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PROCEEDI NGS
[9:30 a. m]

MR. SULLIVAN. If we could, let's get started.
Good nmorning. M name's Tom Sullivan and | run the
O fice of Advocacy. Welconme to everyone who is
participating this norning.

Before | get into ny introductory comrents,
which will be brief, which is probably the best news that
you' Il hear today, |let nme nake sure that we know that
this is a public neeting and it is being transcribed by a
court reporter to ny right. So not only are your
comments public but they will be transcribed and
hopefully included as a witten appendi x to whatever
report comes out of this roundtable.

As | said before, nmy name is Tom Sul |ivan.

Happy Fat Tuesday. That usually wakes people up and I'|
explain a little bit nore about the appropriateness of
Fat Tuesday and the Mardi Gras season toward the end of
my comments but welcone here to SBA. Welcone to a
roundt abl e hosted by my office, the O fice of Advocacy.

For those of you who are less famliar with what
we do at the O fice of Advocacy, we have all you ever
needed to know on our website, sba.gov/advo. That's
sba. gov/advo. And for those of you who are on our
listserve, you woul d have been the first folks in your

cubicle row this nmorning to get our March newsletter.



Everyone el se has to wait two weeks until it goes in the
mai | but for those of you who have signed up to our e-
mail |istserve, which is accessible on that website,

sba. gov/ advo, you woul d have woken up bright and early
this morning, grabbed a cup of coffee, |ogged onto your
home conputer and bang, there it is, our newsletter.

The O fice of Advocacy is an independent voice
for small business within the federal governnent and we
pursue small business's agenda, npbst of the agendas of
the fol ks who are represented here today. W do it
t hrough research. We put out as nuch research as
possi bl e to docunment the value of small business to the
econony.

We al so pursue a small business agenda
t hrough regul atory work. We have a team of attorneys
whom many of you know that work with governnment agencies
to filter out regulations that may inpose an unfair
burden on small business. And before we weigh in on the
smal | busi ness agenda we have to figure out what that
agenda is, and that's what brings us here this norning.
VWhenever we prioritize, my first question to our teamin
Advocacy is what small businesses want us to get
i nvol ved? Why are these issues inportant to smal
busi ness and we convene roundtables. W have a
roundt abl e pretty nuch on anything any small business

group or group of small business tell us to convene a



roundt able on and we try to soak in as nmuch information
fromthose roundtabl es as possible so that you, the snal
busi ness groups, can help prioritize the small business
agenda that we're supposed to be foll ow ng.

These roundt abl es that we have on a host of
i ssues, whether it is IRS issues, OSHA issues, or EPA
i ssues, generally are an open and frank discussion. It's
rare that we have these
di scussions transcri bed but since there is a report that
may be affiliated with this roundtable, we are having a
transcription service. But these roundtables, all of our
roundt abl es are a frank and candid di scussion on what is
happening to Main Street small business and | would
encourage that sanme | evel of candor and frankness, with
t he caveat that your frankness will be transcribed at
this type of roundtable this norning.

The primary reason for us to have a roundtabl e,
as is generally the business of the Ofice of Advocacy,
to solicit input fromsmall business, is the Small
Busi ness Paperwork Relief Act of 2002. Keith is going to
actually summarize. Keith Holman in ny office, who's an
attorney who's in the regulatory section of my office,
has been the point person for our office on trying to
distill our tasks ahead of us under the Small Business

Paperwork Relief Act of 2002.



Keith will sunmarize the | aw and what mandates
cone out of that froma reporting perspective but before
Keith does, let ne give you
a brief state of regulation, and that's where | think it
is appropriate that this is Fat Tuesday because Fat
Tuesday is the | ast day of excess before going into a
Lenten season of fasting. And froma season of excess or
a state of excess, it mght be helpful to give a broad
paranmeter, at |east a snapshot of what the regul atory
norass or mass is fromthe fromthe government.

A set of regulatory experts described it in the
followi ng way. In 2001, 64,431 pages of rules and
announcenents published in the Federal Register. That
translates into two people working full-tinme reading the
Federal Register at about four pages a mnute an entire
year to read the whole conpendium That's the bad news.
The good news is that was 13 percent |ess than the year
2000, so we're on the right track but I think it's an
acknowl edgenent that there's still a lot of work to do to
trimdown the rules, procedures, announcenents and ot her
materials that are contained in the Federal Register.

Wth that said, every nenber of the
federal governnent, ny coll eagues, is here to listen--
listen to suggestions and coments from smal |l business
owners and small business representatives and the public

who are all invited to participate today.



My introduction and Keith's explanation wll
really be the limted time where the federal officials
who are gathered around today will talk at you and
instead we'll then shift to a |listen and facilitate node
so that we can encourage discussion and coments about
how we can continue to try to trimdown the rules,
regul ati ons and paperwork that may unnecessarily burden
smal | busi nesses.

Keith?

MR. HOLMAN:. Thank you, Tom

We appreciate your being here today. W know
there are other things that you'd rather be doing
probably than small busi ness paperwork relief, although
this is an inportant issues and | think we see this as an
opportunity that doesn't come along that often to
actually tell federal people what you think about the
paper wor k
requi renments and suggest possi ble recommendati ons for how
t hat burden can be reduced.

Congress | ast year passed a | aw that was many
years coni ng. Some people would say nmany iterations of
smal | busi ness paperwork relief had conme up and had
failed in prior years and what we got |ast sumer was in
many ways a conprom se. Having said that, we still have
an opportunity here to have sone input, sonme potenti al

for reformand relief for small businesses. Part of the



reason we're here today is, as Tomsaid, not to tal k but
to listen, to find out what really the paperwork burden
IS.

The act calls for particular strategies to be
investigated by the task force that's created.

