining the time and cost 
involved in completing 1980 disclosure reports. Burden regarding 
specific disclosure provisions was measured by asking which re- 
quired information was difficult to provide. 

More than half of the employee groups and candidates indi- 
cated that 2 hours or less were required to complete their forms 
(table 7). Members of Congress required more time to complete 
their forms, with almost one-third of the Senators needing over 
10 hours. 
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Regarding costs incurred in complying with financial disclo- 
sure requirements, most respondents (especially legislative branch 
employees) did not report that any cost was incurred (tables 8 
and 9). Most Members' costs were for accountant fees, while most 
candidates reporting costs were for something other than legal or 
accounting fees. Almost 10 percent of the Senators responding to 
our survey claimed to have spent a total of $500 or more. 

Our survey obtained difficulty ratings on 13 specific re- 
quirements of current financial disclosure provisions (table 10). 
Generally, candidates and Members reported experiencing greater 
difficulty than employees. Those provisions with the highest 
percentages of respondents reporting difficulty were gifts of 
transportation, lodging, food, or entertainment: other types of 
gifts: and financial interests of spouse and dependent children. 
For each of these disclosure provisions, between 26 and 47 percent 
of Members and candidates indicated that they had difficulty when 
complying. 

On a followup question about spouse and dependent children, 
between 23 and 45 percent of filers indicated that too much infor- 
mation was required. In contrast, only 7.4 percent of report re- 
questers felt that way, while 22.1 percent stated that not enough 
information was required. 

ADEQUACY OF THE FINANCIAL 
DISCL,OSURE REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

In considering financial disclosure legislation, the House 
and Senate were primarily guided by two principles: (1) disclo- 
sure should be required only for those items which are relevant 
to potential conflicts of interest and (2) requirements should be 
designed to avoid unnecessary invasions of privacy or extremely 
burdensome recordkeeping. As part of our work, we solicited 
filers‘ and'users' opinions about the necessity of the current 
requirements and the need for additional disclosure requirements. 
The detailed results of our questionnaires are contained in ap- 
pendix I, tables 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14. 

Adequacy of current requirements 

Questionnaire recipients were asked for their attitudes 
about the necessity of 13 specific reporting requirements (table 
10). Generally, most respondents indicated that the required 
disclosure provisions were necessary. The only categories of re- 
quired information in which less than two-thirds of any respond- 
ent group endorsed the necessity were reimbursements for travel- 
related expenses, savings accounts or certificates of deposit, 
and financial interests and holdings of spouse and dependent 
children. Of all respondent groups, report users showed the 
least variance among categories with at least 85 percent agreeing 
on the necessity of each disclosure requirement. 
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In addition to the evaluation of necessity, respondents were 
asked to evaluate the adequacy of 12 reporting thresholds includ- 
ing salary and time of employment criteria used in defining "high- 
level" employees (table 12). Overall, most respondents, excluding 
report users, felt that the current thresholds were about right 
or should be somewhat higher. Most report users had the tendency 
to agree with the current thresholds or believed it should be 
lowered. 

Excluding report users, less than two-thirds of each respond- 
ent group (44 to 66 percent) agreed with the current threshold 
($100) for income from salary, pensions and honoraria, and from 
dividends, interest, rent or capitol gains, including trusts or 
other financial arrangements. Less than two-thirds of the Sen- 
ators responding agreed with the current threshold for gifts 
other than transportation, lodging, food, or entertainment: in- 
terest in real or personal property: and purchase, sale or ex- 
change in real property, stocks, bonds, commodities futures, or 
other forms of securities. 

Less than two-thirds of report users and Senators agreed 
with the $250 threshold for gifts of transportation, lodging, 
food, or entertainment with most of the remaining report users 
favoring a lower threshold and all of the nonconcurring Senators 
seeking a higher threshold. One-third of the candidates and 60 
percent of report users did not agree with the $10,000 threshold 
for liabilities to creditors and revolving charge accounts, with 
most of those in each of these groups favoring lower thresholds. 
Also, just under two-thirds of the report users agreed with the 
$5,000 value for savings accounts or certificates of deposit. 
The remaining users wanted a lower threshold. 

Need for additional requirements 

Respondents were asked if groups other than Senators and 
Representatives, high-level congressional*staff (those compen- 
sated at the rate equal to or greater than that of a GS-16), 
designated principal assistants of Members with no high-level 
staff, and high-level employees of legislative branch agencies 
may have positions of sufficient influence to warrant their being 
required to file financial disclosure reports. The percentages 
answering @@yes' varied from 5.9 percent of the Senate Members to 
30.4 percent of the report users (table 13). 

We asked about the 18 possible modifications to current dis- 
closure requirements (table 14). Only five of the modifications 
drew greater than two-thirds endorsement and those only by report 
users. Using an endorsement level of one-third or better as a 
criterion, we determined that the most highly rated modifications 
involved those pertaining to partnerships, followed by the re- 
quirement that legislative branch agency employees file as a new 
employee if they secured congressional employment and met the 
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salary criteria. All other proposed modifications (except those 
requiring the reporting of the total value of individual gifts 
from any one source valued at less than $35 each) drew one-third 
or better support from between one and three respondent groups. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Roth the House and Senate offices of public records are doing 
an effective job in making the reports accessible to users and 
available to their Ethics Committee and designated State officers. 
States vary in their practices of maintaining and disposing of 
disclosure reports from that which has been implemented by the 
House and Senate offices of public records. Sending Members and 
congressional candidates disclosure reports to the States for 
public availability may be an unnecessary burden to the House and 
Senate offices and various State offices in view of the few re- 
quests at the State level. 

The law contains no provisions imposing duties or responsi- 
bilities regarding the maintenance and disposition of Federal 
disclosure reports. An amendment requiring the States to adhere 
to the provision in current law raises a possible constitutional 
issue of invasion of State sovereignty. Furthermore, if it is 
deemed necessary that reports be available in the States and the 
provisions of the law be applied, it may be wise to have the re- 
ports available at a Federal courthouse, or other appropriate 
Federal office, to ensure that the above requirements of the law 
are met at the State level. 

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION 

The Chairmen of the the House and Senate Ethics Committees, 
in coordination with the House and Senate offices of public 
records should consider: 

--Proposing legislation to delete theerequirement that Mem- 
ber and candidate disclosure reports be forwarded to the 
appropriate States. 

--Designating a Federal location within each state as the 
repository for reports so that the maintenance/disposition, 
written application for inspection or copy, and unlawful 
use provisions may be consistently applied. 

--Preparing formal guidelines to State offices advising them 
of the proper practices that should be employed if either 
of the above matters is not acted upon. 
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GAO QUESTIONNAIRE ON PUBLIC DISCLOSURE 

REPORT FILERS AND USERS 

METHODOLOGY 

As part of our mandated study, we felt that it was necessary 
to canvass, by the use of questionnaires, filers and users of pub- 
lic financial disclosure reports to obtain information of their 
attitudes and experiences with the 1980 disclosure filing require- 
ment. Major subjects covered in our questionnaire included, 

--completion of disclosure forms, 

--assistance requested and provided, 

--burden of the disclosure forms and provisions, 

--adequacy of the current disclosure requirements, 

--need for additional requirements, 

--need for audits, 

--treatment of blind trusts, and 

--use of reports. 

To obtain balanced responses to our questionnaires regarding 
the legislative branch financial disclosure process currently in 
effect, we obtained detailed information from those individuals 
most intimately involved with the process. Information was ob- 
tained from 785 individuals by means of a mailout questionnaire. 
We used three data collection instruments (see pp. 53-80 of app. 
I) and sent them to the following individuals: 

. 
Survey of Senate and House Members 

Senators 
Congressmen 

Survey of conqressional and legislative 
branch emnlovees and candidates 

Senate employees 
House employees 
Legislative branch agency employees 
Congressional candidates 

Survey of Disclosure Report Requesters 

Users of disclosure reports 
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Questionnaires were sent either to all individuals in a 
group or a random sample of group members. In those cases where 
samples were used, the initial sample size was designed to allow 
for a high-level of precision and confidence in projecting the 
findings to the relevant universes. Except for report users a 
second mailout was used to increase response rates. Approximate 
sampling errors associated with the questionnaire findings are 
shown on page 51. Relatively low response rates were obtained 
from four of the seven groups studied (see table 1 below), and 
therefore, the possible impact of nonresponse bias requires cau- 
tion in making projections. 

Table 1 

Basic Questionnaire Statistics 

Group 
Size of No. No. Response 

universe sampled responding rate 

(percent) 

Senators 
Congressmen 
Senate employees 
House employees 
Legislative 

branch employees 
Congressional 

candidates 
Disclosure report 

users 

99 99 51 51.5 
435 435 252 57.9 
296 85 64 75.3 
770 171 115 67.3 

374 178 160 89.9 

750 151 64 42.4 

262 262 79 30.2 

Total 2,986 1,381 785 

In the case of Senate and House Members, we were able to per- 
form statistical tests to determine whether respondents differed 
from all Members with respect to party affiliation and the number 
of years in the Congress, two variables possibly related to atti- 
tudes toward financial disclosure. For both the Senate and House, 
our respondents did not differ by a statistically significant 
margin from all Senators and Congressmen. We believe that this 
finding and the sizable number of responses obtained for each 
group studied still make the resulting data base from our ques- 
tionnaire an important source from which to draw information on 
the issues of legislative branch financial disclosure. 

In addition to these surveys of report filers and users, we 
sent questionnaires to all State secretaries (see p. 81) and to 
State ethics officials (see p. 84) in those States that have en- 
acted legislative branch financial disclosure legislation. We 
made followup phone calls to encourage the participation of those 
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who did not respond to the initial mailing. Response rates to 
these questionnaires were 92 percent (46 of 50) and 80 percent 
(32 of 40), respectively. 

The purpose of the State secretary questionnaire was to ob- 
tain information regarding the handling of the financial disclo- 
sure reports sent to the State by the Clerk of the House and the 
Secretary of the Senate. Specifically, we were interested in the 
number of requests being made by the public for access to the dis- 
closure reports and the procedures being followed by the States 
for report maintenance and distribution. Detailed findings from 
this questionnaire are presented in chapters 5 and 7. 

Our State ethics official survey was intended to provide in- 
formation on whether States are auditing the disclosure reports 
of State legislative branch officials. The questionnaires re- 
turned indicated that none of the States conducted any type of 
audit (either for completeness and accuracy or conflict of in- 
terest) beyond a cursory review of the forms to ensure that they 
were filled our according to instructions. 

The sampling errors presented below represent the size of 
the confidence intervals at the 95-percent level of confidence 
for the respondent groups indicated in those cases where a survey 
finding of 20 percent (or 80 percent) or 50 percent is reported. 

Confidence level-95 percent 

Respondent group - 
Observed percent 

20 or 80 50 - 

Senators 
Congressmen 

+7.7 + 9.6 
73.3 _ T 4.1 

Senate employees 
House employees 
Legislative branch 

employees 

+8.7 +10.9 
T6.8 _ -3 8.5 - 

. +4.7 + 5.9 - 

Congressional 
candidates 29.4 211.8 

Disclosure report 
users +7.4 + 9.3 - 

Confidence intervals for other reported percentages can be inter- 
polated. The confidence interval (sampling error) indicates the 
precision with which our sample findings reflect the result that 
would have been obtained had all members of a respondent group 
answered our questions. This assumes that our respondents are 
representative of the entire group from which they were selected. 
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For example, if 50 percent of the Congressmen who answered 
our survey favored audits, then we can say that we are 95-percent 
sure that between 45.9 and 54.1 percent of all Congressman favor 
audits. 

. 
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Financial Disclosure 

SURVEY OF CONGRESSIONAL AND LEGISLATIVE 
BRANCH EMPLOYEES AND CANDlDAtES 

OFFICIAL GOVERNMENT BUSINESS 
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1natnlctions 

~txlicate your armera by making a check (/I 
mark, entering a nwnbr, or writing a brief 
resm as appmpriate. Not everyme is 
intended to answer all the questions. Please 
follow the “Go to” instructions so Ym will 
only answr questions relevant to you. If 
you need more space to answer certain questions, 
please attach additional pages at-d indicate 
tm tiich questions they apply. 

Our sMy is mmceml only with the 
Ethics in Gnmrnm nt Act of 1918 and the 
questions below reflect only the reporting 
requiremnts of the act. 

Please return the questionnaire in the 
envelqx! provided. If you have any questions 
mntact Mr. Pasquale Esposito at (202) 275- 
5140. 

Your cooperation is appreciated. 

1. The Ethics in Gmmnmnt Act requires 
certain cawries of mngressional/ 
legislative branch m@yees and candidates 
to file financial disclosure reports. Which 
catec~~~ wxe you in for the 1980 filing? 

Senator’s staff, ompensated at or 
m abwz GS-16 lewl (currently 

$47,889 per year) including 
political fund designees 

senate carmite staff 
in- 

Representative’s staff, ccm- 
m pensated at or abve G-16 level 

(currently $47,889 per year) 

Designatad principal assistant of a 
-pi-y Representative With no staff axn- 

pensated at or above GS-16 level 
(currently $47,889 per year) 

khse aamlittee staff 
iv 

m 
Congressional candidate 

vi 
fs0 enployee 

Ehployee of other legislative branch 
JF agemy (i.e. GFO, CEQ. 

7§i 
Other ( ) 

specify 

2. Did you fill out yax cmn disclosure report 
this year or did somxme else assist Ir the 
zy;tion of v form? (Check all that 

. 

iv- 
I p?x?pared tbm myself 

TTT 
Attfrney 

. 
Accountant 

vi 
Another staff member 

0 
Saneone else ( ) 

vi SpecifY 

3. :kx~ many hours would you estimate were 
required to prepare your 1980 form? 

HOW3 

4. Approximately how mtch cost did you incur 
in conplying with financial disclosure 
reporting requiremnts in 19807 

. 

$- Legal fees 

$- AcaJun~t fees 

S Other costs 

. 
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5. Did you or thm prqmmr of yaw dis- 
&mum r8port r 

$0” praprvinsrour’9 
*t-&y-&-& 

k7aprt7 If so,!bandld you contact7 
(chedc all that apply.) 

-iv 
ma88i0tance~ti (Goto9.) 

7-l 
secr8~OftheSeMte 

Smata Ethicr CamLit- 
-5 

Clerk of the House 
0 

mu8eQrmitteeonS- 
(1) ofofficialc%mluct 

6. Whatwmthenatureoftherequeet 
for cusirtance? 

7. Did the amiatance PrWm ade¶WtelY 
- pur qwe~‘) 

8. W8re requent0 for assistance respcnded 
to proppfly7 

9. Were you acre of the availability of any 
interpretative rulings or opinions (formal 
or infonml) regarding the public 
financial disclosure requirements set 
forth in the law? 

7T y88 mm 

10. Under Title I of the Ethics in Gwemknt 
Act the following groups are required to file 
financial disclosure reports: 

--SenatDrs and Representatives 

-High level ($47,689 per year or mre) 
aJngressionalstaff 

-Designated principal assistants of 
menbers with m high level staff 

--congressional candidates 

' --High level ($47,889 per year or more) 
employees of legislative branch agencies 

Do you feel that there are any additlmal 
amgressional or legislatiw branch 
individuals who may havs positions of 
sufficient influence to warrant their 
being required to file financial disclosure 
reports? 

- Yes (Go to 11.) 

- m (Go to 12.) 

I 11. Please identify the type of positions that 
you had in mind in answering the previous 
question. 

12. Ihe act defines high level mployees as those 
who are A) compensated at a level at or abve 
grade 16 of the General Schedule (currently 
$47,809 per year) and B) wxk for nvre than 60 
days in a calendar year. Do you feel that 
these thresholds are appropriate for iden- 
tifying individuals who have to file, 
or skuld they & raisedor lowered? 

A. _ $47,089 is akut right 

$ wxld be better 

B. - 60 days is about right 

- days would be better 
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13. Lietd b&m are the catbgorles of information which nust be disclcsed and their associated 
thrdmlda. Rx each cateqry please Indicate the following: (A) whether or not the 
cakmpry ia nscaa= giwn that the purpose of financial diaclomre is to allow the public 
to idantify ptmtial cmflicta of intexest, (B) whether or not yc4.a found the required 
infoxmmtial pw&ularly difficult to pmvide and (C) wllether you think tl-m as5cciatsd 

(A) 

Information 
catsswy 

a. Irxxmfmnsalary 
(axcluding current 
U.S. canwmmnt 
mplaynmwt pen- Ti 
6dons and tvnwraria 

b. Imxam fxun dividends, 
interest, rent or 
capital gains, in- 
cllmng tnleta or 
other flnaawial 7-r 

--u 

c. Gifts of transporta- 
tion, lodging, fadl 
or entm~t (ex- 
cllxung individual -UT 
gifta valued at $35 
or IeM) 

d. Gifta other than trans- 
PortaCion. 1Oaatw , 

0. Mmtaxiwnants for 
travel related ex- 3-i 
penr- 

f. Intermtinrealor 
per- Pm-w. 
(real estate either m 

held Mividually, 
jointly or by virtue 
of partnfmhlp or 
corporate arrwt) 

g. SavLngsaccOuntaor 
certificates of i-v 
aepoeit 

h. Stocks, km&, axmod- 
ities futures, not.&3 0 
receiwible, etc. 

1. Liabilities to any 
creditor and re- 
volving charge m 
wcountn 

j. Furchase, sale or ex- 

iJiy?s&dz 
aalddities h&ures' 

in 

or other form of 
-ity 

(W -._. . - 
Difficult di%ult t 

0 

current About Threshold 
threehold s should be 

$100 $ 

$100 $ -- 

$250 $ 

$100 $ -- 

$250 $ -- 

. 
$1,000 $ -- 

$5,000 5 -- 

Sl,OOO S -- 

$10,000 S -- 

$1,000 $ 
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14. Disdomre report filers currently nust 
provide informatIon regarding mitions 
held as: 

--Officer 

-Director 

--Partner 

-Prcprietor 

--Repreaentatiw 

--Ehployee, or 

-4msultant 

of any: 

-Coqx3ration 

--FilXl 

-Partnership 

or other: 

--Busi.neee enterprise 

--Nonprofit organization 

--L.&x organization 

or other institution other than the U.S. 
gavenmlmt. 

Please irdicate A) whether or not you think 
disclosure of such information is necessary 
to allaw for the identification of potentia 
conflicts of Interest, and then B) 6&kher 
or not you found such informattin diffi- 
cult ti provide. 

A. 

m 
Ncessary 

7T 
Not necessary 

B. 
7-r 

Difficult to provide 

m 
Not difficult to provide 

15. Disclosure report filers are also required 
to provide inform&ion describing any agree- 

nmts or arrangements with respect to: 

---Future enploymmt 

--A leave of absence during period of 
Gom?Lnlmnt service 

--Continuation of paymnts by former 
employers, or 

-*ntinuing pwticipation in an 
employee welfare or benefit plan 
maintained by a former enplayer. 

Please indicate A) whether or not you think 
disclosure of such inform&ion is necessary 
to allow for the identification of ptential 
conflicts of interest, and then B) whether 
or not you found such information particularly 
difficult to provide. 

A. 

7-v 
Necessary 

Ti 
Not necessary 

B. 
. 

TIT 
Difficult to provide 

vi 
Not difficult to provide 

16. How far in advance of the May 15 filing 
deadline should the reporting form and 
instructions be sent out in order to allow 
a reasonable pericd of time for their 
ccnpletion? 

weeks - 

17. If yw filed late (after May 15, 1980, OK 
mxe than 30 days after being enployed 
or becaning a candidate) and have not 
been granted an extension for filing, 
please indica* your reasons for filing 
late. 
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18. czurrmt Iuqilirmat8 ala0 include informs- 
timalttnfitwdalintsrataand 
holdirlp Of epalee amI dapanbnt children. 
PlemindicatsA)ulutharornotywth~ 
the dieolornue of mch information is 
neMeery to allc%d for tl%3 MePltificaaon 
of potantial amflicta of intereat, 
andthmE)ammrormtyoufowd 
m&l irmrlmtm difficult to provide. 

A. 

m 
-w 

m 
Not - 

B. 

m 
Difficult to px~vide 

7x 
Not difficult to provide 

19. Do you think thalewlofd&ailrequired 
for informatiaron the fi.rmrcial 
int8rmetr aId hold-e of qxxlse and 
depmdent children is appropriate? 

. 

77T 
RIO mch infonn?Aticxi is required 

ll7einformtionrequirerlisahxt 
m ri*t (00 to 21.) 

737 
Not mough information ia req.iired 

-m 
Don’t krxw (Go to 21.) 

20. IaatcLhmgee, ifany,dOyouthinkam 
need0d in the information required for 
pl?? eplum aJd d@Lpmmt children? 
Plswa axplain khy you feel these 
c!hawaeareneed8d. 

(Go to 21.) 
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?ha f01lowing gumtim (21 -35) arecImignedtoobtainyouroptrimea8trDtheaQqurry 
of w &.J ancj whew the l&1 sImuld bs mndifled to reflect the fo&wing disckmrm chrplrps. 
Par h mt part al+& &mges would require aBdltiona1 disclosure fran repxting indivi&ab. 

21. P.L. 95-521 &es not require a new employee filing from an 
individual who wllll arployaa k? the legl5latlve bmch of 
tpvenmmt (with no break In service) imsdiately before 
assuming a new legislati~ branch position; Immver, individuals 
fran other boMdrag of govemmnt rmst file a disclosure report 
asanswe@.oyee. 

Shmld legislative Winch individusls, with 110 break ln enploy- 
msnt sewIce and not in a previously covered pceition, be subject 
to the new e4lployea filing reqllFranent7 

22. P.L. 95-521 &ea not require a reporting individual tc report 
th5 intarssts of bu1t dependmta. 

A. Ssauld the disclosure provisions require reporting 
of Ault dqxmdents’ interests and holdings? 

B. Should such interest bs reported and valued similarly 
to spouse l.nterests? 

23. DJeclosure prOvisions &J not require new e@oyees, can- 
didates, ml depen&mt children to repot b3th categories 
of gifts. 

Should gifts be required to be reported ky tJu?se 
indivL4uals? 

24. The law &es not require that gifts (bth typss) valued at 
lens than $35 be aggregated. 

Should gifts frun one source lx aggregated if under - 
$357 

25. P.L. 95-521 &es not require relmtureanents be reported 
fran nsw employees, candidates, and dependent children. 

should reimbursenents rece5.ved by these Mividuals 
he required to be reported? 

26. P.L. 95-521 dcee not require that a cateqry of value be 
assigndl to reimhrsamta. . 

Should relnhlrsementi fran different sources be assigned 
a category of value? 

27. Disclosure law does mt require l.ndividuals to disclose 
the identity of partners of a partnership In k&h 
they me sngage8. 

ShaAd reporting individuals be required tn discloue 
thr! rmma of the p~tnera engaged in the partnership 
actfvity? 

m-vi m 
iTim- -m 

Ti 7X Vi 

iiT ni 
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28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

Ihe law deea not spell cut how different partnerships 
phther general or limited) 02 closely held 
-rate interests skmld be disclosed (e.g. partnership 
set up for holding real estate ard/or securities 
as qpxed to partnerahipr set up for trade or 
txuhms, i.e. a restaurant or hardware store). 

A. 

El. 

Shaild thelawnpecifically spell out how these 
interestsbereIxWzed? 

should a rqmrting Mividual's interests in each 
and associated transactiofi 
interests? 

P.L. 95-521 does not require the disclosure of interest 
raten as part of the description of a liability. 

Is this a significant encugh elemmt tc require fmn 
tx3@ortirxJ Mivi.duals? 

?he law ia voidof any language thatwld require the 
reporting of amtingent liabilities or endorser or 
guarantirofaloan. 

Shculd contingent liabilities be required to be 
diSClC4Md? 

Ibelawreguiree interests in the continuing participation in 
an employeewelfare or benefit plan mintabed by a former 
erployerbereported. This includes pension fund interests. 

Should pensions be reportad frctn former employers in cases 
s&here the reporting individual has contrikmted to the 
pensionfundasaformrerployee? 

The law &es not require that spouse and dependent children 
repartmn-qmmnmtalpositions. 

SlwxlMp>eitianeofthissortberepor~byspxlse 
and dependat children? 

Mr0rary pxitions are rwt required to bs reprted 
plrsuanttc theprwisionsof the law. 

Could sufficient conflict of interest prevail that 
weld warrant the reporting of these tvpes of pxitions? 

The law &es not specify a preferential method for 
valuingdiffertmtprqxrty interests. 

Should the law specify the mthcds for valuing 
interests in real property in theorder of their 
deeimbility Instead of giving the discretion to the 
reporting individual? 

No repxtis required for (earned) incune received by 
dqmrdent children. 

Should the reportingof earned imcm be required 
fnmdepandentchildr~ssimilartothatofthesp3use 
rsquirfsmnt? 

m-75 0 

m72i 0 

mm 0 

n-75 

mm 

Y-i-m- 

mm 

0 
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WisrequirsdtoMlke rmnnanlat.tons abut 
+A8 nesd for raMmaudits0fpubU.c 
financial discloeure reporta for cmpletmess 
and ixxuracy. ccllPletraerr arki ecur 

correct and that no additional infomticm 
shouldhavebeenrraportad. Thistypeofaudit 
wuld require aawss to perscmal financial 
records ard tax reixxms, as well as inte~isws 
with persons familiar with the filer’s finan- 
cial affairs. 

36. In view of the p?p~e of public 
financiald~losure, &pu believe 
regularly schaduled randanaudlts 
for ompletmesr and &xuracy slwuld 
be crnlductedl? 

. Yes 
75 

No (Go tn42.) 
3i 

37. why do you think such audits are needed? 

38. who should bs subject to such audits? 
(Check either yes or no for each type 

df filer.) - 

a. Menhers of Congress 

b. ConqressFonalstaff 
mmbers 

c. c!ongressionalcarl- 
didah 

d. Legislative branch 
mployees 

Yes g - 

-vizi 

iT7i 

-iv-m 

(II 0 

39. who stculd perfom these audits? 

Senate Ethics Carmittze tiHouse 
T1T canmittee on StarKlards of Official 

conduct 

Secretary of Senate and Clerk of 
i?i House 

Gw 
m- 

CPA firm 
iv 

iv 
Other ( ) 

specm 

Don’t kmw 
m- 

40. Should the results of each audit he made 
pJbliC7 

Yes 
-UT 

T2'i 
No (Go +x43.) 

41. Why do you think individual audit results 
should bs made public? (Answer and ye tc 43. 

42. Whydon'tyou think suchaudits should be 
conducted? (Check all that apply.) 

Audits aren't needed 
0 * 

Would be an invasion of privacy 
Tj Would cost tfm nuch 
0 

other ( J 
iii specify 
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43. Hut wta Q you fal Wuld he mxle in the public financial disclosure form and/or 
intNcttau bo elnpliry or mhmm the raportlng of required information? 

44. tit, if any, &klitianal infonmtion other than that discussed in questinns 21-35, should be 
ra@rul in ttn lad ti mable the public to miter conflicts of interest? 

6. Ourpall, tit & yCu thbk of the dminietration of the legislative branch disclosure systm? 
PlvrsilKh&s8uggr~for inpmwmmt based on yew observations and experience. 
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U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 
WRVW OF SENATE AND HOUSE MEMBERS 

INSTRUCITONS 

We appreciate your takht9 time from a busy schedule to 
participate in this survey. It is part ,of our effort to 
satisfy the mandated requirements of the 1978 Ethics in 
Oovemment Act. Not everyone is intended to answer all 
the questions. Please follow the %o to” instructions so 
you will only answer questions rekvant to you. 

‘Ibe questions below reflect only the reporting re- 
qulrementr of tho Ethio in Oovemment Act of 1978. 
lndicuc your answers by makinp a check (e) mark, 
entering a number, or writink a brief response as ap- 
propriate. If you need more space to answer certain 
questions, please attach additional pages and indicate to 
which questions they apply. 

Please return the questionnaire in the envelope provid- 
ed. If you have any questions, contact Mr. Pasquale 
Esposito at (202) 275-5140. Again, thank you for your 
time and cooperation. 

1. Please indicate your status within the Con8ress by se- 
lecting the appropriate answers in a, b, and c below: 

Democrat 

0 Republican 
(2) 

0 Independent 
(3) 

b. 0 Senator 
(1) 

0 Representative 
(2) 

c. 0 Less than 8 years in Conpress 
(1) 

0 Between 8 and 16 years in Congress 
(2) 

0 core than 16 years in Conpress 
(3) 

-l- 

. 
2. Did you fill out your own disclosure report this year 

or did someone elm assist in the preparation of your 
forms? (Check all that apply.) 

0 I prepared them myself 
(1) 

I was assisted by: 

0 An attorney 
(1) 

G 
An accountant 

0 A congressional staffer 
(1) 

0 Someone else (please specify) 
(I) 

3. How many hours would you estimate were required 
to prepare your 1980 forms? 

Ii Hours 

4. Approximately how much did it cost you IO comply 
with the requirements for financial disclosure report- 
ing this year? 

$[-I Legal fees 

$11 Accountant fees 

$1-1 Other costs 
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5. Did you, or did the 

5l 
Yes 

0 No (Go to 8.) 
(2) 

6. gv’? was the nature of your rqucst(s) for assisl- 

7. For each source of usirtancc listed that was con- 
tacted, plebe Indicate a) if the assistance provided 

9 
uI ,t~cyw~;;we~,o~;~y and b) if the 

Source of usistmcc 
Asrlstnnce 
rdcquatc 

Sccrctary of the 
Senate 

Senate Ethics 
Committee 

Clerk of the House 

House Committee 
on Standards of 
Official Conduct 

Other (plcasc 
wdm 

Assistance 
nromot 

8. Were you aware of any interpretative ruling5 or 
opinions (formal or informal) regarding the public 
financial disclosure requirements set forth in the 
Irw? 

9. Under Title I of the Ethics in Oovcrnmcnl Act the 
following group5 are required to file financial dis- 
closure reports: 

- Senators and Reprcscnlativcs 

- High level ($47,889 per year or more) congres- 
sional staff 

- Dcsifnatcd principal assistants of members with 
no hrgh level staff 

- Congressional candidates 

- High level ($47,889 per year or more) employees 
of legislative branch agencies 

‘Do you feel that there arc any additional congres- 
sional or legislative branch individuals who may 
have positions of sufficient influence to warrant 
their being required to file financial disclosure 
rdports? 

Yes 

P 
No (Go to 11.) 

0 

IO. Please identify the type of positions that you had in 
mind in answering the previous question. 

Il. The act defines high level employees as those who 
are compensated at or above grade 16 of the Gen- 
eral Schedule (currently $47,889 per year), and 
work for more than 60 days in a calendar year. Do 
you feel that these thresholds are appropriate for 
identifying individuals who have to file, or should 
they be raised or lowered? 

a.0 $47,889 is about right 

s . would be better 

b.0 60 days is about right 

days would be better 
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12. WItad b&w am tb categories of information which must be disclosed and their associated thresholds. For each 
catagory pkase it&ate the following: (A) whether or not the category is necessary assuming that the Purpose ot’ 
financial disclosure ia to allow the public to identify potential conflicts of interest, (B) whether or not YOU found 
the required informdon particularly difficult to provide and (C) whether you think the associated reporting 
threshold is appropriate. 

(A.) (B) (0 
Not 

Difficult difficult , 
Information Not Current About Threshold 

category Necessary necessary provide provide threshold right should be 

a. Income from salary (excluding 
current U.S. Oovcrnmcnt 

fJ ,++I~ OS- 

etnployment). pensions and 
honoraria 

b. Income from dividends, interest, 
rent or capital gains, including id 8 w ii! s’00 cl $- 
trusts or other financial arrange- 
ments 

c. Cifts of ttansportation, lodging, 
food or entertainment (excluding g s F! g s250 o $- 
indlvldual gifts valued at $35 or 
less) 

1. Ciifts other than transportation, 
lodging, food, or cntcrtainmcnt. 
(excluding individual gifts valued 
at $35 or less) 

0 
(I) R 9 G s’OO cl $- 

:. Reimbursements for travel related 
expenSfS R B g B s250 O $- 

‘. Merest in real or personal prop- 
erty. (red estate either held 

0 
(‘1 g R 9 s’@” O $- 

individually, jointly or by virtue 
of partnership or corporate 
arrangement) 

t* Savings accounts or certificates 
of deposit R w 9 sf s5PJ0 Cl $- 

t. Stocks, bonds, commodities 
futures, notes receivable, etc. g g g f’ slmO o $- 

. Liabilities to any creditor and re- 
volving charge accounts 

0 
(1) 

; ; g S’Omo 0 s- 

. Purchase, sale or exchange in real 0 
property, stocks, bonds, com- (1) f t s s’m0 cl $- 
modities futures or other forms of 
security 

-3- 
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13. Olsclosure report fllers currcntly’must provide in- 
formation rqard~ such podtiw h&l as: 

-0ffkcr - Proprktor 

- oirector - Representative 

-TlUSW - Employee, or 

- Partner - Coisultant 

of any: or other: 

- Corporation - Business enterprise 

- Firm - Nonprofit organization 

- Partnership - Labor organization 

or other institution other than the U.S. govern- 
ment. 

Pkue indicate a) wh@r or not you think dis- 
closure of such information is necessary to allow 
for the idendfkation of potential conflicts of intcr- 
est. and then b) whether or not you found such 
information difficult to provide. 

a:0 Ncccssary 
(V 

8 
Not necessary 

b. 0 Mfficult to provide 
(1) 

0 Not difficult to provide 
(2) 

14. Filers of disclosure reports arc also required to pro- 
vide information describing any agreements or 
arrangements with respect to: 

- Future employment 

- A leave of absence during period of Govern- 
ment service 

- Continuation of payments by former employ- 
ers, or 

- Continuing participation in an employee wel- 
fare or benefit plan maintained by a former 
employer. 

Please indicate a) whether or not you think dis- 
closure of such information is necessary to allow 
for the identification of potential conflicts of inler- 
est, and then b) whether or not you found such in- 
formation particularly difficult to provide. 

a.g 
Necessary 

0 Not necessary 
(2) 

b. 0 Difficult to provide 
(1) 

0 Not difficult to provide 
(2) 

IS. How far in advance of the May I5 filing deadline 
should the reporting forms and instructions be sent 
out in order to allow reasonable time for their 
completion? 

0 Weeks 

16; If you filed late (after May IS, 1980) and have not 
been granted an extension for filing, please indicate 
your reasons foi filing late. 

-4- 
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17. Currcn~ requirements also call for disclosing infor- 
mation on cht financial @crests and holdin 

4 
s of 

rpow and dependem children. Please m lcatc 
a) whether or not you think the disclosure of such 
information is ntctssary to allow for the idcntifica- 
tion of potential conflicts of interest. and then 
b) whdhtr or not you found such information dif- 
ficult (0 provide. 

a. 0 Necessary 
(0 

9 Not n-w 

The Ethics in Governmenr Act requires GAO IO 
study the need for random audits of public financial 
disclosure reports for complctenfss and accuracy. 
c;;noo~ and - aaypus would involve 
verlfymg t t correctness ai completeness of the 
reports. This type of audit would require access to 
personal financial records and Iax returns, as well as 
interviews with persons familiar with the filer’s 
financial affairs. 

20. Do you believe regularly scheduled confidential 
random audits for completeness and accuracy 
should be conducted? 

Yes 

b. Difficult to provide [ZI No (Co to 24.) 
(2) 

0 Not difficult to provide 
(2) 

21. Who should be subject lo such audits? (Check 
either yes or no for each type of filer,) 

18. Do ou thin& the level of detail rquired for infor- 
r mat on on the financial interests and holdin 

f 
s of 

spouse and dependent children is appropriate. 

c] Too much information is required 
(1) 

0 The information required is about right 
(2) (Go to 20.) 

Yes No 

a. Members of Congress 

b. Congressional staff members 13 0 
(1) (2) 

c. Congressional candidates 

Not enough information is required d. Legislative branch employees 

Don’t know (Co to 20.) 

19. What changes, if any, do you think are netded in 
the information required for your spouse and de- 

22. Who should perform these audits? 

0 Senate Ethics Committee and House Committee 
(I) on Standards of Official Conduct 

0 Secretary of Senate and Clerk of House 
(2) 

pendent children? (Plcosr expkrin why you fee/ 
thrsc changas a7c needed) GAO 

CPA firm 

DOther ( 1 
(5) Specify 

Don’t know * 

23. Should rhe results of each individual’s audir be 
made public? 

0 Ye5 (Go to 25.) 
(1) 

0 No (Go to 25.) 
c-9 

-5- 
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24. Why don’t you think such audits should be con- 
ducted? (Chrck all r&r agply.) 

Audits aren’t needed 

b? Would be an invasion of privacy 

Would cost too much 

28. Have you informed all your employees (including 
new employees), who arc subject to financial dis- 
closure, about their responsibility to comply with 
the financial disclosure requirements as set forth in 
HouseBenatc rule (P.L. 95-521)? 

0 No (Co to 30.) 
(2) 

29. Please describe how you do this. 

2% If one of your staff members were randomly se- 
lected to have their disclosure report audited for 
completeness and accuracy, to which of the follow- 
in 

f 
should the audit findings be available? (Check 

al that apply. ) 

F? 
Ethics Committee 

Employing Member 

0 Public 
(1) 

Staff member audited 

26. Of what value would the results of an audit of your 
staff member be to you? 

30. Independently of the Ethics Committee, do you 
(personally or through an assistant) determine 
which of your employees are required to file finan- 
cial disclosure reports? 

9 Yes 

0 No (Go to 32.) 
(2) 

31. How do you determine this? 

I 32. Do you (or an assistant) verify that all employees, 
who are required to file, have in fact actually filed? 