Let me stop for a second and make sure, has
everybody got a copy of, nunmber one, the agenda for
today's neeting, which is over on the table? If not, we
can get a copy to you. Nunmber two, we have a copy of the
Smal | Busi ness Paperwork Relief Act of 2002. Anybody who
needs that, raise your hand and we'll get a copy to you.

The key thing that's in this paper, the reason
why we're here today, Congress in setting up this act
basically established tasks for the task force that the
Office of Advocacy is a nenmber of, |led by the OVB
basically. W, as essentially the group that reaches out
to small businesses in our role as advocates, were the
| ogi cal choice to reach out and try to get sone feedback
from business, to get sonme hard information on what is
t he burden that small businesses face in terns of
paperwor k now?

What types of paperwork burdens are there?
Beyond actually filling out forms, thinking about what
you have to do to fill out forns--gathering the resources
and getting the people together to get information to the

gover nnent .



Once you've filled out paperwork, the retention
requi renents that small businesses have. |In sonme cases
you' ve got docunents that have to be kept for 20 years or
nore. And doing things like attenpting to get |icenses
and pernits, people you have to hire to pull together
information that goes
into paperwork collection, information collection. Those
are the kinds of things that we're interested in getting.
As opposed to anecdotes of things that are far renoved,
we want to get nore real exanmples of what those burdens
are.

And then, nore inportantly, Congress has
establ i shed tasks for us as nenbers of the task force to
consi der ways that there can be relief and refornms and we
need to get sonme real feedback in ternms of are those
things that are going to be useful to small busi nesses,
or are there things that we should be putting nore of our
attention on and other things that are perhaps |ess
i nportant? Those are the kinds of things we need to
know.

In terms of |ooking at the act, you'll see on
the second page the establishment of the task force.
There's information on who's on the task force and many
of the task force nenbers are here today. The various
federal agencies are represented so this is the

opportunity to have their ear.



On the third page you can see that there
are a nunber of specific things that the task force is
charged with considering and it's fair to say that the
task force, which has been constituted now for severa
nmont hs, has been | ooki ng down these avenues. For
exanple, identify ways to integrate the collection of
information across federal agencies and prograns, exam ne
the feasibility and desirability of requiring agencies to
consol idate requirenents, the so-called harnonization and
one-stop basically where instead of having to try to
figure out who within a given agency |ike IRS, what
di fferent groups would have to receive paperwork,
information collection requests, that essentially you'd
have one person within the agency.

These ideas are not sonmething that's entirely
radical in 2003. To sone extent they've been tried by
agencies and to sone extent there's been success. So
we're not trying to conpletely reinvent the wheel here.

There are other tasks, which you'll see on page
3, which are basically the things that we're
going to tal k about today. Are these good ideas? Are
they going to work? How would they work? So that's
essentially why we're here.

One point of contact. Sone ideas have cone up
about would it be a good idea to have federal information

coll ection be due at the same tinme every year or



quarterly reports essentially would come through at the
sane tine every year, so there would be predictability?
You know you're com ng up on a date. Like nost people

t hi nk of April 15, you know taxes are going to be due; it
makes it easier to sort of structure what you're going to
be doing in preparation for that.

This idea of integrating the information
collection, elimnating redundancies. In other words, to
the extent that you're not reporting the same information
to different parts of the same agency or the sane
information to different agencies when, in fact, you
basically only need to send it to the governnent one
time. Now that sounds like a very sinple thing and
obviously it's a very difficult thing for the governnent
because
oftentinmes the same information is used for different
pur poses by different agencies, but perhaps there would
be situations where at | east within one agency, there
really only needs to be one point of contact for
particul ar information that then can be di ssem nated
within the agency for the various purposes.

Those are the kinds of things that we're | ooking
at, as well as ideas that have conme up over and over
again. Maybe there should be a way that businesses can
| ook and find out, based on their SIC code or the new

NAI CS code, that they can figure out exactly what



paperwork requirenments will apply to them by | ooking at
sone sort of catalogue. O indeed that there is a
cat al ogue that shows all of the paperwork requirenents
fromthe federal government, putting aside the state and
| ocal governnent burden. There is some hope that this
ki nd of thing can be done.

Wthin this office back in 1979 we conm ssi oned
a catal ogue of all of the existing federal paperwork
information collection
requi renments by industry and that's a docunent that's
easily half a foot thick and nowadays woul d probably be
four times |arger but one of the things that the task
force is charged with doing is trying to figure out a way
to do just that again, to basically catal ogue all of the
federal information requirenments by industry types or by
sonme neani ngful sectors of the econony so that people can
have an idea--I"min this industry; these are the kinds
of things | deal with. Wat are the information
requirenents that | have to be aware of, the paperwork
requi renments, and what do | have to be doing?

So it's actually fairly straightforward. This
is a fairly short piece of law, legislation. In many
ways it's fairly straightforward. The devil is in trying
to actually figure out how to do sone of these reforns
and | think the first thing we need to do is to get the

views of you people, the people you represent, on where



the burdens really are. | think it's clear that there's
sone sense in Congress that there are certain burdens
and we need to figure out is that true? So | think

wi t hout further ado, that's where we should go.

MR. SULLIVAN: As a practical matter, because
this is being transcribed, 1'd |ike to suggest a way that
we can probably recogni ze and then make sure that your
nanme i s appropriately witten in the record. Wen you
would like to be called on I would ask that you just take
your table tent or crunple up a piece of paper or
what ever the case is, sinmply put it up like this. So
we'll try to get at the different folks in the order
where there table tent is put up |like this.

| woul d ask your patience for the m crophone to
t hen be brought around to you prior to opening your
statenment but at the beginning of the statenent, | know
we're all anxious to dive right into paperwork exanples
but at the beginning of the statenent if you could sinply
make sure that you do state your nanme and the small
busi ness or public interest which you do represent, it
m ght be very hel pful for the transcription process.