27. Who do you believe should be responsible for in- 
forming your staff about public disclosure report- 
ing requirements end monitoring their compliance. 
(Check all that apply. ) 

!? 
Ethics Committee 

0 Employing Member 
(0 

0 Other ( ) 
(1) WWY 

0 Don’t know 
(1) 

ii 
Yes 

FNo ’ 
- 

33. Do you review your employees’ disclosure reports 
to determine whether there are any conflicts of 
interest? 

R 
Yes 

!zNo 

-6- 
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34. How many cmplo ccs from your personal staff 
were required to d Ic a public financial disclosure 
report this year because they were compensated at 
or ttbove the GS-16 level (currently $47,889)? 

Don’t know 

cl None 
w 

cl Employees (Go to 43.) 

Questions 35 to 4Oare intended only for Representa- 
tives. Senators should go directly to question 41. 

35. The law requires that you designate an employee as 
a principal assistant for purposes of ftling a public 
financial disclosure report if you do not have an 
employee compensated at or above the OS-16 level. 
Did you designate one or more principal PSSiStttt’ttS 
for this year’s filing? 

Q 
Yes 

1 ) 
No (Go to 40.) 

36. How many principul assistants did you designate7 

c] One (Go to XL) 
(I) 

0 More than one e cl Principal 
IX) Assistants 

37. Why did you designate more than one principal 
ussirtant? (Check a// that apply.) 

0 same pay 
(1) 

0 Sttmc duties 
0) 

q III potential conflict of interest position 
(1) 

g Other reasons (pleuse speci/v) 

38. What criteria did you use to select your principal 
assistant(s)? (Check (111 that upply.) 

0 High salary 
(1) 

Nature of duties 

0 Other criteria (p/eusc sprci/v) 
(1) 

39. What were the position titles or major duties of the 
employees from your personal staff who filed pub- 
lic financial disclosure reports this year? (Check u// 
thut apply and Go to 41.) 

4 
Office manager/staff director 

( 

4 Press aide 
I ) 

4 Administrative assistant 
0 

0 Legislative assistant 
(1) 

R 
Secretarial/clerical 

9 Counsel 

0 Other (pleura speri/u) 
(I) 

40. Why was a principal assistant not designated for 
this year’s filing? (Check cd/ that upply.) 

Didn’t know it was required 
. 

0 Didn’t feel any staff member had a potential 
(I) conflicl of interest 

0 Other reasons @/euse spcci/y) 
(1) 

-7- 
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The following questions (41.56) solicit your opinions about certain provisions of the existing disclosure law and 
about whether or nor t 

h”r 
should bc changed, For the most part such changes would require additional disclosure 

from reporting individua s. 

41, Currently an individual, paid at or above the salary threshold, going from an execu- 
tive branch agency to a member’s staff must file a disclosure report within 30 days 
of their new employment while an individual moving from a legislative branch 
agency to a member’s staff is not required to file as a new employee. Should the law 
require a new employee filing in both situations? 

42. The law does not require reporting on the interests of adult dependents. Should it? 

43. Should adult dependent’s interests be reported and valued similarly to spouse 
interests7 

44. The law dots not require new employees, candidates, and de endent children to re- 
port gifts including travel, lodging, food or entertainment. S I: ould it? 

4s. The law does not require reporting the total value of individual gifts from one source 
which are valued at less than $35 each. Should it? 

46. The law does not require new employees, candidates, and dependent children to rc- 
port reimbursements. Should it? 

47. The law does not require that a category of value be assigned to reimbursements. 
Should it? 

48. The law does not require individuals to disclose the identity of the partners in a gen- 
eral partnership. Should it? 

49. The law does not spell out how different partnerships (whether general or limited) or 
closely held corporate interests should be disclosed (e.g. partnership set up for hold- 
ing real estate and/or securities as opposed to partnerships set up for trade or busi- 
ness, i.e. a restaurant or hardware store). Should it? 

50. Should 8 reporting individual’s interest in each m and liabilit 
be disclosed for general or limited partnerships an 

casts? 
-3 

and associated 
closely held cor- 

51. The law does not require the disclosure of’inrerest rates as part of the description ot 
a liability. Should it? 

52. The law does not require the reporting of contingent liabilities or status as an en- 
dorser or guarantor of a loan. Should it? 

53. The law requires re rting of pensions from former employers in cases where the 
reporting individua p” has contributed to the pension fund as a former employee. 
Should it? 

J4. The law does not require that spouse and dependent children report non- 
governmental positions. Should it? 

S5. The law does not require the reporting of honorary positions. Should it? 

56. The law does not specify which methods are preferred for valuing different property 
interests. Should it? 

57. NO report is required for earned income received by dependent children. Should it be 
required? 

S8. The law currently requires members without GS-I6 level staff to designate at least 
one principal assistant to file a disclosure report. Would you designate additional 
staff if the law were changed to allow members with GS-I6 level staff to do so at 
their discretion? (Such individuals would be subject to the provisions of the law.) 

-8- 
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39. What improvements do you feel should be made in the public financial disclosure form and/or instructions 10 
rimpllfy or enhance the reportinn of rquired information? 

60. What, if any, l dditionnl information, other than that discussed in questions 41-58, should be required in the law 
to enable the public to monitor conflicts of interest? 

61. Overall, what do you think of the administration of the legislative branch disclosure system? (Heuse inchdesug- 
#estiohc for Improvement based on your observations and experience.) 

-9- 
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We appreciate your taking time fran a busy 
rchedulc to participate u1 thir Burwy. It is 
part of our effort to rtir 

fi: 
tha nun&ted 

requiraamtr of the 1978 tth CI in Cove-t 
Act. Not everyom ir intended to unmix all the 
queetiau. Plsrre follow the “Co to” instructiau 
00 you will only plwer quest&u relevant to 
You. 

Ihe qusrtione bslow rcflact.mly the reporting 
requlrunentr of the Ethics m Wemm?t Act 
of 1978. Indicate your mwere by maklq F 
check (J) nmrk, entering a futbr, or writ 
a brief rmpaue aa appropriate. If ycu tl2i 
mire apace to puwI)r certain queaticna, please 
attach additional 

r 
gel ti indicate to Rich 

question0 they app y. 

Pleaee rehnn,the quertiawire in the 

~k?k!~~lc Eepsito at ( 0 ) 275-5140. 
If you have an{ peetim, 

Again, thank ya, for *r time and cooperation. 

1. NW did ym initi,sll find a& that fi:mcial 
dircloeure reporta w&e available? (Check 
all that apply.) 

a. ltwaq$themdia 

w b. Fmiliarity with the legislation 

LJ 
c. Told by a friend or colleape 

d. Other< ) 
SpeClty 

2. which of the followi 
llhenobtainingthel 30 

d~dtioumxeoent 

dircloeure reports? (Qwck all that 
apply.) 

w 
a. Self 

b. Public interest group 

c. Sgcgcfic idbotry, organization, 

w 
d, tWW&m$ (radio, TV, newspaper, 

H e. Other( ) 
rpeclW 

For Aat pur.mwc%(fl) wqre the financial 
dir(c’!og*n-e nmm-ts ohtained? (aeck all 
that apply.) 

a. Conflict of interest determination 

w h. Net worth estimation 

LJ 
c. Other purpose ( ) 

SpX!lt)f 

Under Title I of the Ethics in Govermm?nt 
Act the follawing groups are required to file 
financial disclosure reports: 

-Senators and Representatives 

-High level ($47,889 per year or mxe) 
congressional staff 

-Designated principal assistants of 
marbers with no high level staff 

-Congressional candidates 

+igh level ($47,889 per year or ax2re) 
employees of legislative branch agencies 

Do you feel that there are an additional 
congressional or legislative t ranch individuals 
who may have positim of sufficient influence 
to warrant their being required to file 
financial disclosure reports? 

M 
Yes 

w No (Go to 6.) 

Please identify the type of positions that you 
had in mind in answermg the previcus questxm. 

. 

‘Ihe act defines hi+ level qloyec?: 1~‘ T_!!*Js? 
ho are c-sated at or above ade 

ff3f 
16 of the 

General Schedule (currently $47, 9 per year), 
and work for mre than 60 days III a calendar 
year. Do you feel that these thresholds are 
appr 

T 
riate for identifying individuals F&IO have 

to fi e, or should they be raised or lowered? 

a* q $47,889 is about right 

$- wxlld be better 

b. D 60 days is about right 

days would be better 
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7. Listed below are the categories of informa’tion which must be disclosed and 
their associated thresholds. For each category pleas9 indicate the follow- 
ing : (A) whether or not the category is necessary asaiming that Fhe purpose 
of financial disclosure is to allow the public to identify potential con- 
flicts of interart and (B) whether you think the associated reporting 

(A) 

information 
calc~ory 

NOI 
Necessary nccesury -- 

I. Income from salary (excluding 
current U.S. Government 
employment 1, pensions and 
honoraria 

b. Income from dividends, imerest, 
rent or capital gains, including 
trwts or other tinancial arrangc- 
menu 

c. Gift5 of transportation, lodging, 
food or entertainment (excluding 
individual gifts valued at $35 or 
Icsrt 

I. Gifts other than transportation, 
lodging, toad. or rntcrtainmcnt. 
(excluding individual gift\ valued 
ar S3S or Icsst 

:. Rcimburwmcms for trawl related 
c\pcnsc\ 

r. Interest in rcrt or personal prop- 
erty. (real estate either held 
individually, jointly or by \irtuc 
of partncr*hip or corporirtc 
arrangcmcnl t 

1. Ssr ing\ accounts or ccrtificaws 
of deposit 

h. Stock\. honds, commodities 
future\, IWICS receivable. CIC. 

I. Liabrtitisk IO an) creditor and rc- 
voh ing charge accounts 

j. Purchaw, sale or exchange in real 
property, stocks, bonds, com- 
modities futures or other forms of 
security 

I 
. 

(B) 

Current About 
hrcshold right -m 

Sloe 

Sloe 

s2so 

$100 

$250 

st,ooo 

SJ.000 

$I.ooo 

0 

Threshold 
should be 

S- 

cl s- 

0 f- 

0 s- 

0 

0 

-0 

0 

sto,ooo 0 

Sl,O 0 

S- 

f- 

Y- 

S- 

s- 

S 
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8, Dirclowre report filers current1 rmst 
provide infommtiar regarding 6u x 
positicns held ae: 

-Officer -Proprietor 

-Director -Representative 

-TNatee +wloyee, M 

-Partner 4alsultant 

of any: or other: 

4Wporation -Business enterprise 

-Firm -Ncnprofit organization 

-Partnership -labor organization 

or other institution other than the U.S. 
gcYvemu?nt. 

Please indicate tiether or not you think 
disclosure of such infornWion IS necessary 
to elk for the identification of potential 
conflicts of interest. 

u Not neceeeery 

9. Filers of disclosure reports are also required 
to provide informptian describing any agree- 
ments or arrangenmts with respect to: 

-Future -1-t 

-A leave of absence during period of Govem- 
sent service 

-C%ntinuation of payments by fomrx employers 
or 

--Ccntiming 
welfare or 

rticipation in an errployee 
i&e* fit plan maintained by a 

fotmrr employer . 

Please indicate *ether or not you think 
disclosure of such information is necessary 
to allow for the identification of 
potential conflicts of interest. 
- 

M 
tkceesary 

w 
Not necear3aty 

10. 

11. 

12. 

Current requirgncnts also call for disclosing 
informatia, on the financial interests and 
holdings of spuse and dependent children. 
Please indicate &ether or not you think the 
disclosure of such information 15 necessary 
to allow for the identificaticm of potartial 
conflicts of interest. 

Necessary 

R Not necessary (Go to 13.) 

Ib you think the level of detail required for 
information on the financial interests and 
holdings of spouse and dependent children is 
appropriate? 

R 
Too such infomation is required 

7; ~f~~tion required is about right 

Not enough information is required 

M Don’t knw (Go to 13.) 

timat than es, 
in the 

if any, do you think are needed 
in onnstion f 

~~;e’:ef~zt%l~~~ dependent children. 
feel these changes are needed.) 

The Ethics in Govern-t Act requires GAO to study 
the need for randan audits of public financial 
disclosure reports for ccnpleteness and accuracy. 
Completeness and acCuracy audits wovld involve 
verrfymg the correctness and completeness of the 
reports. This type of audit would require access to 
perscmal financial records and tax returns, as.wall 
as interviews with persons f;rmiliar with the filer’s 
financial affairs. I 
13. Do you believe regularly scheduled confidential 

random audits for completeness and accuracy should 
be conducted? 

R 
Yes 

No (Go to 17.) 
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14. Ho bould be mbject to such audita? 
(&acJteitherpormforec&type 
of filer.) 

yes% 

a. Mfmberr of Cangmw 
ww 

b. Ga&rereional rtaff 

wu 

c. CuJreedtaal 

wu 

d. Iegirlative brmch 
anplw- 

ww 

15. Who should perform these audita? 

L? 
Senap Ethics Ccmittee end kye 
zee al SW& of off1cla1 

w 
Secretary of !3enate and Clerk of House 

w CPA finn 

I;;;) 
Other ( 1 

Specify 

rkm’t kvlw 

16. Should the results of each individual’s 
audit be nude public? 

u 
Yea (Co to 18.) 

17. khy don’t you think such audits should be 
conducted? ((heck all that apply.) 

w 
Audits aren’t heeded 

Would be an invasicn of privacy 

M hbuld cost too mch 

H Other (please specify) 

18. Copies of trust imtrunmte for qualified blind 
ttuste, a list of assets initial1 
the trust and a list of assets 
placed in trust or sold are available to 
public for examination, although not as part 
of financial disclosure reporta? 

Were you awre of this availability? 

M Yes 

w 
No (Go to 20.) 

19. have you ever requested any of these docmmts? 
-- 

M 
Yes (Co to 21.) 

w 
No (co to 21.) 

No (co to 18.) 
20. Would you have requested any of these documents 

if you had knom they were available? 

w 
Yes . 

Q 
No 

w 
Don’t know 

21. Do you think these documnts should be 
part of the financial disclosure reports? 

w 
Yes 

w 
No 

M 
Ihl’t know 
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22. Currenti) an inditdual, paid a~ or abo\r the \alar! thrc\hold. going l’rom an C’WYU- 
II\C brunch agency IO a member’\ \tal’l mu\t Vile a disclo\urc report within 30 da)\ 
OI their neu ~mploymenr *Me an mdi,idual mo\ mg Irom a Icgi\kui\c branch 
agency IO a membrr’\ \tal’t’ is noI rsquired to lilt a\ a nc~ cmploycc. Should 111c Ia\\ 
rrqutrr a nc\\ cmplo!cr I’illng in hot h 41 uatlon\‘? 

23. The Ia\\ does noI rcquuc reporting OII ~hc I~ICIZ\I\ 01 itdull dcpcndcnt\. Should II’? 

24. Should adult dependent’s interests be reported and valued similarly IO spouse 
imctc,t+? 

25. The la* doe\ not require nru rmploycc\, candidatcj, L ,tnd dependent children to me- 
port gifts tncludtng travel, lodging, food or rntcrtammcnt, Should it? 

26. ‘The lau does not require rcportiny the total \aliic 01 indn idual git’l\ t’rom one #ourcc 
which are valued at less than $35 each. Should it? 

27. The lau doe\ not require ncu employee\, candidate\, and depcndcm chtldrcn II) rc- 
port rrimburscmrnts. Should it? 

28, The law does not require that a category 01' \aluc hc ~\QWXI II) IL'I~I~UIWIIICIII~. 

Should il? 

29. The law does not require indl\rdual\ to disclo\c ~hc I~LWIII) ol IIIC paltncr\ 111 a gcn- 
eral partnership. Should it? 

30. ‘The law does not spell out how dillercnt par~nc~ \hlp\ (\\ hcther gcnc~al or limited) or 
closely held corporate interest\ should hc d~\clorcd (c.g. partncr\hip WI up lot hold- 
ing real e~lak! and/or securities a\ oppo+cd IO pa~tncr\hip\ WI up lor trade or hu\~- 
near, i.e. a rc\laurant or hardwarr QOIC). Should II? 

3 1 , Should a reporting indikidual’r intcrc’\t III each u AIIJ Ilnhilit\ ;~IICI ;I\WCI;II~ 
ILBnSBCljOn) be disclosed l’or ycncral or limited pnrtllzl\hi~;llJlorcl! held c‘or- 
porate tnleresls? 

32. The law does not require the discburc ot Inlcrc\r ra~c\ a\ part ol the ~~\LTI~IIWI 01 
a liability. Should it? 

33. The law does not require the rrporttng 01 cont~npcnt hahtlillc\ OI \t;uu\ i\\ an cn- 
dormer or guarantor ol a loan. Should II’? 

34 . The law requires reporting oV pensions Iron1 lot IW cmplo!~~ \ in LAWI \\ IICIC t hc 
reporting individual has contributed to the pcnr~on tund a\ it IOI IWI ~n~plo!cc. 
Should it? 

35. The law does not require that spout and dcpcndcnl chlldrcn IL*~OI I INNI-. 
governmental positions. Should it? 

36. The law does not require the reporting of’ honorary position\. Should it? 

38. NO report ir required for earned income rccclbrd h! dvpcnd~~t &~lJr~n. \hould II IW 

required? 

-5- 
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of different financial discloaum vtr you obtained 
te boxes. Distinguish those requested through tie meil 

ln 
P- 

40. How mny of the financial disclosure 
reporta you requested in 

lrl%iF were providedtoyouattha 

Dws rot apply, 
did not request 
reports in 
per- 

u All w 

u M3oet w 
w Sam? kJ 
u Nax? w 

41. tit was the explanation given (if any) 
for not providing the requested reports? 

42. 

43. 

Tll Tll 
pereon pereon 

w w 
mil mil 

HaJsEoFltEEmmm~ HaJsEoFltEEmmm~ 

lheir lheir 
mployees of CBO, GPO, Library Of mployees of CBO, GPO, Library Of 

243ngrees- 243ngrees- House House Ccmgmss, Botanic Gardens, Architect Ccmgmss, Botanic Gardens, Architect 
Ilam Ilam staffs staffs candidates candidates of the Capitol of the Capitol 

For the financial disclosure reports you 
&at was the typical him 

mng your request and receiving 
the reprte? 

u Lkxs not apply, did 
gtm;uest reports !J 

w 
less than 7 days 

w 

w 7 - 13 days 

w 14 - 20 days . R 

M 
21 days or mre 

w 

Were the ree ctive Senate anil House offices 
evenh~elly a r le to provide you with copies 
of all the reports ycm requested? - 

Yes 

LJ Does not apply, ncme 
requested Q 
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44. 

45. 

For draw report4 yw hmm not nch4 
(if any), what rmaau wire given? 

46. 

In addition to ycuraf3lf, how mQI other8 
mde sane we of the qxific 1 9L 
diecloure repmtr you obtained. 

cl b&x of other8 &to u04d report8 

Do you anticipate request’ 
T 

fi.nmcial 
disclosure reports to be fl ed next year? 

FI7 
Definitely (Co to 48.) 

Q 
Probably (Go to 48.) 

L? 
Probably not 

M 
Definitely not 

47. why don’t you think you vi11 request dieclosure reports next year? 

68. mat inQrw8nlen te do you feel thould be mnde i? the public- ! inancial disclosure form and/or 
imtructiuu to rinpllfy or ehmcc the reprtlng of required information? 

4Q. tit, if 9, additiaial infonnetion, other than that discussed in questions Z-3$, should be 
raqulrad UI the lw to enable the public to monitor conflicts of interest? 
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STATE SECRETARY QUESTIONNAIRE 

In8tructions 

t4xt of the questions require 
filling in a number, per-t, or dollar 
value. m otkrs only a check (4 
mark1snsceasai-y. Inafewcasesa 
kief written response is needed. If 
youcmtMewer the questions in the 
space provided, please attach additional 
pages, prqxrly numbring each reap3nse 
-ding to the question tc which it 
applies. 

Please anplete the guesticnnaire 
an3 return it, ufdng the enveloQ pm- 
vided, within the next 2 eeks. StKalld 
ycu need any assistance or clarification 
ca&15Mri Pasguale Esposito at (202) 

- . 

State Code ml 

1. For each of the following categories 
of individuals indicate how many die- 
closure reports your office received 
from the Secretary of the U.S. Senate 
and Clerk of the U.S. House of Rep- 
raaentativea during calendar year 
1979. 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

Senators from your state? 

Candidates for Senator from 
your state? 

Representatives from your 
rtate? 

Candidate8 for Repreaenta- 
tive from your state? - . .---- _.- ..- --. __..- 

Please indicate on a separate attachment ’ 
the name of each individual for whom YOU 
have received a disclosure report and the 

received the report. ___._ ----. _ _.- .-- -.- 

2. How long will these public financia 
disclosure reports be retained by 
your off ice? 

Year (8) 

m*t know, policy not yet established 

3. Ixes your off ice row keep or intend to keep 
ream% of the request5 made by the public 
for copies of the disclosure reports? 

Yes 

6. 

7. 

a. 

How many requests for disclosure re- 
ports did your office receive during 
calendar year 19797 (If your office 
does not keep records please provide 
an estimate.) 

Requests 

What percent of the calendar year 
1979 requests were walk-in and what 
percent came through the mail or by 
telephone? 

a, Walk-in requests 

b. Mail and telephone re- 
quests 

What percent of the calendar year 
1979 requests came from out of 
state? 

0 

What percent of the calendar year 
1979 requests were made by each of 
the following groups? 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

e. 

Journalists 

Public interest groups 

Private citizens 

Other ( ) - a 
swcW 

Other ( )- % 
specify 

What informtion, if any, do :UL! now require 
or plan to require of prssns’ requesting 
disclosure reports before filling their 
requests? (Check all that apply.) . 

a. None 

- b. Name 

c. Address 

- d. Employer/occupation 

e. Intended use 

f. Other ( ) 
specify 

g. Other ( 1 
.:pecify 

Please enclose a copy of the form re- 
questors are required to complete if one 
is used. - __ 
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9. 

10. 

11. 

. 

12. 

Are requesters required t0 pay for 
awie8 of Uiscloaure report47 

Yes 

No (GO to 11.) 

HOW much per report 
requertors charged? 

4 per report . 

6 per page . 

or per page are 

HOW long does it usually take be- 
tween the time mail requests are 
received and the requested reports 
are mailed out? 

1 day 

2-3 day8 

4-5 dayn 

6-10 day8 

More than 10 daya 

Section 104(e) of Title I of the 
Ethic8 in Government Act Of 1978 
states that it is illegal for any 
person to obtain or ume a dis- 
clorure report- 

for any unlawful purpose: 

for any commercial purpose 
other than by new8 and communi- 
cations media for dioremination 
to the general public; 

for determining or establishing 
the credit rating of any indi- 
viduali or 

for use, directly or indirectly, 
in the solicitation of money 
for any political, charitable, 
or other purpose. 

Doe8 your office inform requestore 
of these atatutory restrictions? 

NO (GO to 14.) 

13. Please describe the means used by 
your office to inform requestors of 
the restrictions on the use of dis- 
closure reports. 

14. Has any attempt been made to publi- 
cize the availability of disclosure 
reports in your state? (Check all 
that apply.) 

No attempt 

Radio 

Television 

Print media 

Other ( ) 
specify 

_ _ -_- - 
Please enclose a copy of any publicity 
materials used, if available. . - __.-. -- 

15. Has your office ever received an 
inquiry from any Federal offices 
regarding the public availability 
of such reports? 

No (Go to 17.) 

Yes, from ( 1 
specify 

16. What were the reasons for the Federal 
inquiry? 

. 
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Dm't kNBJ 

19.uMthaqmcebelowtDlK4keany~ 
tialalobnn5tiauor-tr~ 
thinkararrlsMnttithmpicof 
public financial diacloaura raprting. 

20.P1eanpmvidoth0nmmandF4memms3ar 
of pamal in yarr offica vho can 
an0warany&lditional~tiau,ulsmay 
havaaIthiat@.c. 

Before returnirq the questionnaire 
please be sure that the request& 
materials are erclosed includinq: 

a. Attachmnt indicating naws 
and dates, Mmdxx5 of Conqrcss 
and candidates disclosure rr 
ports were received. 

b. A copy of the fom wed b re- 

c. A mpy of any elicity mtcrials 
us&. 

d. A copy of any instructions re- 
ceived fm the Secretary of 
the Senate CX Clerk of the 

_.--- -I_-. ._-.. __- 
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Instructions 

Ann*n the follcwing questions by mkiny a check ( ) 
mark, filling in the appropriate nmbar, or writing 
a brief statmmt.Asn necessary. 1fyoucahrot 
Mnarthsqurationsinthespaceprov~~,pledse 
attsch additional paps, properly numbering each re- 
8fKWW aCC0X-d~ to th#~Stion tD'&ich it applies 
Plesseaxmdinate thecarpletion Of this survey with 
any other organizations in jmr State if they can 
better provide answrs tocerbin questions. Return 
the ccnp1et.d gueetimnairc in the envelope provided 
within 2 t+s&8. If ycu have any questions contact 
Mr. Pssquale Esposito at (202) 275-5140. 

state cxAe 

1. l&hat type Of fihsncialdisclosure reports are 
branch of your State 

(For this and 
follcwihg C&mstions 00nsider State level officials 
only,8 mt Ulunty, city or other low3 level 
jurl8dlctlcfks. ) .a 

a. Legirlators -- -. 
b. candidates for 

ElectiveOffice --m 
c. Iagislative branch 

arployaell -- - 

d. Other: mm - 
( ) 

gpacifY 

(If rr~ disclosure is required of legislatiw 
kmmch officials or candidates go directly 
to que8ticm 18.) 

All State level legislative tp-anch 
employees are required to file. 

Only those at or above salary/grade - threshDlds nust file. (Indicate 
threstold salary or salary at thres- 
hold grade) 

2. What criteria are used to detexmine which 
legislative ixanch e@oyees mist file a 
disclosure report? (Check all that apply 
and provide acklitiohal infomation requested.) 

D.XS hot apply--legislative taanch 
- gnployees are mot required to file. 

5 (per Y-0 

Q-Ly those in certain positions or with 
certain responsibilities are required to 
file. (Specify nature of positions or 
responsibilities) 

3. Bow often are legislators and legislative branch 
arployees required to file financial disclosure 
reports? 

Legislative Branch 
LesiSm mployees 

Every6mnths 

Annually 

Every2years * 

Ottwx interval 

(specifYI 

toes not apply 
nc disclosure 
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4.Mwfemylag1slatiMwInchoffir~s fild 
clb&mre m &ring Cal& year 19791 
(fx.erthaappLcQriAtelnsnberin~0ftha 

a balm.) 

t&-of Official 

a. Legis1stDre 

b. Car&da- for EZlectiva Office - 

c. Idgislative km& mployeea 

d.Othex( 
(SpecifY) 

) - 

GiWisrequiraltDmdre kmamMdatial8 ahxt 
the need for adits of public financial discloeure 
rqmta. Ingenm-altmtypmofulitsddbe 
zzE---utlitmforocnplctensllatiaxxlraEy 

detadne unflict5 of interest. 
mthvKalldtaperfornmdbyaindspedentgrcup 
mdwcllldkeinadditlontomywrpaniaoryrwiew 
ofdiaclosuxereqxts. Rn-UlepupoeesofWs 
questiamaire,nwiawtoverifythatallnecessary 
itamcm ad.i8closure~are filledoutand 
thnt tlmre are m ol3vicue inamristmcUm or mis- 
lntmpret.aticma of ine~ims are mt cmsidered 
adits. 

oaIQht6Kms and aaxuacY audits InuJl~ 
vmiflcam that tha lnformatia~ in the dieclosure 
mportwalJ~ectsdthatnoadaitiolIalinforma- 
tim6lxxldhavebeanrepartedtutw6mitted. 
Thistypeofmditcanrequkeacceeet0persma.l 
flnamial recorde, +23x returne, iml lnteviews with 
peraolle fanllar wlththe film's financial affairs. 

OxlflictOf inmx!stmdite inwlvea 
anDIuianoftheFnformation~int.he 
d.le&wre report wltb the fik's job duties 
andrasponeibilittien. Adetennimttitid 
ymc4"yd"tE4bu~t- or not any omflicts of 

* 

5. Are any aditeof legislative hranchdisclosure 
remrtsmrrentlv~fomk3dinwurStateona 
regularly iwhe5uiG basis? p2hid~ all that 
wP1Y.j 

No dta areaxxbcted. (Co toquestion 15.) 

Audltsarecmlyamcbctd inresponeeto 
-specific allegationsoranplaints. (Go to 

queeticn 15.) 

&ularly echeduled UxQleteness and 
- Kmlry ald.lta axe -ted. 

F!egularly scheduled omfli& of interest 
-aldltaare-ted. 

6. Are these adits of legislative Iranch dlscloaure 
reports Bpeclfically required by-State ethfcs/ 
discl.ofmrelaw8orrequlations? 

Ye9 

No, kut the intent/legislative hiPtory of 
-the relevant laws clearly call8 for thm. 

No,hltthqft!avebF#sl&-Mbe 
- necessary try the State office chargd with 

inplmmtingthelegislation. 

7. Please describe txiefly the reagnswhyaditp 
oflegislatiw3lmmchfi.nancialdlscloDure reports 
are condIEted In pur state. 

Cu@&enesaalldAccuracy: 

Omflict of Interest: 

8. How many audits of legislative kmnch disclosure 
reports were cxxducted during calender year 19791 
(t%ter the apprcpriatenuker in eachof th9 
Ima?s bdow.) 

TweofWt 
Echpleterws Conflict of 

cateqxy gf Official and Ascut-acy Intereat 

a. Legislators 

b. Candidates for 
Elective Office 

c. Legislative 
h-artch glplpY-= 

d. Other 
( ) 

specify 

-- 
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9. If ms of the ~8tqdes of legislative lrmch 
officials slum in c&mMal 8 8re adit4xl and 
otherslusnot,pleasesrg?lakr~rsuons~. 

axlQl~ss and Aaxrracyi 

Ckmflict of Intexestr 

1o.At-ethsseiu.kws-by~talm 
peivata orqarhatlfms? 

a. czalpleteness and Jtixxlrscy Audits: 

mes not ?&ply-this type of audit 
- not aulactd 

czwemmntal 

Private 

b. culflict of Interest JuditE: 

Does not q&-thla type Of aulit 
-not-ted 

Govamwmtal 

Privata 

11. Wmt is the nam of the organization(s) that 
am%&(s) adits of your State's flnarddl 
cliscloaure r-7 

a. Cka~~lsteMIa and auwacy tits: 

12. ~tely kc41 my staff years were axpenaea 
tyJ~~Qmlaml parsoilnel ln Cal- year 1979 

a. oarpletenaes ad aauracy aulito: 

Staff years 

b. conflict Of interest axlits: 

Staff Year8 

13.whatwnsthstoiduMtfOrmdttsQlring 
cal6r3ar par 19791 

a. CB@etmees and acaxacy auditi: 

$ 

b. Conflict of interast adits: 

$ 

Pleasemcl0searqryof theprcc=Uresor 
adit progranr asaclatdl !dltJl these audits. 

14. Are the results of i.tuAiW's f&its available 
totheplblic? 

a. Ccapletenees awl accuracy aaditrrr 

me8 not aEply--thiP typ Of awlit 
- not cadrted 

YeS 

No 

b. Conflict of lnterwt adits: 

nxsnotq&-thistypeofaudit 
-notaltact& 

YeS 

No 

15. If rqularly echeQlea alalts of le#sli¶tl.ve 
tm4nd-1 aiscloeure repxts are not arrantly 
cfxbductea, is it likely they will bf! In the 
future? 

b. Conflict of interest audits: 
PfmofAudit 

. isonpletaness culflict f 
am3Aualr~ xntoaes(: 

-notaclplY 
SocbEarditsare 
currmtlycan- - 

oeflnit8ly yes 

p-=blY yes 

uncertain 

Probably no 

Definitely Ix) 
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-- 

lqialative lnncb fizmcial diacloeure refvkts 
01 lwt udited for axlflict of intere8t. 
Plm8e indicate tb relati hQort&nce of 
e&l In ttnuwof Yax s&. 

--- 

18.&e any audits of executive hrMChdiaclOsW@ 
reports curr~tlyperf0rmd in ycUr StateOn 
a regularly scheciuledbasis? (Chsck all that 
4PlY.) 

19. 

20. 

Does not apply--financial disclosure is 
- not reouired in the csecutive branch 

co to guestll3n 20.) 

No audits are oonducted (Go to question 
- 20.) 

-Audits at-eon1 conducted in response to 
ry specific al egations or amplaints. 

(03 tcJ question 20.) 

Regularly echedulfxl ccnpleteness arid 
- a,czalracy auditr sre wnducted 

Rfqularly scheduled conflict of irkerest 
- audits are Wnauclted 

Plea53 describe kiefly the reasons why audits 
of executive brarxh financial disclosure reprts 
are wnducted in yau State. 

anpletmessam3Accuracy: 

Omflict of Interest: 

Are any audits of 'udicial ixamh disclosure 
reports currently psr olmd AjZ Stateon 
a regularly scheduled basin? (Check all that 
apply.) 

mes not apply--financial disclosure is 
~rwtrequired in the judicial Lmnch 

(Co to question 22.1 

No audits are mnducted (Go to question 22.) 

Audits are only wnducted in response to 
- specific allegations or axplaints (Co to 

cpesticm 22.) 

Regularly scheduled cmpleteness and 
-accuracy audits area3nducted. 

Regularly scheduled conflict of interest 
-audits are conducted. 
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Bnflict. of Interostr 

22. Pled, SUMWiu yay tixwghta on the value of 
audits of dirloaure rep-t6 to: 

a. themblic 

mQle8tatessandMxurscyr 

Conflict of Inter~tt 

b. filers’ suDerviwr6 

ccmpletmesscmd~acyr 

Cu-bflict of Interest: 

23. Doas yxr orgmization fall within One Of the! 
kmlndJesofStat.egDvenmen t or is it indepen- 
clerk? 

- legislative ixanh 

exemltive lxxGch 

judicial imnch 

--t 

24. Please indicate the nmz and pbne number of 
person(s) in ycur office Ghan wB may contllct 
5kuld it be necessary to obtain ixMitl0nal 
infomation. 

Wane) 

PknW 
Please exclo5e acqyof the relevant State 
ethics/cUs&mre law(s). 

c. ethicm officials 

calplat4mssm!4lAccuracyr 
. 

Qnflict of Intamat: 
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Did you fill out ycur mm 
disclosure report this year 
or did sawane else assist 

s 
inthepreparatimofyaur 
form? (Qledkallthat 
WPlY.) 

l4mbers of cmgr -- coqmssim 
8erlate l-ksi senate Bxse agencies cardidates 

I prepared themmyself 12.0 
I was assisted by: 

Anattorney 18.0 
Anacamtant 36.0 
Staff . 64.0 
Saneone else 8.0 

41.5 93.5 100.0 98.1 76.9 

4.0 1.1 
16.1 1.7 0.3 16.9 
43.1 1.7 7.4 

3.2 3.1 1.6 1.1 



TABLE3 

Disclosure FWms Should E3e Available&fore 

thehy15 3?ilingIhe Lkte 

Legislative branch gcployees 
Legislative 

Menhrsofcxlnyress ~branch oongressicM.1 
senate senate Hcuse agencies carddates 

Hmfarin advanceofthe 
lo 
0 

May 15 filing deadline 
shouldthereportingforms 
and instructicns be sent 
outtoallowreasawble 
tine fortheircaqletim? 

l-3 es 2.1 6.9 4.9 1.5 4.6 
4-6keelcs 31.2 51.7 55.7 65.8 54.1 
7-9 weeks . 33.3 21.1 27.9 24.6 22.2 

lo-12weeks 20.8 15.1 8.2 5.9 15.0 
13-15M 6.2 1.3 - 1.1 1.2 
16-26weeks 4.2 3.9 3.2 1.1 3.0 

52 weeks 2.1 

Nate: Columsdomttotalduetoraurding. 

14.3 
67.5 

1.9 
10.7 

2.5 
3.1 

* 



TABLE4 

Saxoe of assistance 

Naxrequested 
\D zzecretaryofthe 
P senate 

se-late Ethics 
CuIInittee 

ClerkoftheBuse 
House Ethics camlittee 

Legislativebrand~l~ 
Legislative 

Senate 
-branch 
agetxies 

56.9 69.4 78.8 88.7 93.5 75.7 

7.8 1.6 3.4 0.5 

43.1 1.6 18.0 5.6 
9.6 - 1.1 3.2 9.0 

28.6 - 10.3 0.8 
2.0 3.2 4.8 3.2 14.3 

c 
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Leqislative branch mplqees 
Legislative 

mlher?s of mqr Qxqressicnal 
8enate mzzi Eienate muse aqemies czardidam 

Emmanyhours~dycu 
estinetewererequired 
toprepareya3r1980 

\o 
P repart? 

Lesslzhan1halr 13.7 11.5 7.8 34.8 19.7 
lbur 19.4 34.4 38.4 36.6 
2lmurs 7.8 23.4 32.8 16.1 21.0 

34 knlrs 19.6 17.0 17.2 5.7 18.3 
5-10 hcurs 27.4 17.1 7.9 4.9 3.8 

OverlO hours 31.4 11.5 - 0.6 

8.4 
26.4 
24.7 
16.9 
11.3 
12.4 

t 



TABLE8 

Fmpodents' m&s IIxur?red to cmply 
. with1980FiliIqRequlranents 

Legislativebrakhmplqees 
Legislative 

MeI&Ers ofczmqress Cbgressional 
Senate senate lmlse agencies cardida- 

Total costs for amply- 
irq with the 1980 filing 
requirements 

to ul 
unde?c $100 
$loo-$~ 
$201-$500 
over $500 

72.5 

4.0 
13.7 
9.8 

82.9 92.2 98.6 
4.4 4.7 0.7 
6.7 1.6 0.7 
3.6 1.6 
2.4 - 

94.4 
3.1 
2.5 

74.7 
20.8 

0.6 

3.9 



APPENDIX I 

m 

3 ‘3 

APPENDIX I 

96 



APPENDIX I APPENDIX I 

m . 
;r: 



Disclosure category 

Rwrbursements for travel 
related expenses 

Interestinrealorper- 
-1 property (real 

\D 
co estate either held i&i- 

vidually, jointly, or by 
virtue of partnership or 
corporate arrarqemnt) 

Savings accum ts or cer- 
tificates of deposit 

stocks, bonds, camodi- 
ties futures, notes re 
ceivable, etc. 