Who's going to be the brave soul to start
out first and answer really what is first on our agenda?
That is your view, small business's views on current

paperwor k burdens. And if that isn't appropriate to your



particul ar agenda, that's okay, too, and tell us what
smal | busi ness thinks and what small business wants.

MR. HOLMAN: Anybody who's got any exanpl es?
Great, G ovanni.

MR. CORATOLO |'m G ovanni Coratolo with the
U. S. Chanber of Commerce, director of small business
policy.

VWhat | hear nost fromny nenbers is the
paperwork burdens of the IRS. In fact, it is IRS that
generally accounts for 80 percent of the paperwork
burdens on small business. Obviously they are kind of
the big beast that we try to control. In trying to
exam ne what they've done, certainly they' ve nade strides
in that area. They have an O fice of Paperwork Burden
Reduction. Unfortunately, they only have three people
that man that office and out of the thousands of people
within the IRS, it seens to be kind of
di sproportionate that they would only have three people
that man an office that controls so nmuch of the burden of
paperwork on small busi ness.

Part of the problem w th understandi ng paperwork
on small business is not so much how nuch tinme it takes
to kind of fill in the formor read the question but it's
t he recordkeeping, it's the anount of tinme that they have
to spend in collecting the data that back those fornms for

that data, and certainly retaining that data in a manner



in which they're able to replicate it for organizations
i ke the IRS.

Now OVB, who al so has jurisdiction over
paperwork, has a half a man dedicated or a half a
position dedicated to the oversi ght of paperwork for |IRS.
That, to ne, doesn't seem proportional, either. At one
time it was one position.

So we really, as a task force, we really have to
| ook at what the agencies are spending and dedicati ng
their efforts to the IRS or to all agencies. | know we
have a Section 610 under SBREFA that asks agencies to
review rules. Wy
shouldn't there be a 610 for paperwork, where they
actual ly have to review the paperwork requirenents every
so often within the agency? And this should be under the
gui se of OVMB to enforce this.

So these are sonme of the opening thoughts that I
have that I'll throw out on the table.

MR. HOLMAN: Are there other suggestions that
your nmenbers woul d make for I RS reforn? G ovanni ?

MR, CORATOLO I'm sorry?

MR. HOLMAN: Are there other recomendations
t hat your nenmbers would make for I RS reform specifically,
besi des 6107

MR. CORATOLO: Well, certainly adding nore

resources to the Ofice of Paperwork. Wth the I RS, one



area that | thought was very good that had some nmonment um
behind it was the SARS program where the IRS elimn nated
the duplication of subm ssions to the RS and the states
and from what | understand, that program s conpletely--
not only has it not gone forward, it is conpletely
erased. There's no monentum at all behind it right now
That's an area that not only within an agency but
drilling down to the states and | ocal governnent.

This was a terrific programand it's died
because of lack of effort on the part of the smal
busi ness community or, you know, all of us, we haven't
pushed enough and the states are clanmoring for nore noney
and this is sonething that would have elim nated a | ot of
duplication, a lot of just redoing things for states, as
well as the federal governnent when it conmes to 941
subm ssi ons.

MR. HOLMAN: Thank you.

MR. SULLI VAN:  Chris?

MR. TAMPI O. Thank you, Tom

G ovanni, | like your point of having people
there to answer questions.

MR. SULLIVAN: Chris, can you introduce
yoursel f?

MR. TAMPIO. Chris Tanpio with the Nationa

Associ ati on of Manufacturers.



| think small business people, they want to
conply with regul ati ons and paperwork and stuff but the
bi ggest problem they have is conpliance
assistance. In all the agencies, in IRS, in OSHA at the
Depart nent of Labor, in Wage and Hour and everywhere, |
t hi nk having nore people there to help with conpliance
assi stance is a key that these people want. | know smal
busi ness people would rather have | ess paperwork and we
don't have a | ot of actual specific exanples, but where
there is paperwork that has to be done, we need
assistance in doing that. That's the biggest thing where
maybe funding or help can be put in for all the agencies
across the board in the federal governnment.

So that's one thing that we get from our snal

busi ness folks all the tinme, is we just need help in

filling out the forms and if we've got questions, we need
someone to call. They feel like they're going blind in
filling out sone of these fornms in sone cases, so that's

one of the biggest things.

| know one group, | do a lot of OSHA issues and
| know OSHA | ast year had put forward a proposal as part
of the Paperwork Reduction Act to
get rid of a |ot of duplicative and excessively redundant
stuff. | think that's a good start they've done, which
they need to be commended for doing that. But they also,

in the sanme turn, have done stuff |ike they redid the



recordkeeping, which is fine, their OSHA | aws, but in
doi ng that they wanted to create sone separate colums in
that. They created separate colums for hearing | oss.
They thought about creating a separate columm for
ergonom cs injuries. In doing that you start to create
separate colums for--you know, why don't you have a
separate columm for anputations or slips and falls?
That's just so nuch nore paperwork when you create al

t hese separate colums. You don't want to say that
hearing loss isn't a bad problem or sonething but how far
are you going to go with the recordkeeping for injuries?
Woul d you go on and on and have a separate column for
every single thing and keep track of it that way?

So they seemto be doing a good job in updating
the OSHA | aws but with a ot of their separate col ums
t hey m ght have gone a little bit
over board.

MR. HOLMAN: Speaking fromthe federal
perspective, it seens unlikely any tinme soon that we're
going to be seeing trenmendous new resources for new
personnel, so it sounds |ike what you're suggesting is--

MR. TAMPIO | think it would be--again, as |
say, | do a lot of OSHA issues and instead of having so
many people that are there playing gotcha for a
manuf acturer that m ght have a paperwork viol ation, why

not instead have sonmeone go there and try to assist them



in not just the recordkeeping but trying to nake it a
saf er workpl ace instead of giving thema violation for
not having their material safety data sheets updated or
sonething like that?

So | know we don't want to have a | arger federa
government but maybe let's take sone of the resources
froma |lot of their heavy-handed enforcenment to
conpl i ance assi stance.

MR. HOLMAN: Very briefly, do you see exanples
of this that work on, say, the state
l evel ?

MR. TAMPIO Right now | can't think of a
specific exanple. | think one thing that m ght be
hel pful for us to get nore information to you fol ks on
woul d be where we could maybe get a little bit of a
summary of the Paperwork Reduction Act and ki nd of asking
our fol ks what they--we need to do a better job probably
in the association role of asking our nenmbers about this
stuff but when we send them just the law itself and
stuff, they see all the--we need a better job of
sunmarizing it and you may be able to help us with that,
so then we can send it out to our nenmbers and they give
us the stuff and then we could comment back to you again.
Does that kind of help?

MR. SULLI VAN: Actually, Chris, it does help and

it's a good point to recognize the



foll ow-up aspect of today's neeting. Not only are the
comments wel cone and transcri bed fromtoday but we do
have foll owup requests that if any of this discussion
pronmpts your ideas or your nmenbers' ideas on information
that would be hel pful to this

di al ogue, in the next seven days, so a week fromtoday we
have the time to get all of those coments by e-mail so

t hat they can becone part of this record.

So if any of the discussion today pronpts idea
that you can follow up with froman e-mail, please do so.
Keith's e-mail is keith.hol man@ba.gov. That's
kei t h. hol man@ba. gov.

You actually get nore than one bite at the apple
on this. You have today's opportunity to share your
views in this dialogue. You have a follow up opportunity
t hrough e-mail. Then once this report goes out, it is,
as you will see in the law, subject to notice and
comment. So sonetines this dialogue pronpts new t houghts
and the transparency of it all is certainly sonething
t hat we encourage and we'll pronpt nore and nore comment
to end up with a good set of recomrendati ons coning from
the task force.

Fern?

MS. ABRAMS: Fern Abrans, the Association of

Connecting Electronic Industries. Qur nmenbers



manuf acture el ectroni c conmponents, nanely, circuit
boar ds.

| wasn't going to talk right away because
hadn't really come with preplanned things to say but then
as you said, Tom | listened to Chris and that nade ne
t hi nk because | hear primarily conplaints about the
Envi ronment al Protection Agency and | al so work wi th OSHA
i ssues, although not as closely as Chris, and | actually
view OSHA as nuch nore of an outreach and hel pful to
smal | businesses and the like, and I'd Iike to see EPA go
more that way, that OSHA actually has prograns where they
reach out and hel p businesses conply and don't--maybe |I'm
wrong but | hear |ess about enforcenment actions from OSHA
than | do from EPA.

| hear a | ot about duplicative reporting about
EPA. There are four different nmedia offices. They al
ask the same questions in different ways and people end
up reporting the same data with a slightly different
twist and | don't know if this report can address that
because many, many of those requirenents are statutory,
so | don't know if
that's within the scope of this |law s exam nati on.

The second thing | was going to say is our
menbers really do need help with some of this paperwork.
Alot of tinmes it's very--1 nmean you get down to

envi ronnental reporting on very technical issues and



they're very specific and what they really need is
sinplification. They don't need nore |long witten guides
or hel pful conpliance guides where instead of now having
20 pages of forms with 200 pages of directions, we now
have 300 pages of guidance on top of that, which is often
nore regulatory interpretation instead of really being
hel pful .

And the second thing | hear about a | ot and |
saw hotlines on your list is there's a |ot of problens
with contractor-staffed hotlines where the people
answering the questions don't really know the answers.
They' re making stuff up. And then the agencies, and I
believe this is true of the IRS, as well, don't have to
be held to the advice that is given out by their hotline.
So sonmeone can get advice, take it, and still be sl apped
| at er
with an enforcenment violation.

So those are ny thoughts for the nonent.

MR. HOLMAN: Thank you.

Susan?

MS. ECKERLY: |'m Susan Eckerly and | work with
t he National Federal of |ndependent Busi ness.

We're very happy that this small business
paperwork bill got passed and this process has been set
up but having said that, to date nyself, and there are

others in this room-1'm]looking at one of them-who've



wor ked on paperwork issues nmuch |onger than | have, but

havi ng worked on them for about 15 years and not al ways

at NFIB, I'ma little hesitant to tell our nmenbership
about the fact that this bill was passed and that we
worked on it. And not to minimze the bill at all, but

if you tell small business owners, particularly ones
who' ve been around for a long tine, that you're trying to
reduce paperwork, they'll sort of |augh at you.

Unfortunately, as we address this problem you
sort of |look at the history of the Paperwork Reduction
Act and the scope of what that's been
trying to achieve and what we're trying to achieve with
this task force and it's all |audable goals but sort of
| ooking at froma historical standpoint, | nmean paperwork
just keeps growing and we're all trying to find different
mechani sns to try and reduce it, to find a coordination
point in the agencies, which we've already set this
mechani sm up; there should be a paperwork officer in each
of the agencies already. W 're already trying to set up
t hese nechani sns.

So as we discuss this and as |I'mthinking about
this problem I'mtrying to think of what's changed now
in the year 2003 that can help us try and get a handle on
this problem we've been trying to pass |laws and establish
task forces and have roundtables to deal with for years

and years and years.



| think a couple of things that we have that
hel p us that we haven't had in the past are technol ogy--
obvi ously the Web and sone el ectronic reporting.
Cbviously I'Il be the first to say our nmenbers are way
behind in that. The average size
of our nmenbership, as many of you have heard me say over
and over, is very small, less than 10, and a | ot of these
peopl e are now having conputers but they don't use their
conputers necessarily to be on the Wb, so they' re not
going to get on EPA's website and all of a sudden have
one magic formand fill all that out.