Liabilitiestoanycred- 
itorandrevolvixq&arge 

Fumhase, sale, or ex';- 
+qei.nr-l~y, 
stccks, bonds, CQmudi- 
tiesfutures,orother 
form of security 

TABLE 10 (axlt.) 

Legislative branch eqloyees 
Legislative 

rwnbers of Congress branch Congressiaml m H 
sermte SeMte aqencies audidates 

Net. Dif. Net. Dif. Net. Dif. K&c. Dif. Net. Dif. E&c. Dif. G -- -- -- -- -- -- 

49.0 27.1 58.9 19.8 69.4 16.4 57.3 5.9 81.0 9.4 59.2 23.3 93.4 

82.0 22.4 

71.4 - 

* 

78.4 21.9 74.2 17.5 79.2 13.0 84.9 10.5 84.5 15.4 98.7 

62.9 4.2 61.3 5.6 49.6 4.7 57.8 2.7 68.0 6.1 92.0 

93.9 6.3 87.7 13.3 73.0 10.7 83.6 8.0 89.1 11.4 87.6 12.8 97.3 

82.0 8.3 78.0 15.7 79.4 10.7 69.5 10.9 75.7 9.2 67.4 15.9 94.6 

88.0 19.1 84.1 19.2 69.8 17.9 82.2 8.4 86.9 17.8 82.2 18.4 



TABU 10 (amt.) % 
: 

Iegislativebrardesrployem 2 
x&?gislative z 

- of oargress 
Eamte Semite aqencies 

-AZ' ff"" x 
l-4 

Net. Dif. Nsc. Dif. NC. Dif. Net. Dif. t&?c. Dif. Net. Dif. Net. -v-------- -- 

(percent) 

Disclosurecateqmy 

Disclceurerqortfilers 
mKn!ntly mJst provide in- 
formtimregardingpc6i- 
tions held other than U.S. 
goverrpnentalpositions. 85.1 15.2 

No filersofdisclcsurere- 
\o ports are also iequired 

to pmpide infomatim 
describing any agree- 
mnts or arrwts 
regardbg futureemplay- 
merit, a leave of abezxe 
duringpericdof Goverw 
mnt service, rxrhnua- 
tionofpaywntsby 
formerenployers, oram- 
tinuingparticipationin 
an errployeewelfareor 
bnefit plan mintabed 
byafomerenployer. 81.3 13.6 

Currentrequiremnts 
also call for disclosing 
informationonthe finan- 
cial interests and hold- 
ings of spouse andde 
pendentchi1dren. 50.3 43.5 

85.8 1.1 88.9 - 88.8 3.8 96.4 3.3 82.7 20.5 98.7 

81.8 12.6 84.1 7.3 81.6 3.6 88.8 7.8 69.5 23.5 96.2 

57.9 31.4 50.8 25.0 51.6 19.0 

c 



TABIS 11 

h5pudents'~inia?sontheLevelofbtailRequiredForSpuse 

DeperldentChildrenDisc1osure 

LegislativebraMh~loyees 
Legislative 

MeIb?rsofaxqr 
Ekz 8enate Hame 

branch 
senate agencies 

Doyouthinkthe 
level of detail re- 
quixed for infoma- 
tiorlonthefinan- 
cial interests and 
holdingsofspcuse 
anddeperxl~tchild- 
ren is apropriate? 

Too mch infor- 
mtionis re- 
quired. 44.7 , 

The information 
requiredis 
abut right. 51.1 

Not enmgh infor- 
n-aticmisre- 
quired. 

JlonotkrKw. 4.3 

36.8 41.3 32.1 22.8 

45.0 41.3 45.4 50.7 

2.1 - 1.8 1.7 
16.1 17.5 20.6 24.8 

. 



TZJBLE 12 

Legislative branch enplqees 
Lqislative 

Mrs of Congress branch Congressional Report 
Senate Senate House agencies Candidates U- 

Imozlefransalary 
(excllJdingcurrent 
U.S. tlav-t em- 
ployment 1, pensi-, 
and hmoraria. 

z 
$l(JO 48.9 

P $200-$500 27.7 
$1,ooo-$5,~ 23.4 

66.5 58.2 59.6 50.1 52.9 85.9 
15.6 18.1 19.0 15.2 13.2 7.7 
17.9 23.7 21.4 34.6 33.8 6.4 

In<xme from divi- 
dends, interest, 
rent, or capital 
gains(includiRg 
trusts or other 
financialarEuqe- 
-). 

under $100 
$100 
$200-$500 
$501-$999 
$1,ooo-$5,~ 

50.0 
30.4 

19.6 

62.3 53.6 53.9 44.3 
14.4 19.7 21.2 19.4 

23.3 26.8 25.0 36.5 

59.6 
12.8 

2.8 
24.8 

2:: 
5.3 

4.0 



Gifts of tranqmr- 
tdicn,laJgincJ, . foodoreneeam- 
lTE!nt(exclwing 
individmlgifts 
valwd at $35 or 
less). 

uI&r $100 
w 
0 $lcxk$160 
h) $250 

$35w54m 
ml-$999 
$l,ooo-$7,~ 

Giftsotherthan 
transpasrtation, 
lodging,food,or . 
- (a- 
eluding individual 
giftsvaluedat 
$35 or less) 

$10-W 
$100 
S2ow~ 
$1,~$5,000 

b 

TABIE 12 (cont.) 2 

Leqislativebrarxzh~loyees z H 
Legislative x 

Meeersofccngress bran& o=ngrfrssid Repart l-4 
senate SerBte muse aqerxzies car&dates m 

(-) 

58.1 
34.9 

7.0 

56.5 
41.3 

2.2 

0.5 1.8 - 3.6 
2.3 5.3 4.1 8.7 

67.7 73.7 72.6 66.7 
19.8 14.1 16.2 6.9 

0.7 
9.7 5.3 7.0 13.3 

1.8 2.4 3.3 
73.5 74.5 72.2 72.5 
21.4 20.0 20.5 13.2 

5.1 3.6 4.9 11.0 

6.8 
12.0 27.0 
75.9 60.8 

5.3 4.1 

6.8 1.4 

5.5 
76.6 87.9 
16.0 5.5 
7.3 1.4 % 

;5: 

2 
x 
n 
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savings aaxnmts ar 
certificates of 
deposit 

umkr $llm 
$1#~3,ooo 
$5,000 
$lO,OOO-$25,000 
Over $25,000 

-,bcnds,- 
ndities futures, 
mtes receivable, 
etc. 

under $250 
$25w500 
$l,ooo 

S~,~S~,ooO 
$5,001-$10,000 
over $10,000 

Liabilities to any 
creditor and rexmlv- 
ingdmqea-ts 

uder $l,ooo 
$1,~$5,ooo 
$10,ooo 
$15,00+$25,000 
Over $25,000 

TARE 12 (cont.) 

Legislative branch mployees 
Legislative 

IWkers of &mqress branch 
0enate SeMte 8ouse agglcies 

4.7 
90.5 

4.8 

67.4 * 
27.9 
4.7 

17.1 
82.9 

0.5 
5.5 

82.5 
10.5 
1.0 

0.4 
78.8 
17.5 

1.9 
1.4 

0.5 
9.3 

87.3 
2.9 

4.2 3.3 
83.3 81.1 
12.5 15.6 

81.1 
13.2 
5.7 

82.7 
13.6 

2.8 
0.9 

19.1 
80.3 

12.4 
84.8 

2.0 
1.0 

4.0 
76.6 
16.4 

3.0 

1.6 
0.7 

67.9 
23.2 
4.4 
2.2 

0.7 
10.5 
82.1 

6.0 
0.7 
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mEI.E 13 
. 

v wm Felt lhat Maitiaml Feeitiau3 S-KnJla 

8e8ubjecttoFirrancialoisclosure~ 

Iegislative branch enployees 

Hesm?m of ocngress -?iEzr= w . 
1m 

senate mume 8mate x3aise --- aqerxziwi caExli&tes - 

CrdertitleIofthe 
EeiasinGaverrmartAct, 
tk5lBlhhg 
rer&rdtofiX 
cial disclceure repcrts: 

-8scmtors and mpesen- 
tatives. 

4iig+A?vel($47,889per 
yearornKxe) axqres- 
siaml staff. 

-Desiqatedprinci.@as- 
sistantsoft4mkerswith- 
aJthic&-levelstaff. 

--CXngressid car&dates. 

--Hi*level($47,889per 
yearormre)ei@qwszs 
of legislative brand 
agencies. 

Do you feelthatthereare 
additicmalaxqressiamlor 
legislativebrarx%individ- 
ualswhomayhavepositicns 
of sufficient influence to 
warranttheirbeixqre- 
quired to file fimncial 
disclceurereports? 
(yes -spa=-) 5.9 6.8 16.0 11.9 8.3 10.9 30.4 
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Thelawdoesnotre- 
quire individuals to 
disclosetheidemtity 
ofthepartmrs+a 
~li$-=-- 

The law &es mt spell 

TABLE14 (cart.) % 
q 

Legislativebranchenpl~ 
Legislative 

g 

Members of ccngress 5; 
ante !se!m&e H 

mnot mrmt mrwt mmt mrmt mrmt Dorot 
Ye8 know Yes krrrw Yes krm Yes kraJ Yes krrow -- -- -- -- - Yes knm Yes knm - -- -- 

37.0 8.7 42.9 7.4 50.0 3.1 34.1 6.1 61.2 13.0 45.6 4.1 88.2 3.9 

aJtk%Vdifferentpart- 
nershi~(whethergen- 
eralorlimited)or 
closely held corporate 
interestsshouldbe 
disclceed (e.g., part- 
nershipsetupfor 
Imldingrealestate 
and/or securities as 
c3T-d to F=--f=sws 
set up fortradeor 
business, e.g., a 
restaurantorhardware 
store). should it? 39.1 8.7 39.2 13.7 48.4 14.1 36.0 22.5 55.3 21.3 50.3 9.5 76.0 13.3 

Shculdareportingin- 
dividual's interest in 
eachasset and liabil- 
*and associated 
transacticns he dis- 
closed forgeneral or 
limited partnerships 
and closely held cor- 
porate interests? 28.9 8.9 28.9 17.5 24.2 14.5 19.5 29.4 35.1 23.7 46.3 6.7 69.3 13.3 

g 
r? a 
H 
x 

H 



melawaesmYtre- 
zF?izka=loBlne * tratesas 
partofthedescrip- 
tion of a liability. 
Should it? 

melmJdoesmtre 
quirethereportbg 

=: of arrtirrgent liabil- 
0 itiesor status as an 

endorser0rguarantor 
ofalcan.Smildit? 

'The law requiresre- 
portirqofpensi~ 
--@=Nayers 
incasesvherethere- 
portingindividualhad 

37.0 10.9 25.5 7.8 26.6 3.1 16.2 11.9 27.2 13.9 25.5 10.3 68.0 6.7 

32.6 0.7 29.7 10.9 32.8 9.4 24.0 18.9 41.8 17.9 33.7 13.6 65.3 10.7 

. oltrrbuted~*P-- 
sion fundasam 
enployee. Should it? 37.0 

Tbelaw&esmtre- 
quirethatspaueand 

=a- 
positim. SImuld it? 17.4 

Thelawdoesmtre- 
quire the repxtingof 
lxmxarypositims. 
Smuld it? 2.2 

. 

4.3 27.3 Il.5 25.0 9.4 17.9 9.3 30.0 9.0 26.6 11.2 62.7 6.7 

2.2 17.8 6.1 17.2 - 17.6 6.1 39.4 5.5 60.0 

41.3 

2.7 % 
w 

3 
Hx 

2.2 9.6 2.6 15.6 9.4 14.0 14.4 28.4 20.4 

20.1 10.1 

34.9 8.9 5.3 H 



TABr.El4 (axe.) 

Leqislativebrarcherployees 
L&dative 

hkrkers of cxqress bramh Caqressiaml wepart 
selmte aermte agemies camiidates users 

fklwt Donot mrmt Dormt Ibnot Jblwt r&e 
Yes krm# Yes m Yes kxxm Yes krKw Yes kna Yes know Yes kmw ~-~~-~~~~~ e- -- 

'Ihelawdoesmtspeci- 
fywhicil methods are 
preferredforvaluing 
differentpxqerty 
interests. Slmuld it? 26.1 

Noreportisreqkred 

=: 
for earned inccm 

P --try- 
&ildKBl. Skmld it? 4.3 

The law curmntly re- 
quiresMenberswi~ 
CB-l6levelstaffto 
desigmteatleastone 
principalassistantto 
file a disclosure re- 
port. wwldyoudesig- 
nateaM.itialalstaff 
if the law-e changed 
toallow Msderswiti 
GS-16levelstaffto 
dosoattheirdiscre- 
tial? (such individuals 
wmldbesubjectto 
the provisions of the 

2.2 22.1 16.0 18.8 15.6 19.4 20.8 33.7 14.7 22.5 15.4 70.7 

2.2 13.5 7.0 17.2 4.7 14.4 3.9 28.8 6.2 18.4 5.3 43.8 

9.3 

5.5 

law.) 18.2 20.5 21.4 20.5 - - - - - - 
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. . _.. 

Auditsmld 
beaninva- 
sion of pri- 

GE wxld 
cost too 
mu& 

Other-s 
=: 
A If one of your 

staff menbers were 
randanly selected 
to have his/her 
disclosure report 
audited forcuk 
pleteness and ac- 
curacy, to whicil 
of the following 
shouldtheaudit 
findingsbeavail- 
able? 

EXhics Cam&tee 
m?laying Member 
Public 
Staff&r 

audited 

TABLE 15 (cont.) 

Leqislative branch errplayees 
Legislative 

MtmbersofCmgzess branch Cmgressiaml &port 
senate SerBte Hlouse agencies candidates users 

33.3 52.8 66.7 58.7 73.3 49.5 47.4 

39.4 43.0 52.4 50.8 54.2 50.5 47.4 
21.2 18.3 14.3 14.7 17.5 16.8 36.8 

66.1 59.7 - 
68.1 71.2 - 
10.6 11.9 - 

72.4 72.6 - 
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STATEMENT 

APPENDIX II 

The Ethics in Government ,Qct# of 1978 wad approved October 26,. 
1978 as Public Law 95-521. The first t.hree titles of the Act prwitle for, 
financial disclosure by officials and key employees of each of the three 
branches of the Government. Title IV of the Act, provides for an Office 
of Government Ethics, Title \’ of the 1978 Act amended section 2’07 
of tit,le 18 of the United States Code, which section b11r~ certaia 
activit b former officers ~.nd employees of t’ho United Sta.t.es- 
Title 91 I o Public Law 95-521 amended title 28 of the Unitecl %ntes 
Code to provide authority a.ntl procedures for t.he ,appointmclnt of a 
special prosecutor. Finn.lly, title VII of the Act. prov~lcd I’or the estdh- 
hshment of an Office of Sena.te Legal Counsel. 

In the 96th Congress on Jltne 13, 1979, H.R. 2805 was twilcted itlt,o 
law as Public Law 96-19. This new law umentled titles I, II, nntl 
III of Public La.\\- W-521 to make clarifications and corrections to the 
provisions in each of those titles relating 1 o financia.1 tlisclo~~we. These 
clarifications and corrections were drafted as the result of wgge+t ions 
received by the House Commit.tee on the *Jutliciary RIMI the Senrlte 
Conhmittee on Govcwment ul Affairs, rmtl the House (‘ommit t tae on 
Post Office and Civil Service. The suggest etl chtlng:es ;ltlcJ <:l;lrifict:l t ioIls 
wore prompted by prdbletns encounteretl by those chnryrrl \\.it h the 
Administration a.ml implementti:tion of the lnw’s r’equirellltwt~ ils to 
financinl disclosure. 

On June 22, 1979, the hill S. 869 was approvcrl as Pltblic: J,~~\v 96-28. 
This law chnngecl the prwisions of title 1’ of Public l,tlw 0%521 
which amended section 207 of title 18, TJnit,ed St’~ttc~ (‘o(le, as of 
July 1, 1979. Section 207 of title 18 J)lrrces red rktions on tlw nctivitics 
of execut,ive branch officeIs nntl emplo~ws ot’tcn tlw!, le;\\-e govet?+ 
merit service. 

The text of Public Law 95-521 as set forth in this (‘ornmittw Print 
rofie&s the changes made by both Public Law 96-19 ilt~tl Y~lhlir* IJil\r 
90-28, and has been prepared by the Committ,ee on the .Ju(lici~~r*y to 
show the law as it was amended by these recent enactments. 

PUBLIC LAW 95-521, 95TH COXG~RESS AS AMEXDED BY PUBLIC 
Law 96-19 IAND PUBLIC LAW 96-28 

AN ACT To egtahlish rertain Fetler~l agencies, effect certain I.ec:).R:lniz;ltir)n~ of 
the Federal Government, t’o implement certain reforms in. thcb olwr;~tiw of the 
Federal Governrnent and to preserve and promote the integrity of put& offickls 
and Institutions, and for other purposes 

Be it enacted by the Serute and Hou.sr: of l?apresen.tatkes qf the l.Tnited 
States of America in Congress assembled, ‘.hat t,his ,Ilct. may be cited as 
the “Ethics in Government ,4ct of 1978”. 
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TITLE I-LECXISLATIVE PERSONNEL FINANCIAL 
DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENTS 

COVERAC)E 

SEC. 101. (a) Each Member in office on May 15 of a calendar year 
shall file on or before May 15 of that calendar year a report containing 
the information ary descrrbed in sect,ion 102(a). 

(b) (1) Any individual who is an officer or employee of the legislative 
branch described in subsection (e) during any calendar year and per- 
forms the duties of his position or office for a period m excess of sixty 
days in that calendar year shall file on or beiore May 15 of the suc- 
ceeding ear a re ort containing the information described in sect,ion 
102(a) 1 such m lvldual is or will be such an officer or employee on 

l 7 .J?. 
such May 15. 

(2) Any individual whose employment as an officer or employee 
described in subsection (e) is terminated in any calendar year may be 
requirecl- 

(A) under the rules of the House of Representatives, if such 
individual would, but for such termination, file a report with t,he 
Clerk pursuant to section 103 (a), or 

(B) under the rules of the Senate, if such individual would, but 
for such termination, file a report with the Secretary pursuant to 
c;ecCon 103 (b), 

to file a financial disclosure report covering (i) that part of such 
calendar year during which such individual was employed as such an 
ofI?ccr or employee, and (ii) the preceding calendar year if the report 
required by paragraph (1) coverm, 
filed. 