So while |I think technology's a tool and it
shoul d be sonething that we increasingly use and
hopefully use and maybe that's something that can shift
t he debate or the paradigm the way we have been | ooki ng
at these issues and hel p.

Anot her tool that's happened that hopefully we
can think about in all this, too, and | forget the
acronym but what was it? GPRA? That's passed and
unfortunately before | got here | didn't have a chance to
revi ew how nuch they take into account an agency's
paperwork conpliance in ternms of an agency's perfornmance,
but I think that's something that we should | ook at, as
well, that that's another factor.

| thought G ovanni's nention of 610,



mean that's been around for a long tinme but breathing new
life into that, as has been done with the SBREFA

| egislation. That's another. It may be a new spin on an
old tool that we can use, too.

So as we debate and get into the sol utions,
that's another part of this forumtoday but maybe we can
sort of think of new ways, new tools that we m ght have
now that can inplenment, better inplenment an old | aw.

In terms of the burdens that NFIB nenbers face,
| echo the comments with regard to the IRS. Those are
clearly hat our nmenbers state as the overall problem

Let me step back, though, and say when our
menbers | ook at regulation, it's not so nuch that we find
fromour survey work the fact that they have to conply
with the regulation; it's nore the extra paperwork
required fromthe regulation. So paperwork is a definite
problem they say it's a hassle. As fromthe IRS, it
really depends after that sort of what business they're
in. Sonme of them conplain nostly about OSHA and Wage and
Hour .

Some conpl ain about HHS. Sone conpl ai n about EPA. CQur
menbers are across the spectrum| can't identify one
particul ar agency. |It's probably health and safety and
t hen environnental rules, after IRS, the burdens they

nost have to conply wth.



| would al so add that one thing that | know has
been nmentioned here today that we nay want to add to the
di scussi on between 10:45 and 11:30 is recordkeeping in
terms of how |long folks have to keep these records. |
mean | know it varies whether it's 30 years, by agency,
but shoot, | would | ove to know the conpliance rate on
that in terms of folks. | think that's sonething that
al so needs to be |looked at. Wth that, I'll put ny card
down.

MR. HOLMAN: | know there's been sonme concern
about | ongevity of the requirenments on recordkeeping,
especially in areas |like RCRA facilities and that kind of
thing, and there's reasons why you have |l ong retention
periods, but one of the things that OMB has proposed as a
reform
for EPAis to shorten those tine periods.

Are there any people who have specific
situations that have cone up where they've had conplaints
about | could have done sonething different but | had to
spend noney to hire people to do paperwork conpliance,
rather than hiring like a new sal esperson or a new person
to do the manufacturing? Does anybody have stories |ike
that? Actually, G ovanni, you've got your tent up

MR. CORATOLO. | just wanted to qualify one
thing. When | nentioned 610 | want to make it clear |

reconmend that this task force have sone sort of



recommendati on of a 610-1ike provision where agencies
could have a certain period of time where they would have
to review their forms. | think paperwork reforns
generally take on a life of their own and in many cases
t heir useful ness tends to wane over tinme and those
agenci es should be required to exam ne not only the
burdens of filling those forns out or the paperwork
requi renments but also the useful ness of the information.

So when | refer to 610 I'm not referring
to 610 out of SBREFA but sonmething simlar that would be
recommended by this task force to the agencies that every
so often they would have to review these fornms and have
certain assets dedicated to exam ne whether this
information is useful or not or is being used.

| know with the IRS, they just deleted the
requi renments of filling out Schedule L and M and when
they examned it they found out it was not used. Here
were mllions of hours of paperwork that was being
required, plus the data collection by small businesses,
and they weren't being used.

MS. DRUMMOND: This is sort of a follow-on to
the 610 comment.

MR. HOLMAN: Coul d you introduce yourself?

MS. DRUMMOND: I'msorry. |'m Anita Drunmond

with Associ ated Buil ders and Contractors.



This is a followon to the 610 coment. The
other thing that's underutilized and I'"'msorry | was |ate
and this may have already been said, is information
col l ection requests reviews that the agencies are
required to do under the Paperwork
Reduction Act. Unfortunately we are all notorious for
never comenting. After the paperwork requirenment's put
in place it conmes back up for review and no one coments
when the OVB puts out the notice or when the agency puts
out the notice.

So we do have nechanisns in place and we're
guilty of not commenting on them | try to comment on
them | recently commented on one on OSHA. | know it
falls by the wayside, but we did put a nmechanismin place
and we underutilize it. So that's one thing. And
think it needs to be incorporated in our thought process
with 610. It's all the sane concept, although 610
obvi ously gets to the underlying requirenments of the
rul emaki ng.

The other thing, and Bruce may have al ready
mentioned this under the Data Quality Act, the aspect of
applying the Data Quality Act to the ICR reviews. So
when you have an information collection request and the
agency cones out and says you' ve been doing this for 15

years and it only takes you two hours a year to conply



with this paperwork requirenment, well, what's the
under | yi ng

data that supports this assertion by the agency? They
need to be in conpliance with the Data Quality Act.

So there's actually three pieces of |egislation
right there that all could be working together in
paperwork revi ew.

MR. HOLMAN: Jinf
TOzZl: |1 just have one little comment.

HOLMAN: Jim can you introduce yourself?

> 3 53

TOZZlI: 1'mJim Tozzi with the Center for
Regul atory Effectiveness or whoever |I'mw th today.