(* t-hat calendar year has not been 

(c) Within thirt days of assuming t’he position of an officer or 
employee describe B in subsection (e), an individual other t,han an 
individual who was employed in t,he legislative branch immediat)ely 
before he assumed such posit’ion, shall file a report containing the 
‘information as described m sect,ion 102(b) unless t.ho individual has 
left another position described in subsection (e) within thirty days 
prior to assuming his new position. The provisions of the proceding 
sentence shall not apply t,o an individual who, as determined by the 
designated committee of the Senate or the deaignat’etl commit,tec of 
the House, as n +ropriate,*is not reasonably expect,ed to perform the 
duties of his o fd ce or posltlon for more t,ha.n sixt’y days in a calendar 
year, except that if he performs the duties of his office or position for 
more than sixty days in a calendar year, the report re ulred by the 
preceding sentence shall be filed within fifteen days o the sixtieth 1 
day. This subsection shall take effect on January 1, 1979. 

((1) Within thirty days of becoming a candidate in a calendar year 
for any election for the office of Member, or on or before May 15 of 
that calendar year, which ever is later, but in no event later than seven 
clays prior to the election, and on or before May 15 of each successive 
year the individual cont,inues to be a candidate, an individual shall file 
a report containin, v the information as described in section 102(b). 
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Notwithstanding the preceding sentence, in any calendar year in which 
an individual continues to be a candidate for any office but all elections 
for such office relating to such candidacy were held in 

K 
rior calendar 

years, such individual need not file a report unless e becomes a 
candrdate for another vacancy in that office or another office during 
that year. 

(e) The officers and employees referred to in subsections (b) and 
(c) are- 

(1) each officer or emplo ee of the legislative branch who is 
compensated at a rate equa P to or in excess of the annual rate of 
basic pay in effect for grade (%-lS of the Goners1 Schedule; and 

(2) at least one rincipal assistant designntecl for purposes of 
this section by eat t Member who does not hnve an cmployeo 
compensated at a rate equal to or in excess of 1110 annual rate of 
basic pay in eflect for grade GS-16 of the General Schedule. 

For the purposes of this title, the le4slative branch includes the Archi- 
tect of the Capitol, the Botanic Bardens, the Congressional Budget 
Office, the Cost Accounting Standards Board, the General Accountmg 
Office, the Government Printing Office, the Library of Congress, the 

the Attending Ph sician, National Commission on Air 
and the Office of Tee 51 nology Assossment. 

extensions of time for filinw any report may be 
granted by the desi nated 
those filin with the !5 

committ,ee of the #enate with respect to 

House of ‘k 
ecretary and by the designated committ,ee of the 

epresentatives with respect to those filing with the Clerk 
but in no event may the extension grantecl to a Member or candidate 
result in a re uired report being filed later than seven days prior to an 
election invo vin ? 
report is re 

% 
uirec if 

the Member or candidate. If the day on which a 

may be file 
to be filed falls on a weekend or holiday, the report 

on the next business day. 
(g) Notwithstanding the dates s 

section, an individual who is a cam idate in calendar year 1978 shall P 
ecified in subsection (d) of this 

file the report required by such subsection not later than November 1, 
1978, except that a candidate for the Senate who has filed a re 
of-such date pursuant to the Rules of tho Senate need not tl 

;ih: 

report required by subsection (d) of this section. 
(h) The designated committee of the House of Representatives, or 

the designated committee of the Senate, as the case may be, may 
grant a public1 
requirement un i 

available request for a waiver of any reporting 
er this section for an individual who is expected to 

perform or has performed the duties of his office or osition for less 
than one hundred and thirty days in a calendar year, ii 
committee determines that- 

ut only if such 

G%rnment 
such individual is not a full-time employee of the 

(2) such i&lividual is nble to provide services specially needed 
by the Government, 

(3) it is unlikely that the individual’s outside employment or 
financial interests will create a conflict of interest, and 

(4) public financial disclosure by such individual is not neces- 
sary in the circumstances. 
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CONTENTS OF REPORTS 

6~. 102. (a) Each report filed pursuant to subsections (a) rind (b) 
of section lOi shall include a full and complete statement with respect 
to the f$J@m+~ 

e source, typ?, and amount or value of income (other 
than mcome referred to m subparagraph (B)) from any SOWC~ 

b 
other than from current employment by the United States 
overnment), and the source, date, and amount of honoraria 

from any source, received during the preceding calendar year, 
ag 

7 
9gating $100 or more in value. 

B) The source and type of income which consists of dividen$, 
interest, rent, and capital ains, received during the preceding 
calendar year which excee 8; s $100 in a.mount or value, and an 
indication of which of the following categories the amount 01 
value of such item of income is within: 

(i) not more than $1,000, 
(ii) greater than $1,000 but not more than $2,500, 
(iii) greater than $2,500 but not more than $5,000, 
(iv) greater than $5,000 but not more tha.n $15,000, 
(v) greater than $15,000 but not more than $50,000, 
(vi) greater than $50,000 but not more than $100,000, or 
(vii) greater than $100,000. 

(2)(A) The identity of the source and a brief description of 
any gifts of transportation, lodging., food, or entertainment 

Tt 
gregating $250 or more in value recelvec\ from any source ot*her 

t an a relative of the reporting individual during the preceding 
calendar year, exce 
received &B persona P 

f that any food, lot!ging, or entertainment 
hospitality of any mdivldual need not be 

reported, and any gift with a fair market value of $35 or less 
need not be aggregated for purposes of this subparagraph. 

(B 
of al 1’ 

The identity of the source, a brief desckiption, and the val.ue 

ment 
gifts other than transportation, IodginF, food, or entertam- 

other t T 
gregat$ing $100 or more in value received from any source 
an a relative of the reporting individual during the pre- 

ceding calendar year, escept that any gift w&h a fair market 
value of $35 or less neecl not be Rggregated for purposes of this 
sub ar raph. 

(6) %e identity of the source and a brief’clescription of reim- 
bursements received from any source aggregating $250 or more in 
value and received during the preceding calendar year. 

(D) Tn an unusual case, a gift need not be a 
subparagraph (A) or (B) if a publicly P 

gregatetl under 

waiver is granted. 
availab e request for a 

(3) The identity and category of value of any interest in 
erty held during the preceding calendar year in a tra.de or 

rop- 
\ usi- 

ness, or for investment, or the 
B 

reduction of income, which haa a 
fair market value which excee s $1,000 as of the close of the pre- 
ceding calendar year, excluding any personal liability owed to the 
reporting individual by a relative or any deposits aggregating 
$5,000 or less in a personal savings account. For purposes of this 
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paragraph, a personal savings account shall include any certificate 
of deposit or any other form of deposit in a bank, savings and loan 
assocration, credit union, or similar financial institution. 

(4) The identity and category of value of the tot,al liabilities 
owed to any creditor other than a relative which exceed $10,000 
at any time during the prececling calenciar year, excluding- 

(A) any mortgage secured by real property which is a 
personal residence of the reportring intlivitlual or his s ouse; 

(B) any loan secured by a personal motor vehicle, R ouse- 
hold furniture, or appliances, which loan does not exceed the 
purchase price of the it,em which secures it. 

With respect to revolving charge accounts, on1 those with an 
outstandmg liability which exceeds $10,000 as o 9 the close of the 
preceding calendar year need be reported under this aragraph. 

(5) Except as provided in this paragraph, a brief c escrr r tlon, 
the date, and category of value of any Fnrrchase, sale, or exe R ange 
tlunng the precedmg calendar ear which exceeds $l,OOO- 

(A) rn rea,l property, ot K er than property used solely as a 
persona1 residence of the reporting, individual or his spouse; or 

(B) in stocks, bonds, commodlt,res futures, and other forms 
of securities. 

Reporting is not required under this paragraph of any transaction 
solely by and between the reportin, (* indivltlual, his spouse, OF 
dependent children. 

(6) The identity of all posiCons heltl on or before the date of 
filing during the current calemlar year as an officer, director, 
trustee, partner, proprietor, representative, employee, or consult- 
ant of any corporation, company, firm., partnership, or other 
business enterprise, any nonprofit organization, any labor organ 
nization, or any educational or other institution other than the 
United States. This paragraph shall not require the reporting.of 
positions held in any religious, social, fraternal, or political entity 
and positions solely of an honorary nature. 

(7) A description of the date, parties to, and terms of any agree- 
ment or arrangement with respect to (A) future employment; 
(B a leave of absence during the period of the reporting indl- 
vi d ual’s Government service; (C) continuation of payments by a 
former employer other than the United States Government; and 
(D) continuing participation in an employee welfare or benefit 
plan maintained by a former employer. 

(b) Each report filed pursuant to subsections (c) and (d) of section 
101 shall include a full and complet$e statement with respect to the 
information required by- 

(1) aragraph (1) of subsection (a) for the year of filing and the 
prece cr ing calendar year, 

(2) paragraphs (3) and (4) of subsection (a) 8,s of the date 
specrfied in the report but which is less than thirty-one days 
before the filin date, and 

(3) paragrap R (6) and, in the case of reports filed under section 
101(c), par raph (7) of subsection (a) as of the filing date but 
for periods escribed in such paragraphs. 7 
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(c)(l) The categories for reporting the amount of value or the 
items covered in paragraphs (3), (4) and (5) of subsection (a) are ns 
follows : 

(A) not more tha,n $5,000; 
(B) greater than $5,000 but not more tha,n $15,000; 
(C) greater than $15,000 but not more than $50,000; 
(D) greater than $50,000 but not more than $100,000; 
(E) greater than $100,000 but not more tbnn $250,000; ant1 
(F) greater than $250,000. 

(2) For the pu~oses of paragraph (3) of subsection (a) if the cur- 
rent value of an Interest in real property (or an interest in a real 
estate partnership) is not ascert,aina,ble without, an a.ppraisal, an intli- 
vidual may list (A) the da.te of purchase ant1 the purchase price of 
the interest in the real property, or (B) the nssessccl vslue of the rcill 
property for tax purposes, adjustetl to reflect’ the mnrket value of the 

P 
roperty used for the assessment if the assessed value is compute4 at 
ess than 100 percent of such market value, but such individual shall 

include in his report a full and complete description of the method 
used to determine sudh assessed value, instead of specifying a category 
of value pursuant to paragraph (1) of this subsection. If the current 
value of any other item required to be reported under paragraph (3) 
of subsect,ion (a) is not ascertainable without an appraisal, such intli- 
vidual inay list the book value of a corporation whose stock is not 
publicly traded, the net’ worth of a business partnership, the equit) 
value of an individually. owned business, or Cth respect to other 
holdings,, any recognized mtlication of vnlue, but such individual shall 
include m his report a full and complete tlescri Ition of the method 
used in dcterminmg such value. In lieu of any va ue referred to in the 1 
preceding sentence, an individual may list the assessed value of the 
item for tax purposes, adjusted to reflect t’he market value of the item 
used for the assessment if t.he assessed value is computed a,t less than 
100 
of t K 

ercent of such market value., but a full and complete tlescript.ion 
e method used in determining such assessed value shall be in- 

eluded in the report. 
(d)(l) Except as pr&ided in the last sentence of this paragraph, 

each report sha.11 also contain inform&ion listed in pnragraphhs (1) 
through (5) of subsection (a) respectin g the spouse or dependent 
child of the reporting individuals as follows: 

(A) The source of items of earned income earned by a spouse 
from any person which exceed $1,000 and, with respect to a. 
spouse or dependent child, all information required to be reported 
in subsection (a) (1) (B) with respect, to income derived from 
any asset held by the spouse or dependent child and reported pur- 
suant, to paragraph (3). With respect .to earned income, il’ the 
spouse is self-employed in business or a. l)rofession, only the 
nature of such business or #profession need be reported. 

(B) In the case of any yfts received by a spouse.whicF are not 
received totally indepem ent of the s 

P 
ouse’s relationship to the 

repor,ting indivifiual, the ident’ity o the source and a brief 
descnptlon of gifts of transportation, lod ing, food, or enter- 
tainment and a brief description and the va ue 7 of other gifts. 
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(C) In the ca’se of any reimbursements received by a spouse 
which are not received total1 inde 
tionship to the reporting m ivldua , the identity x?* P 

endent of the s 
P 

ouse’s rela- 
o the source 

and a brief description of each such reimbursement. 
(D) In the case of items described in paragraphs (3) through 

(b), all information required to be reported under these )a.ra- 
graphs other than items (i) which the reportin intlivitlua I cer- 
tifies represent the s 

P 
ouse’s 

interest or responsibi it 
or dependent chilc ‘s sole financial f 

no kno\vledge of, (ii) z 
and which the reporting intliviclual has 

w ich are not in any way, past or present, 
derived from the income, assets, or activities of the reporting 
individual, and (iii) from which the reporting individual neither 
derives, nor expects to derive, any financial or economic benefit,. 

Each report referred to in subsection (b) of this section shall, with 
respect to the spouse and dependent child of the re 
only contain information listed in paragraphs 
subsection (a), as specified in this paragraph. 

(1 , r 
ort,ing individual 

(3), sntl (4) of 

(2) No report shall be required with respect t,o a. s jouse living 
separate and apart from the reporting individual with t h e intention 
of terminating the marria’ge or’ providing for permanent’ separation; 
or with resl.,ect to any income or obligations of an indivitlunl nrising 
from the dissolution of his marriagepr the perma.nent sepa.rstion from 
his spouse. 

(e) (1) Exce t 
individual sha.1 P 

as provided in paragraph (2), each reporting 
report the informat8ion required to be reported pur- 

euant to subsections (I\) and (b) of this we&on with respect to the 
holdi 

Y 
s of and the income from a taust or other financial arrsnpe- 

ment rom which income is received by, or with respect to which a 
beneficial interest in principal or income is held by, such intliritlusl, 
his s ouse, or any dependent child. 

(2p A reporting individual need not report the holdings of or the 
source of income from a,n 

@{ a;~;rahfietl IT 
pf the holdings of- 

lmd trust (as defined in para.graph (3)); or 

“(‘) h’l 1 w lc 1 was not created direct1 
spouse, or any dependent child, 

by such intlivitlusl, his 
am r 

(ii) the holdings or sources of income of which such intli- 
vidual, his spouse, and any dependent child have no knowl- 
edge of, 

but such individual sholl report the category of the amount of income 
received by him, his spouse, or any dependent child from the trust 
under subsection (a)(l)(B) of this section. 

i 
3) For purposes of this subsection,, the term (‘ ua.lified blind trust’, 

inc udes any trust in which a re 
dependent child has a beneficia P 

ortmg imlividus , his spouse, or nny P 

and which meets the followin 
interest in t,he principal or incomc, 

(A) The trustee of t e % 
requirements: 

trust is a financial institution, an 
attorney, a certified public accountant, a broker, or sn investment 
adviser, who (in the csse of a financial institution or investment 
company, any ofllicer or employee involved in the mantlgement or 
control of the trust who)- 
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(i) is independent of and unassociated with any mterested 
party so that the trustee cannot be cont’rolled or influenced 
111 the atlministrat,ion of the trust by any interested party, 

(ii) is not or has not been an emplo 
party, or any organization affiliated wit x 

ee of any interested 
any interested party 

and is not a partner of, or involved in any joint venture or 
other investment with, any interested party, and 

(iii) is not a relative of any interested party. 
(B) *4ny asset transferred to the trust by an interested part is 

free of any restriction with respect to its transfer or sale jr un ess 
such restriction is expressly ap 
office of the reporting indivitlua . P 

roved by the supervising ethics 

(C) The trust instrument which establishes the trust provides 
thati- 

(i 
h of t 

except to the extent provitled in subparagraph (B) 
is paragraph, the trustee in the exercise of his authority 

and discretion to manage and control the assets of the trust 
shall not consult or notify any interested party; 

(ii) the trust shall not contain an 
iT 

asset the holding of 
which by an interested party is pro ibited by any law or 
regulation; 

(iii) the trustee shall promptly notify the reporting indi- 
vidual and his supervising ethics office when the hpldmgs of 
any particular asset transierred to the trust by any mterested 
party are disposed of or when the value of such holding is less 
than $1000; 

or 6 
iv) the trust tax return shall be prepared by the trustee 
is designee, and such return and any information relating 

thereto (other than the trust income summarized in appro- 
priate categories necessary to corn let0 an interested party’s 
tax return), shall not be disclose Y to arty interested part ; 

(v) an interested party shall not receive any report on t x e 
holdings and sources of income of the trust, except a report 
at the end of each calendar quarter with respect to the total 
cash value of the interest of the int.erested party in the trust 
or the net income or loss of the trust or spy reports necessary 
.to enable the interested part,y to complete an individual tax 
return required by law or to rovitle the information required 
by subsection (a) (1) (B) of K t is section but such report shall 
not identify any asset or holding; 

(vi) except for communications which solely consist of 
requests for distributions of cash or other unspecified assets 
of the trust, there shall be no direct or indirect communica- 
tion between the t,rustee and an interested party with respect 
to the trust unless such communication is in writing and 
unless it relates only (I) to the.general financial int,erest and 
needs of the interested party (mcluding, but not limited to, 
an interest in maximizing income or lonv-term capital gain), 
(II) to the notification of the trustee o?a law or regulation 
subsequently applicable to the reporting individual which 
prohibits the ixit,erested part.y from holtlmg an asset, which 
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notification directs that the asset not be held by the trust, 
or (III) to directions to the trustee, to sell all of an asset 
initially placed in fhe trust by an mterestetl party which 
in the determination of the reporting individual creates a 
conflict of interest or the appearance thereof due to the sub- 
sequenf assumption of duties by the reporting individual 
(but nothing herein shall require any such direction) l and 

(vii) the interested parties shall make no effort t.0 obttlin 
information 1vit.h respect to the holdings of the trust, includ- 
in obtaining a copy of any trust tax return filed or tiny 
in ormation relating thereto except as otherwise provided in I! 
this subsection. 

(D) The pro 
P 

osed trust instrument and t,he proposed trustee is 
approved by t 10 reporting individual’s supervising ethics office. 

For purposes of this subsection “interested party” means a reporting 
individual, his spouse, and any de lendent child if the reporting indl- 
vidual, his spouse, or dependent c R ild has a beneficial interest in the 
@wpal or income of a qualified blind trust; “broker” hrls the meun- 
mg set forth in section 3 (a) (4) of the Securities and Exchtmge Act of 
1934 (15 U.&C. 78c(tl) (4)) ; “invest’ment adviser” includes tmy invest- 
ment adviser who, as determined under regulations prescribed by the 
supervisin ethics office, is generally involved in his role as such un nd- 
viser in f e management or control of t’rusts; and “supervising Rh 
ethics of&e” means the desi&Tated committee of the House ol Repre- 
sentatives for those who file the reports required by this title with the 
Clerk and the desitwated committw of the Senllte for those who file 
the reports require $ by this title with the Secretary. 