The question | have is that | think we have an
i ssue on paperwork, but the problemis I think the
bi ggest problemis that people in this room including
me, | have the Center for Regulatory Effectiveness get
t housands of hits a day, 40,000 or 50,000 hits a day on
the site, we get nunerous people witing and we can't
handl e all the requests, and a nunmber of them are small
busi nesses asking questions about an IRS rule or
conpl ai ni ng about sonet hi ng.

The problemis I don't think Washi ngton takes
paperwork as very sexy. It kills small business but big
busi ness have other fish to fry and small busi nesses are

drowning in this. Bob Coakley can go back, as old as he



is, in the early days of the act. There's not been a big
push for this.

And | agree with you, Ms. Drumond, that we've
got anple amounts of control. The Paperwork Act has
t hree-year extensions. You know, |'ve |ost sone
regul atory issues in this town but |'ve never |ost a
paperwor k i ssue.

So all you have to do is scream and the rocks
come down pretty fast. We have this |ong process where
agencies put it out for coment and then OVB does. Did
you ever go to OWB's docket to see how many people
conmment on paperwork? Not very many. How many go
runni ng over to OVMB and conplain about it? As bad as the
IRSis, | goto IRS and they' re very hospitable. | nean
if I ask for sone
changes, they just want to know, get sonme docunentation.

So | don't think it's a problemw th the
governnment. | think the problemis that all of us have a
sense of priority and paperwork isn't very high on it.
And to the extent we don't take it nore seriously and
ot her people we work with, the governnment's not going to
take it seriously. How many trade associ ations have
paperwork on their Monday nmeetings? | go to a bazillion
trade associations--there's NSR, BSR, a thousand ot her

i ssues.



So | think the problem s us; | don't think it's
the governnent. |If we don't give a high priority on the
exi sting systens that are in there, | don't think
not hing's going to change. Thank you.

MR. SULLI VAN: Thank you, Jim

Actually we're going to go a little bit outside
of the agenda and actually build on the comments that
just canme out. Not only has it conme out that there are
sone tools in place that can
hel p not only raise the issue of paperwork inside the
Bel tway for sonme change, but also give reinforcenent to
some of the efforts to change that we tal k about al ong
t he edges.

Not only do we have that kind of comment; we
actually have in the rooma nunber of fol ks who hel ped
write and pass and exercise oversight in their capacities
in the small business and trade community, as well as
t heir congressional community, on those |laws. W have
data quality, we have paperwork reduction, we have the
Regul atory Flexibility Act amended by the Small Busi ness
Regul atory Enforcenment Fairness Act. All of those
present sonme opportunity and | think it's safe to say
that there are a nunmber of tools on the books that if
followed perfectly, may help turn the tide on sone

regul atory burden.



Let's open this up for discussion from sone of
the folks that do have experience not only in the intent
of these tools, these |aws, but how they nmay be
i npl emented or quite frankly, how they m ght be
i npl emrented better froma small business
owner's perspective. 1'd like to open that up for
di scussi on. Bob Coakl ey?

MR. COAKLEY: Thank you, Tom

|"'ma small business person now but |I'malso a
veteran of the legislative battles and the executive
branch battles. | have |ost sonme paperwork battles in ny
time and some of them the w nner was Tozzi and not ne.

| would like to make a couple of brief coments,
one of which is | see this act as a strategic opportunity
to build on the |egislative |egacy that we have before
this. This act amends 3502(4)(c), 3506(c) of the
Paperwor k Act, which basically is a strong synmbol that it
builds on the 1941 Reports Act.

Now i f you |l ook at our legislative | egacy that
you, Tom and others are now going to try to package
together in a set of recommendations, you can take al
t hese | egislative enactnents and | want to nmake a point
about them because they're all related. | think we have
a nunber of our wi tnesses, fol ks here today, who' ve been
sayi ng

t hat .



The '42 Reports Act, the '73 anendnents, the '80
Paperwor k Reduction Act, the '80 Regulatory Flexibility
Act, which created your office, the Paperwork Act created

O RA. Do we have an O RA representative here today?

Well, if we don't, Tom | think that's the nunber one
recommendation. |If they're not a part of this process of
what you're doing, I, for one, consider that an outrage
and the president is ill served.

MR. SULLI VAN: Bob, actually ORA is
co-chairing the task force. While they're not in the
roomtoday, that's primarily because they know that this
is kind of a roundtable discussion to give us direction.
But | can assure you froma discussion | had with John
Grahamthis nmorning, they' re very involved and wll take
very seriously the comments fromthe small business
interests represented here today.

MR. COAKLEY: Terrific. | stand corrected and
l"mglad to hear that. | think it's vitally inportant.

The ' 86, the '95 Paperwork Act followed that and
then we had SBREFA. This is a |legislative | egacy that
this Small Busi ness Paperwork Reduction Act of 2002
builds on. It's a strategic opportunity to build on it.
There's one thing in common to all those acts. They
speak to the whole comunity but they woul dn't be
possi bl e without the political support of the smal

busi ness comunity.



| was a chair to the coalition that included
al nost every organi zati on represented here. W passed
that act in 1995 on roll-call votes in the Senate and the
House in a very partisan Congress. W passed that act as
an itemon the Contract with Anerica w thout a single
di ssenting vote in either house in either party. It's
the only itemthat got that kind of support and it
woul dn't have happened if it had not been for the hard
work of the small business community.

So what we have here in the 2002 act is another
exanpl e of the small business comunity comng to the
fore and saying let's give this act together and let's do
sonet hing. Sanme questi ons.

How do we do it? Where is the burden?

| beg to quarrel with ny good friend Jim Tozzi
that the problemisn't the federal governnent, that the
problemis that we don't participate enough here in the
smal | business community. | think the overwhel m ng thene
that is behind that small business support for this
| egi sl ative | egacy, which we have an opportunity to build
on with this act, is a frustration. |It's a frustration
that we successfully get the | eaders, the political
| eaders, to say what ought to be done. It is incredible
the tools we have put in law that are basically being

negl ected by the executive branch and it's the small



busi ness community that again expressed this frustration
in the 2002 act.