(4) An asset placed in a trust by an interested pwt shall be con- 
sidered a financial interest of the reporting indivlduu J sr for the pur- 
poses of section 208 of title 18, United States (lode, and tmy other 
conflict of interest statutes or reguhitions of the Federal Government, 
until such time as the reporting individual is notified by the trustee 
that, such asset has been disposed of, or hw a value of less than $1,000. 

(5)(A 
qualifie d 

The reporting individual shrill, within t,hirt#y dnys after a 
blind trust is approved by his supervising ethics ofice, file 

with such office a copy oi- 
(i) the executed trust instrument of such trust (other than 

t,hose provisions which relate to the testimenttwy disposition of 
the trust assets), and 

(ii) a list of the assets which were transferred to suc~h trllst, 
including the categor of value of each asset as determined under 
subsection (c) (1) of t K is section. 

(B) The reporting individual shall, within thirty days OC tr:ms- 
ferring an asset (other than cash) to a previously established qunlified 
blind trust, notify his supervisin(y ethics office of the identity of twch 
such asset and the category of va ue of each asset as determined under P 
subsection (c)(l) of this section. 

(C) Wthin thirty da 
a reporting individual s 

s of the dissolution of a qualified blind trust, 
K all- 

(i) notify his supervising ethics office of such dissolution, and 
(ii) file with such office a copy of a list of the assets of the trust 
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at the time of such dissolution and the category of value under 
subsect,ion (c) of this subsection of each such asset. 

(D) Documents filed under subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C) of 
this paragraph and the lists provided by the trustee of assets placed in 
th8 trust by an interested party which have been sold shall be made 
available to the public in the same manner as a report is made available 
under section 104, and the provisions of that section shall apply with 
res ect to such documents and lists. 

b > A copy of each written communication with respect to the trust 
under paragraph (3)(C)(vi) shall be filed by t,he person init,iuting t,he 
communication with the re jortin 
ofice within five days of the ate o the communication. d f 

indivlduul’s supervising ethics 

’ (6)(A) A trustee of a qualified blind trust shall not knowingly or 
neg:igent’ly (i) disclose any information to an int~crestetl party with 
respect to such trust that may not be disclosed uncler parqraph (3) 
of this subsection; (ii) acquire any holding the ownemhip of’ which 
is prohibited by the trust instrument; (iii) solicit advice from any 
interested party with respect to such trust, which solicitation is pro- 
hibitecl by paragra.ph (3) of this subsection or the trust agreement; 
or (iv) fa11 to file any document requirecl by this subsection. 

(B) A reporting imlivitlual shall not knowingly or negligent1 
sohc1t or receive any information wit#h respect, to a qualitiecl fT 

(i) 
lind 

trust. of which he is an int,erested party that may not be disclosed 
under paragraph (3)(C) of this subsection, or (ii) fail to file any clocu- 
merit required by this subsection. 

(C)(i) The Attornev General may bring n civil action in any appro- 
priate United States District Court against any individual who know- 
mgl 
of t 31 

antI willful1 violates the provisions of subparagraph (A) or (B) 
is paragrap if . The court 1n which such action is brought may 

assess against such individual a civil penalty in any amount not to 
8XCt30d $5,000. 

(ii) The Attorney General may bring a civil action in an w appro- 
priate United States District Court aaainst any indivitlual w h o negli- 
gently violates the provisions of suEparagraph (A) or (B) of this 
paragraph. The court in which such act.lon is brought msy assess 
against such inclividual a civil penalty in any amount not to exceed 
$1,000. 

(7) An 
ment of t E 

trust which is in exist,ence prior to the (late of the enact- 
is Act shall be consideretl a qualified blintl trust if- 

(A) the supervising ethics office determines that the trust was 
a good faith effort to establish a blirul trust; 

(B) the previous trust inst.rument is amended or, if such trust 
inst,rument does not by its terms permit amenclment! all parties 
to the trust instrument, .inclutling t,he report,@ individual and 
the trustee, agree in writing that the trust shall be administered 
in accordance with the requirements of paragraph (3)(C) and 
a trustee is (or ha! been) appointed \\ ho meets the requirements 
of 

P 
aragraph (3) ; and 

C) a co 
visions), a Y 

y of the trust instrument (except, testamentary pro- 
Ist of the assets previously transferred to the trust 

by an mterest8d party and the category of value of each such 
asset at the time it was placed in the trust, and a list of assets 
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reviousl Ii P een sole 
placed in the trust by an interested party which have 

are filed and made available to the public as provided 
under paragraph (5) of this subsection. 

(f) Politlcal campaign funds, including campaipn receipts and 
expenditures, need not be included in any report filed pursuant to 
this title. 

(g) A report filed pursuant to subsection (a) or (b) of section 101 
need not contain t.he information described in subparagraphs (A), (B), 
and (C) of subsection (a)(Z) with respect to gifts and reimbursements 
received in a period when the re lortin, 

b 
(r individual was not a Member 

or an officer or employee of t,he etleral Government. 

FILING OF BEPORTB; DUTIES OF CLERK AND SECRETARY 

Sync. 103. (a) The reports required by section 101 of Representatives, 
Delegates to Congress, the Resident, Commissioner from Puerto Rico, 
officers and employees of the House, candidates seeking election to the 
House, and officer% and employees of the Architect of the Capit’ol, the 
Botanic Gardens, the Congressionul Budget OfIice, the Government 
Printing Office, and the Library of Conpress shall be filed with the 
Clerk. 

(b The reports required by section 101 of Senators, officers and 
emp 1’ oyees of the Senat,e, candiclat~es seeking election t’o the Senate, and 
officers and employees of the Genera1 Accounting Office, the Cost 
Accountin 
National 8 

Standarcls Board, the Office of Technology Assessment, 

Ph 
ommission on Air Qualit’y, ant1 t,he Office of the Attencling 

T 
sician shall be filed with the Secreta 

c) A co y of each re ,ort filed by a 
is a can&r ate for the o f L 

h r &nber or an individual who 
ce of Member shall be sent by the Clerk or 

Secretary, as the case may be, to the appropriate State officer aa desig- 
nated in accordance with sect,ion 316(a) of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 USC. 439(a)) of the Stat,e represented by 
the Member or in which the intliviclual is a cantlitlate, as the case may 
be, within the seven-c1a.v periotl 
filed-‘with the Clerk or Secretary. 

beginning the day that the report IS 

(d)(l) A copy of each report filed untler this title with t,he Clerk 
shall be sent by the Clerk to Ihe tlesignatetl com!nittee of the House of 
Representatives within the seven-day period beginning the day that 
the report is filed. 

(2) A copy of each report filed with t,he Secreetary shall be sent by 
the Secretary to the tlespinatetl committ,ee of the Senate, 

(e) In carrying out their responsibilit,ies uncler this title, t,he Clerk 
an(I the ,Secretary shall avail themselves of the assistance of the Fed- 
eral Election Commission. The Commission shall make available to 
the Clerk and the &Secretary on a regular basis a complet,e list,‘of names 
and addresses of 811 candidates registered witch the Commis&on, and 
shall cooperate and coordinate its cantlitlat,e information and notifica- 
tion rogram with the Clerk ant1 the Secretary t.o the great&t, extent 
possi le. 1: 1 

(f) In order to carry out their responsibilities under this ‘title, the 
designated committee of the House of Represent,atives, and the 
designated committee of the Senate, shall develop reporting forms 
and may promulgate rules and regulations. 
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ACCEBBIBILITY OF REPORTS 

Smc. 104. (R 
mubsection, wit 1, 

Except aa provicletl in the second sentence of this 
in fifteen calendar da 

Clerk under this title, the Clerk shal 9 
s after a report is file4 with the 
make such report available for 

public inspection at reasonable hours. With respect, to reports required 
to be filetl by May 15 of any year, such reports shall be ma& avnrlable 
for public mspection withm fifteen calentlar days after May 15 of 
such year. A copy of any such report shall be provitlecl by the Clerk 
to any erson upon request,. 

(b) gxcept as provided in the second sentence of this subsection, 
withm fifteen days after a report is filed with the Secretary unclcr this 
title, the Secretary shall make such report, available for lwblic ins 
tion at reasonable hours. Kith respect to reports required to be R 

ec- 
led 

by May lb of any 
inspection within i! 

ear, such re orts shall be made available for public 
fteen calenc ar clays after May 15 of such year. A Y 

copy of any such report shall be provitlecl by the Secretary to any 
person upon request. 

(c)(l) Notwithst,antlinp subsections (a) antl (b), a report may not 
be made available under this section t.o any person nor may any copy 
thereof be rovitlecl under this section to any person except, upon a 
Iv&ten a p ication P by such person stating- 

(AT that person’s name, occupatSion, and achlress: 
(B) the name ant1 adclress of any other person 0; organization 

on whose behalf the inspection or copy is ret uestctl; antl 
(C) that such peiaon is aware ol’ the pro h ibitions on the ob- 

taining or use of t.ho re )ort. 
Any such application shall b e made available to the 

P 
ublic throwh- 

out the periotl during which the report is matle 
(2) Any person requestin, 

availab e to the pubTic. 
(r a copy of a report may be requlretl to 

pay a reasonable fee to cover the cost, of rcprocluction or mailing of 
such report., excluclin, 0~ any salary of any employee involvetl in such 
reproduction or ma.ilmp. .4 cop of such re jort 
without charge or at a retlucetl E t 

may be furnishetl 
c arge if it is c etermirwl by the Clerk 

or Secretary that waiver or reAwtion of the fee is in the public inter- 
eat because furnishing the informat,ion may be consiclerecl as primarily 
benefiting the public. 

(d) Any report filed under this title with <he (.‘lerk or Secretary 
shall be available to t’he public for a periocl of six years after receipt 
of the report. After such six-year period the report. shall bc destroyetl 
unless needed in an ongoing invest,igat,ion, except that, in the case of 
an individual who filed t.he report. pursuant to section 101 (d) anal was 
not subsequent1 electetl, such reports shall be (lestroyed one year 
after the indivic ual is no longer a camMate for election to the office Iy 
of Member unless needetl in an ongoing investigation. 

(e)(l) It shall b e unla\\ ful for any person to obtain or use a reyort- 
(A) for any unlawful purpose; 
(B) for any commercial purpose other thun by news and com- 

munications media for dissemination to the general public; 
mJgCcki c&termining or establishing the cretlit rating of any ‘ 

(D) for’usa, tlirectly or indirectly, in the solicitation of money 
for any political, charitable, or other purpose. 
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(2) The Attorney General may bring a civil action against arfy 
person who obtains or uses a re 
paragraph (1). The court in whit fi 

ort for any purpose prohibited m 
such action 1s brought may assess 

against such person a penalty in any amount not to exceed $5,000. 
Such remedy shall be in addition to any other remedy available under 
statutory or common law. 

REVIEW AND COMPLIANCR PROCEDURES 

SEC. 105. (a) The designated committee of the House of Re >re- 
sentatives and the designated committee of t,he Senate shall estab ish i 
procedures for the review of reports sent to them under section 103 
(d) 

6 
1) 

file 
and section 103(d)(2) to determine whether the reports are 

in a timely manner, are complete, and are in proper form. In the 
event a determination is made that a report is not so filed, the a pro- 

ii 
riate committee shall so inform the reporting individual and B irect 
im to take all necessary corrective action. 

(b) In order to carry out their res onsibilit,ies under t.his title the 
designated committee of the House o % RepresenMives and t,he desig- 
nated committee of the Senate, have power, within their respective 
jurisdictions, to render any advisory opinion interpreting this title, in 
writing, to persons covered b 
provisions of law, the indivi cf 

this title. Notwit,hstandlng any c+er 
ual to whom a public a,dvlsory opmlon 

1s rendered in accordance with this subsect#ion, and any other indi- 
vidual covered by this title who is involved in a fact, situation which 
is indistinguishable in all material aspect,s, and who, after the issuance 
of the advisory opinion, acts in good faith in accordance witch the pro- 
visions and findings of such advisory opinion shall not, as a result of 
such act, be subject to any sanction provided in t.his t,ltle. 

FAILURE TO FILE OR FALSIFYING REPORTS 

SEC. 100,. The Attorney General may bring a civil action in any 
appropriate Unit.ed States district court against any individual who 
knowingly and willfully falsifies or who knowingly and willfully fails 
to file or report any informat,ion that such individual is required to 
report pursuant to section 102. The court in -which such action is 
brought may assess against such individual a civil penalty in any 
amount not to exceed $5,000. No action may be brought under this 
Rection a ainst any individual with respect to a report filed by such 
individua in calendar year 1978 pursuant t,o section 101(d). K 

DEFINITIONS 

SEC. 107. For the purposes of this title, the t.erm- 
(1) “income” means all income from whatever source derived, 

including but not limited to the following items: compensation 
for services, including fees, commissions, and simih~r iten)s; 
gross income derived from business (and net income if the indivld- 
ual eIects to include it) ; gains derived from dealings in property; 
interest; rents; ro alties; dividends; annuities; income from life 
insurance and en z owment contracts; pensions; income from dis- 
chqe of indebtedness; distributive share of partnership income; 
and Income from an interest in an estate or trust; 
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(2) %l~tive” me- an individual who is related to the report- 
ing individual, aa father, mother, son, daughter, brother, srster, 

eat uncle, iirst cousin, nephew, niece, 
~&x??n%ea~~a~er grandmother $andson, grand- 
dsugh&, f&h&-m-l&w, mother-in-law, son&- aw, dsughter-in- 
law, brother-in-law, sister-in-law, stepfather, stepmother, step- 
eon, stepdaughter, stepbrother, stepsister, half brother, half 
d&tim,;tiyho.is the grandfather or grandmother of the s 

“Ifr 
mdlvldua$ and shall be deemed to mclude t f 

ouse of 
e fiance 

or fiancee o the reportmg individual; 
(8) “gift” means a payment, advance forbearance, rendering, 

or deposit of money, or any thing of value, unless consideration 
of equal or greater value is received by the donor, but does not 
Include 

and other forms of inheritance; 
mementos of a function honoring the report- 

‘cd food9 lo@?? 
transportation, and entertainment ro- 

vide by State an local governments, or political sub tf ivi- 
sions thereof, by a foreign government within a foreign 
country, or by the United States Government; 

(D) food and beverages consumed at banquets, receptions, 
or similar events* 

(E) consumable products provided by home-State busi- 
nesses to a Member s office for distribution; or 

I 
I?) communications to the offices of a reporting individual 

inc uding subscriptions to newspapers and periodicals* 
(4) “honoraria” has the meaning given such term in the I?ederal 

Election ‘Campaign Act of 1971; 
(5) “value” means a good faith estimate of the dollar value if 

the exact value is neither known nor easily obtainable by the 
reporting individual ; 

(6) “personal hospitality of any individual” means hospitality 
oxtended for a nonbusiness purpose by an individual, not a 
oorporation or 0 

9 
anization, 

individual or his 
at the personal residence of that 

amily or on property or facilities owned by 
that, individual or his family; 

(7) “dependent child” means, when used with respect to any 
reporting mdividual, any individual who is a son, daughter, step- 
son, or stepdaughter and who- 

(A) is unmarried and under age 21 and is living in the 
household of such reporting individual; or 

(B) is a dependent of such reportin individual within the 
meanin of section 152 of the Internal k evenue Code of 1954. 

(8) “reim % umement” means any pa ment or other thing of 
value received by the reportin indivi B 
cover travel-related expenses o I: 

ual, other than gifts, to 
such individual other than those 

which are 
(A) 

trict o P 
rovided by the United States Government, the Dis- 
Columbia, or any State or political subdivision thereof; 

(B) required to be re 
P 

orted by the reporting individual 
under section 7342 of tit e 5, United States Code; or 

C re 
ilk 1 

uired to be reported under section 304 of the Fed- 
er let ion Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434); 
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(9) “candidate” means an individual, other than a Member, 
who aeeks nomination for election, or election, to the Congress 
whether or not such individual is elected, and for purposes of 
this ar 
tion or PY 

aph, an individual shall be deemed to seek nornina- 
ectlon or election, (A) if he has taken the action neces- 

aary under the law of a State to qualify himself for nomination 
for election or election, or (B) if he or his principal campaign 
oommittee has taken action to register or file campaign reports 
required by section 304(a) of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1871 (2 U.&C. 434(a ); 

‘Qlerk” means the C erk of the House of Representatives; 1’ 
“Secretary” means the Secretary of the Senate; 
“Member” means a United States Senator, a Representa- 
Congress, a Delegate to Congress, or the Resident Commis- 

sioner from Puerto Rico; 
(13) “election” means (A) a general, speciai primary, or run- 

off election, or (13) a convention or caucus o a pohtrcal party 
which has authority to nominate a candidate; 

(14) “officer or employee of the House” means any individual, 
other than a Member, whose compensation is disbursed by t,he 
Clerk ; 

(lb) “officer or employee of the Senate” means an individuaI, 
other than a Senator or the Vice President, whose compensation. 
is disbursed by the Secretary; and 

6 
16) “designated committee of the House of Representatives” 

&D. “designated committee of the Senate” means the committee 
of the House or Senate, as the case may be, ass’ p”d resynsrbrhty 
for administering the reporting requirements o this tit e. 

OTHEB LAWS 

SPICY. 108. The provisions added by this title, and the re 
iwued thereunder, shall su 

cp 
ersede and preempt any State or P 

ulations 
ocal law 

with respect to financial lsclosure by reason of holdin 
% 

the office of 
Member or candidacy for Federal office or employment 
States (lovernment. 

y the United 

OENIDRA~~ ACCOUNTING OF~CIBI L~TuDY 

Srx~. 109. a) Before November 30, 1980, and re 
I the Comptro er General of the United States shal 

ularl thereaftutr, 
K d con uct a study 

to determine whether this title is being carried out effectively and 
whether timely and accurate reports are being filed by individuals 

to this title. 
Within thirty days after completion of the study, the CornpA 
General shall transmit a report to each House of Congress 

containing a detailed statement of his findings and conclusions, 
together with his recommendations for such legislative and adminis- 
trative actions aa he deems ap 

P 
ropriate. The first such study shall 

include the Comptroller Genera ‘s findings and recommendations on 
the feasibility and potential need for a requirement that s stematic 
random audite be conducted of financial disclosure reports fi cd under ;Y 
this title, including a thorough discussion of the type and nature of 
audits that might be conducted; the personnel and other costs of 
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audits; the value of an audit to Members,, the appro riat.e House and 
senate committies, and t.he public; and, If conducte B , whethe: a gov- 
ernmental or nongovernmental unit should perform the audits, and 
under whose supervision. 
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SUMMARY OF REPORTED FINDINGS OF AUDITS OF SENATE 

RULE 42 DISCLOSURE REPORTS 

I. No. of reports issued 

II. No. of reports containing findings 
by category of disclosure. (Repre- 
sents the number of reports in 
which finding appeared.) 

--Real property 

--Personal property 

--Liabilities 

--Contingent liabilities 

--Non-governmental positions 

--Agreements for future employment 
or continuation of payment or 
benefits 

--Other 

III. Nature of findings by category of 
disclosure. (Represents the kind 
of findings associated with the 
omissions and inaccuracies found 
and not the total number of item 
findings (e.g., does not indicate 
the number of stocks, bonds, etc., 
involved in the finding.) 

. 

132 

100 

19 

87 

43 

5 

38 

1 

1 
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Range 
Frequency of of value Instruction 

occurrence category clear? 

REAL PROPERTY 

Omissions: 

Undeveloped land 
Dependent's interest 

in real estate 
Personal residences 

(note a) 

Inaccuracies: 

Inaccurately disclosed/ 
valued interest in 
real estate 

Inaccurately valued 
personal residence 
(note a) 

Incorrectly disclosed 
interests not meet 
ing threshold 

Incorrectly disclosed 
real estate purchased 
after l/1/78 

Inaccurately valued re- 
mainder interest in 
real estate 

Incorrectly disclosed 
real estate under 
wrong category 

PERSONAL PROPERTY 

Omissions: 

Interests in Senate/ 
Civil Service retire- 
ment programs 

Interests in retire- 
ment programs of 
former employers 
(note b) 

Self retirement pro- 
grams (note b) 

Savings accounts/cer- 
tificates of deposits 
(note c) 

Stocks and bonds 

2 I 

2 I-II 

7 III-IV 

4 I-III 

2 IV-V 

Not ap- 
1 plicable 

Not ap- 
1 plicable 

1 IV 

Not ap- 
1 plicable 

56 I-IV 

4 I-II 

1 I 

15 I-II 
12 I-II 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Ye8 

Yes 

Ye8 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 
Yes 
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Mutual funds 
Notes and accounts 

receivable 
Limited partnership 

interests 
Pensions and annuities 
Business equipment 
Closely held corporate 

interests 
Trusts interests 
Remainder interests in 

real estate/securities 
Real estate partnerships 

Interests in inheritances 

Mineral interest8 

Inaccuracies: 

Improperly disclosed 
and/or valued sav- 
ings/certificates of 
deposits 

Improperly disclosed/ 
valued securities 

Improperly disclosed/ 
valued real estate/ 
securities partner- 
ships 

lmproperly disclosed/ 
valued closely held 
corporations 

Incorrectly disclosed 
securities not meet- 
ing threshold 

Incorrectly disclosed 
savings/certificates 
of deposits not meet- 
ing threshold 

Improperly disclosed/val- 
ued interests in trusts 

Interests reported under 
wrong category 

Incorrectly disclosed 
nonreportable inter- 
ests 

Frequency of 
occurrence 

Range 
of value Instruction 
category 

3 I-II 

7 I-II 

1 III 
6 I-III 
4 I-II 

I-III 
II-III 

I-IV 
Not avail- 

able 
Not avail- 

able 
II 

18 

17 

12 

7 

17 

3 

APPENDIX 1111 

I-III 

I-V 

I-VII 

I-VII 

Not ap- 
plicable 

Not ap- 
plicable Yes 

I-V Yes 
Not ap- Yes 

plicable (note d) 

Not ap- 
plicable Ye8 

clear? 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Ye8 
Ye8 

Ye8 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Ye8 

Yes 

Ye8 

Yes 

Ye8 

Yes 

Yes 
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Frequency of 
occurrence 

Failed to value inter- 
est in retirement or 
annuity 

Inaccurately valued 
life estate in real 
estate 

Inaccurately valued 
business equipment 

Various minor inac- 
curacies 

LIABILITIES (note e) 

Omissions: 

Auto and other vehicle 
loans (note f) 

Loans against cash sur- 
render value of life 
insurance 

Student loans 
Mortgages on personal 

residences (note f) 
Personal, business, ac- 

counts payable, and 
mortgage notes (pur- 
poses of loans not 
known) 

Partnership debts 

Inaccuracies: 

Improperly disclosed/ 
valued demand notes, 
personal loans and 
mortgages 

Improperly disclosed/ 
valued life insurance 
loans 

Improperly disclosed 
interests in partner- 
ship debts 

Incorrectly identified 
creditor of loan 

Inaccurately valued 
mortgage of resi- 
dence (notes e and f) 

4 

8 
1 

3 

15 
1 

11 

4 

Range 
of value Instruction 
category clear? 

II-III No 

III Yes 

III Yes 
Not ap- 

plicable Yes 

I-II 

I-III 
I 

II-V 

I-IV 
I-VI 

Yes 

No 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

I-VIII Yes 

I-III Yes 

Not ap- 
plicable Yes 

Not ap- 
plicable Yes 

II&IV Yes 
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Range 
Frequency of of value Instruction 

occurrence category clear? 

CONTINGENT LIABILITIES 
(note g) 

Omissions: 

Contingently liable as 
loan guarantor and/ 
or comaker 

Partnership debts 

Inaccuracies: 

None 

NON-GOVERNMENTAL POSITIONS 

Omissions: 

Proprietorship position 
as a lecturer/speaker 
(note h) 

Proprietorship position 
as a writer 

Position as chairman of 
private commission 

Wife's position on the 
board of directors 
of a parochial school 

Position as a consult- 
ant to nonprofit or- 
ganization 

Dependents' positions 
as employees of mis- 
cellaneous organiza- 
tions 

Commissioner of County 
Government Commission 

Partnership positions 
Wife's position as 

teacher 
Uncompensated advisor 

to consumer lobby 
groups 

3 Not required Yes 
to be re- 
ported under 
old Senate 
rule 42 

II 2 Yes 

11 

1 

1 

1 

1 

13 

1 
7 

3 

1 

Not required Yes 
to be re- 
ported under 
old Senate 
rule 42 

II Yes 

Yes 

II 
. 

II 

II 

II 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
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Officer of a closely 
held corporation 

Wife's position a8 
president/trustee/ 
boardmembers of non- 
profit organizations 

Trustee/board position 
of school/college 

Proprietor of farm 
activities 

Board position as 
director of radio 
station 

Inaccuracies: 

None 

AGREEMENTS FOR FUTURE EM- 
PLOYMENT OR CONTINUATION 
OF PAYMENTS OR BENEFITS 

Omissions: 

None 

Range 
Frequency of of Value Instruction 

occurrence cateqory clear? 

2 Not required Yes 
to be re- 
ported under 
old Senate 
rule 42 

1 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Inaccuracies: 

Incorrectly disclosed agree- 1 Not required Yes 
ments for future employment ' to be re- 
under wrong category ported under 

old Senate 
rule 42 

c/Not required to be reported by Public Law 95-521. 

b/House disclosure instructions indicate that retirement interest 
is not considered a reportable interest. Senate instructions 
require the reporting of this data. 

c/Only deposits aggregating more than $5,000 must be reported 
under Public Law 95-521. 

d/Instructions pertaining to one of the four inaccuracies were 
not clear. 
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$/Under Public Law 95-521, threshold for value starts at $10,000. 

f/Not required to be reported under Public Law 95-521. 

q/Public Law 95-521 does not specify the reportability of contin- 
gent liabilitiw. Houre disclosure instructions specifically 
excludes this item. 

h/On June 12, 1979, Senate Ethics Committee ruled that honoraria- 
type activities do not constitute a proprietorship position, 
even though a ratporting individual may file a sole proprietor- 
ship form for tax purposes reporting his income/expenses. 

. 
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Category 

Category 

Category 

Category 

Category 

Category 

Category 

Category 

Category 

I 

II 

III 

IV 

V 

VI 

VII 

VIII 

IX 

Category X 

APPLICABLE CATEGORIES OF ViLUE 

FORMER SENATE RULE 42 

Not more than $5,000 

$5,001 - $15,000 

$15,001 - $50,000 

$50,001 - $100,000 

$100,001 - $250,000 

$250,001 - $500,000 

$500,001 - $1,000,000 

$1,000,001 - $2,000,000 

$2,oco,oo1 - $5,000,000 

Over $S,OOO,OOO 

. 
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HOUSE AND SENATE BILLS INTRODUCED CONTAINING 

AUDIT PROVISIONS 

House bills 

H.R.l-- Financial Disclosure Act, introduced January 4, 1977, 
and later became known as the Ethics in Government 
Act of 1977. 

H.R.9--Financial Disclosure Act, Introduced January 4, 1977. 

H.R.9460- 

H.R.948-- 

H.R.2326-- 

H.R.2716-- 

H.R.4195-- 

H.R.4949-- 

H.R.4950-- 

H.R.5061-- 

H.R.5193-- 

H.R.5583-- 

H.R.61420- 

January 4, 1977. 

January 4, 1977. 

January 24, 1977. 

January 31, 1977. 

March 1, 1977. 

March 14, 1977. 

March 14, 1977. 

March 15, 1977. 

March 17, 1977. 

March 24, 1977. 

April 6, 1977. 

Senate bills 

S.495--Watergate Reform Act of 1976, introduced January 30, 1975. 

S.290--Federal Ethics Act of 1977, introduced January 18, 1977. 

S.383--Financial Disclosure Act of 1977, introduced January 19, 
1977. 

S.555--Public Officials Integrity Act of 1977, introduced 
February 1, 1977. 
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OTHER ISSUES WHICH SHOULD BE CONSIDERED 

IF AUDITS ARE TO BE IMPLEMENTED 

If the House and Senate begin auditing financial disclosure 
reports, they need to consider several issues, such as 

--audit approach, extensiveness of the audit scope, and how 
many audits are necessary: 

--selection criteria: 

--who should be subject to audits: 

--whether audit results should be made publicly available: 

--whether Members and Committee Chairmen should be noti,fied 
of audit results: and .' 

--the organizational entity which will conduct and report 
the results of audits. 

AUDIT APPROACH, SCOPE AND 
NUMBER OF REQUIRED AUDITS 

Audit approach, scope, and the number of required audits is 
the most important issue which will affect the resources needed 
to conduct audits. Approaches for examining disclosure reports 
can vary widely from only a cursory review (where the auditor 
will examine only those items which raise questions of propriety) 
to a more detailed review where the auditor verifies the accuracy 
and completeness of the entire disclosure report. As an inter- 
mediate approach, the auditor can select a certain percentage of 
the items reported for verification. 

The scope of audits will vary depending on the filers' finan- 
cial holdings and interests. As a minimum; to adequately conduct 
an audit, the following is required: (1) copies of individuals' 
Federal income tax returns along with supporting documentation 
for tax disclosures, (2) the fr eedom to contact and confirm the 
extent of individuals' financial holdings and interests with par- 
ties familiar with the financial interests of the audited individ- 
ual, (3) documentation supporting items disclosed and those found 
to be omitted, and (4) public disclosure reports for the year of 
audit and prior years as needed. The auditor should not be re- 
stricted by either the individual subject to audit or by any rule 
of the House and Senate Ethics Committees. 

Another matter which bears directly on costs of audits and 
staff resources pertains to the number of audits that should be 
conducted to ensure the integrity of the disclosure process. 
Under former Senate rule 42, we performed 100 audits on the basis 
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of selection criteria set forth in the rule. The number of annual 
audits that should be performed and the depth of the examination 
must be considered if audits are made part of the legislative 
branch financial disclosure system. 

AUDIT SELECTION CRITERIA 

Under the former Senate rule, audit selection criteria re- 
quired that each Senator had to be audited at least once every 
6 years but could not be subject to audit during an election year 
and 5 percent of Senate employees were to be randomly selected 
each year. These constraints (those placed on Senator audits) re- 
quired us to develop a selection system where all Senators would 
have an equal chance of being selected for audit. Therefore, the 
formula that was used (which was approved by the the Members of 
the Senate Ethics Committee) to select Members would have caused 
W;;Y Member to,be audited at least once during his/her 6-year 

Under this method, Members would not know when they would 
be slbject to an audit, and it was very likely that Members would 
be audited at least two times during their 6-year term, with few 
Members being audited three or more times. 

On the other extreme, an alternate selection approach would 
be to randomly select Members (ignoring any selection constraints 
as required under the former Senate rule) each year for audit. 
Although, under this totally random selection system, fewer Mem- 
bers will be subject to one audit during their 6-year terms than 
the formula we used, some Members would never get audited and 
more Members would be subject to multiple audits. For example, 
assume that an annual audit workload is approximately 25 Senators, 
then, over a 6-year period about 18 Senators would never be audited, 
36 would be audited only once, and 46 would be subject to multiple 
audits. According to the selection method we developed to comply 
with the former Senate rule, with the same audit workload, approx- 
imately 62 Senators would be audited only one time, with 38 Sen- 
ators subject to multiple audits. 

The need to develop an audit selection criteria is even more 
important for selecting Members of the House. Because of the 
number of Congressmen and because they are elected every 2 years, 
there is a question as to the feasibility of auditing every House 
Member at least once during their term. If this is to be the cri- 
teria, then about 220 annual Member audits (or 439 audits in each 
2-year period) will have to be performed in addition to House em- 
ployee selections. If this criteria is used, there is no random- 
ness in the Member selection process since all will have to be 
audited in their 2-year term. Also, Members, if not selected for 
audit during the first year, will know that they will be audited 
during the remaining year of their term, a potential criticism 
of the integrity of the audit selection process. 
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On the other hand, if the House adopts a criterion that Mem- 
bers should be audited at least once during a d-year period, then 
the possibility exists that Members who do not serve for at least 
three terms may never be selected for audit. Another approach 
would be to establish beforehand, the number of audits to be per- 
formed and randomly select from the existing Member and employee 
populations. 

The selection process affects the number of audits to be per- 
formed and should be considered by the House and Senate committees 
if audits are implemented. 

IDENTIFICATION OF INDIVIDUALS 
WHO SHOULD BE SUBJECT TO AUDITS 

Another matter that should be addressed if audits are to be 
made an integral part of the legislative branch disclosure system 
pertains to those individuals that should be subject to audits. 
As a minimum, we believe that Members, congressional employees, 
and legislative branch employees who are required to file annual 
disclosure reports should be subject to audits. However, a ques- 
tion exists whether candidates for congressional office should be 
subject to audits. Although on the surface there appears to be 
merit in auditing candidates, whether the House and Senate commit- 
tees can exercise enforcement jurisdiction for audit noncompliance 
is not clear. If such audits are to extend to congressional candi- 
dates and legislative branch employees (other than congressional 
employees), it may be wise for the Congress to modify the law so 
as to provide for civil sanctions for audit noncompliance similar 
to that already contained in section 106 of Public Law 95-521 for 
violations of the filing requirement. 

PUBLIC AVAILABILITY OF AUDIT RESULTS 

Public availability of financial disclosure reports is the 
very essence of a public financial disclosure system. Such re- 
ports provide the basis that enable the public to judge the per- 
formance of public officials in view of their outside financial 
interests. Whether the results of audits should be made public 
depends upon whether the supervising committees have developed an 
effective system that would provide sufficient assurance to the 
public that individuals who have been audited have publicly cor- 
rected their disclosure reports when necessary. If such a system 
is not created or if the public cannot be reasonably assured that 
audited reports were corrected, it is very appropriate that the 
results of such audits be made available to allow the public to 
examine whether any omitted or inaccurately reported financial 
interests constitutes a potential conflict of interest or indica- 
tion of unethical behavior. 

We noted that the Senate Select Committee on Ethics had not 
established a system to ensure that all individuals have filed 
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amendments to their disclosure reports when audit recommendations 
requested that amendments be filed. Senate committee staff mem- 
bers told us that they were instructed to notify audited individ- 
uals via a form letter that the individual should file the appro- 
priate amendment based on the audit report. However, this was 
not always done. As a result of the absence of a system, commit- 
tee staff members did not know whether audited Members and employ- 
ees made the neceseary changes identified by the audits or if 
these changes were filed for public review. Further, we were 
told that since Senate Resolution 220 was adopted (Aug. 3, 1979) 
repealing the existing financial disclosure rule, no further ac- 
tion wae taken to inform audited individuals after this time that 
amendments should be filed correcting their disclosure reports. 

Audits conducted under former Senate rule 42 showed that num- 
erous inaccuracies and omissions existed in audited disclosure re- 
ports which were not amended. We found that only 12 out of 24 
Senators audited who were required to amend their reports, pub- 
licly filed amendmente correcting their reports to conform with 
the audit resulte. Of the number of Senate employees who were 
audited and who were recommended to correct their reports (661, 
we found that only 33 publicly filed amendments correcting their 
reports on the basis of our audit findings. We also found that 
3 of the 12 Senators who corrected their reports, attached copies 
of the audit reports for public viewing, and two others indicated 
that the amendments resulted from an audit of their disclosure re- 
ports. Regarding Senate employees, we found that seven individ- 
uals attached copies of their audit reports, while nine other 
publicly indicated that the amendments resulted from an audit of 
their disclosure reports. 

Unless all amendments are filed and the House and Senate 
Ethics Committees have established an effective system to ensure 
that all amendments have been filed properly, we believe that 
audit reports should not be made publicly available. We favor 
this approach over total public availability because the reputa- 
tion of individuals may be endangered due to inadvertent omis- 
sions or inaccuracies in their disclosure reports. 

VALUE OF AUDITS TO MEMBERS 

When considering the need to implement audits, both the House 
and Senate should consider the desirability of notifying Members 
of audit results. Such a practice will enable the Members to 
evaluate whether their staffs omitted any financial interests 
that would surface a potential or actual conflict of interest in 
view of the employee's duties and responsibilities. Audit results 
would allow Members to take the necessary corrective action by re- 
moving the employee from the actual or potential conflict, if one 
exists. Audits will also provide Members with an indication of 
whether an employee has a particular financial interest that may 
be prohibited by statute or House and Senate conduct rules. 
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AUDITS--WHO SHOULD CONDUCT THEM? 

Under former Senate rule 42, we were directed to conduct 
audits of disclosure reports because the authors of Senate Resolu- 
tion 110, believe that GAO was the most logical entity in the Fed- 
eral Government to conduct such audits. However, we do not be- 
lieve that we should conduct these audits since we do extensive 
work for individual Members as well as Committee Chairmen at 
their request. It is essential that our relationship be one of 
mutual confidence if our work is to be most effective. We were 
quite concerned that imposing such a requirement would produce an 
adversary relationship with potential damage to our overall 
effectiveness as an objective and nonpartisan review arm of the 
Congress. We emphatically believe that this rationale still ap- 
plies to any audit requirement where we are responsible to con- 
duct audits of legislative branch financial disclosure reports. 

Audits, if performed, must be free of any restrictions if 
they are going to serve the intended function and preserve the 
integrity of the financial disclosure process. Both the House 
and Senate will have to consider whether 

--a special congressional office should be created to con- 
duct House and Senate audits, 

--the staff of the Ethics Committees should be supplemented 
with additional capability so that they may be able to con- 
duct audits, 

--the staff of the Ethics Committees should be supplemented 
with auditors on temporary assignment from GAO and other 
Government agencies, or 

--to contract with qualified public accountants. 
. 

Although we believe that oversight for the audit function is 
fundamentally the responsibility of both the House and Senate 
Ethics Committees, the Congress may want to consider contracting 
with qualified public accountants as the best approach to audits 
to avoid criticism that auditors employed by a congressional audit 
activity may not be sufficiently independent. Whatever group or 
organization that may ultimately perform the audits should report 
to these committees. 

(964151) 
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