And we have the opportunity with a new
adm ni stration that canme on board, canme on board and
canpaigned to a not de mnims extent on the principle
that |'"'mgoing to be a little bit nmore m ndful of the
| aws of the land and I1"m going to respect the | aws of the
| and and that the small
busi ness community is going to have a role in that. The
smal | business community is frustrated that what we put
into place doesn't get done and that's largely an
executive branch probl em

Now Ji m points to, you know, there's a need for
better participation, but let's tal k about the why.
Susan is right on point on this and | see a |ot of folks
that can relate to this and say this all the tine. Wy
doesn't small business participate nore? WelIl, because
there's a lack of integrity in the procedural process
t hat we've created. W' ve got participatory nechani sns
galore in the Reg Flex Act, in the Paperwork Reduction
Act, in SBREFA. W've got them gal ore.

We even have in the Paperwork Act two things
that came up in our discussion today. W have in the
Paperwork Act an opportunity to petition the director of
OMB on whether the law s being foll owed and he's got a

statutory requirenment to follow up in 60 days. The



hi story of that practice, to those who know about it in
the first place, is that the executive branch and O RA
basically do not respond to those things.

| guess that's what | see as the context that
you're in. The mantra of the small business conmmunity is
we don't need new | aws, we don't even need new
adm ni strative initiatives; what we need is an executive
branch to follow up on the laws that exist so that we
give integrity to the regulatory process and we can
partici pate neaningfully instead of participating and
having it just ignored. W need to get rid of the benign
neglect and that'll take political |eadership and I hope,
Tom you can recomend sone things that woul d naybe | ead
to that.

Let me make two specific suggestions which |
think are critical, one of which is to capture the
attention of the Executive Ofice of the President. It's
worth being m ndful of the executive order on
regul ati ons. The Bush adm nistration chose very
forthrightly to follow the Clinton adm nistration's
executive order 11286. At the time of that executive
order before it was issued, the entire small business
conmunity got
t oget her--NFI B, NAM the Chanber, | was present as a part
of this coalition exercise, the National Small Business

United--the entire small business community got together



with the Clinton adm nistration and got a previ ew of what
t he executive order would read |ike and we nmade one
request. They were asking our support. The neeting was
with Bob Rubin, Sally Katzen and Vice President Gore's
counsel. They asked for our support. They felt it was
the last time to really get on board and woul d we support
it?

We | ooked at that executive order, all of us,
and felt like there were sonme problenms with it but there
were some opportunities and we asked for one thing. It
was the age-old mantra that's as relevant today as it was
then. We need the president to ask the agencies to nake
it a priority to follow the procedural requirenmnents of
| aw t hat we al ready have won and put in place and that
ought to be done. The integrity of the process.

And they agreed and they made that manifest in
Section 6-3 of the executive order that
Presi dent Bush has now said | want to be the basic
document in ny regulatory program It reads that "In
addition to adhering to its own rules and procedures and
to the requirenents of the Adm nistrative Procedures Act,
the Regulatory Flexibility Act and the Paperwork
Reducti on Act and other applicable law'--this preceded
passage of SBREFA and the anendnents to the Paperwork Act

and Reg Fl ex--"each agency."



But anyway, the point is that that directive
fromthe president to the agencies to please follow the
law is this adm nistration's executive order, as well,
and | think it ought to be a part of your thinking when
you take the strategi c opportunity to pursue this
| egislative legacy in the present Small Business Act.

One other specific comrent. When we got that
grand political consensus in 1980 we did a coupl e of
things and I would |ike your observation on this, Jim
and others who were there. Jimwas the executive branch
civil servant who was basically the key to the passage of
t he Paperwork
Act. But we agreed on a structure, an overarching
structure of how to manage regul ati ons and i nformati on,

t he burden which we statutorily defined, and that
structure had | eadership at the top in the Executive

O fice of the President and that structure had single
agency officials that Susan alluded to, which in today's
time we call chief information officers, right?

The chief information officer's responsibility
and what tied that structure together to the policy
responsibilities and to the clearance processes, such as
the reports clearance process, privacy, and the rest, was
over a concept. The concept was information resources
managenment. That was the basis for the consensus that we

put together, everybody, and that has been the concept



t hat has been the basis for the consensus alnost to this
day, except for today we've forgotten that we statutorily
defined it.

Let me just quickly read the statutory
definition because that's ny point. W put public burden
in that definition. The terminformtion
resources managenent means, and this is the |aw of the
| and today, the process of managing information resources
to acconplish agency m ssions, to inprove agency
performance, including through the reduction of
i nformation coll ection burdens on the public. Small
busi ness made that politically possible to drive that
concept. We've got a strategic opportunity to rem nd
ever ybody.

Chief information officers today have a concept
of information resources nmanagenent that | don't believe
i ncludes public burden. Their statutory mandate, al so
now found in 3506 which this Business Act anends, the
first line, the chief information officer's authority and
responsibility, see to it information resources
managenent is followed in this agency.

You' ve got to understand that concept. All the
things we put in Reg Flex, SBREFA and PRA in terns of

tools, requirenents, we've got a



t hree-year sunset on all information requirenents,

i ncludi ng records nmanagenent requirenments, in the |aw and
we' ve al nost established it as a civil

right in the public protection section. But ny
recomendation to you, Tom if you want to make
recommendati ons, you've got to read the | aw, see what
smal | business has put in place here, understand how | RM
was used as the overarching integrating concept. W've
got single agency contacts.

If we create a series of single agency contacts
outside the rubric of these chief information officers
and their statutory authority and responsibilities, how
can we expect themto work? 1It's either got to be them
a point Susan alluded to, or it's got to be sonebody to
them Then the ClGs have to understand that | RMincludes
public burden and small business. And if they think
about it and if they foll ow what the president, |
suspect, wants done, small business would be pretty high
on that list and we will begin to see an ability to
attack these problens. Thanks.

MR. HOLMAN:. Thank you, Bob.

Does soneone want to respond to that?

MR. SULLIVAN: | think Rosario had his hand up
in the back. And Bob, thank you for your comments.

Rosario, if you could introduce yourself for the

transcri ber, that would be great.



MR. PALMERI: Rosario Palmeri with the House
Committee on Small Business. | just had a coupl e of
qui ck ones for you. Many of those are just ones that |
| earned fromfolks in this room

| just wanted to start with G ovanni's point on
the IRS. One exanple of, | think, the m ndset at the IRS
that's inportant for Keith and Tom and others to be able
to share with agencies in this task force is that | sat
t hrough an I RS paperwork reduction neeting. It was part
of their normal review of fornms and instructions. This
one happened to be on taxes filed by small farners and
t hey devoted, | think, about 25 m nutes in their eight-
hour session on this particular set of forms to paperwork
reduction and that was the portion of the neeting | cane
to. | cane a little bit early, so got to hear about farm
equi pnent depreciation
and sonme ot her fascinating things.

But what we found is that the IRS, in figuring
out who to put together in terns of a neeting to talk
about paperwork reduction, they didn't have a single
farnmer, they didn't have a single representative from a
farmtrade or any other small group. They put together a
group of practitioners who essentially were accountants
or folks who work for extension agencies that help
farmers put together their work, but they start with the

assunmption that no small business and no farmis actually



going to fill out their own taxes, that they're going to
hire soneone to do it or they' re going to use another
service to do it. And when they start fromthat basic
assunption, they assune that the types of corrections and
the types of things that they want to do or make
clarifications to are froma practitioner's standpoi nt
rather than fromthe individual standpoint.

So | think part of that issue is just a paradigm
problem The way that they're |ooking at
burden reduction is fromthe wong point of view

One | just want to nention that |'ve |earned
many tinmes over from Fern Abrans in this roomis that
often whether it's OVMB or it's agencies beginning to talk
about burden reduction or paperwork reduction, they see a
great opportunity in making everything el ectronic, that
sonehow this is going to achieve the greatest type of
reduction and it's al so perhaps the nost
cost-efficient for an agency, but the reality of snal
busi ness, the reality of those that actually have to go
through this if they're going to fill out their own
fornms, nore often than not the electronic option isn't
available to them

So although this is often the main way, | think,
in which agenci es choose to reduce their overall burden
nunmbers by suggesting while so many have been able to

file electronically now, it still isn't taking care of



t hose who have the toughest part of the burden, which is
those that are still filling out paper

And then the last is just sonmething |I've
| earned from associ ate adm nistrators of some of these
agencies who are in charge of different pieces of this is
that they're desperate for an easy way to help but nore
often than not they lack political cover or they lack the
tools to be able to fight the entrenched forces in their
agencies to actually be able to do sonme of this work.

So |'ve seen them beg for ways or opportunities
to do sone of these things and they just don't feel I|ike
they have the tools to make it easy. So no matter how
many times we have a series of rules or regulations that
are supposed to assist in this process, | think they're
happy to consistently have nore opportunities for that.

MR. SULLI VAN: Thank you, Rosari o.

Br ad?
MR. FRISBY: Hi. |I'mBradford Frisby with the
Nati onal M ning Association. | wanted to make a couple

of comments about things |I've observed over the |last 10
years of working on these issues.

|"'man attorney and | have an econom cs
background, so that tends to be the way that | view
t hese types of things. M association files a |ot of
coments on regulations. W get information from our

menbers because the regulations will have a big inpact on



their operations, so they're willing to spend the tine to
provide us with information so that we can therefore
provide it to the agencies and hopefully the agencies

wi Il review our comrents and change the regul ati ons so
that they can acconplish the goal but do so without
hurting our nenbers.

Of course, if we feel that the agency is
violating the law, we can take themto court and sue them
under the APA and we do that quite often and with quite a
bit of success.

But in terns of some of these other issues, |ike
smal | busi ness and paperwork issues, |I'mrem nded of a
comment ny brother nmade. M brother works for the
Federal Trade Conm ssion and he was review ng a
regul ation one tine with one of his coll eagues and his
col l eague--this was before SBREFA was passed, by the way-
-he said, well, what about this Reg Flex review? He
said, "Don't worry
about that. |It's not enforceable anyway, so we don't
have to do that.”™ | think unfortunately that's the
attitude of a ot of federal officials, not all of them
certainly, but many of them

When SBREFA was passed and judicial review was
instituted I think that you'll agree that that made a
tremendous difference in ternms of agencies' wllingness

to | ook at the small business requirenents under the RFA.



We' ve had nunerous cases where we've dealt with agencies
on that fromthe Interior Departnment, Labor Departnent,
and many ot hers.

In ternms of paperwork, I'ma great fan of what
Bob has done in terms of getting the Paperwork Act of '95
amendnents passed. | think there's a | ot of good things
in there. W' ve gone to OMB. W have filed coments on
information collection requests. Unfortunately, we
haven't won any of our battles in that arena and | think
part of the problemis as well-nmeaning as everyone is in
terms of OVB and ot her agencies, there's really no
requi renent that they have to do anything. Yeah,
they have to review it but ultimately if they decide to
not act, there's no recourse.

So | think if I was going to nake a
recommendation for your task force |I would suggest that
you | ook at ways to inplenment the paperwork requirenments
t hat go beyond sinply having themreview them Mybe
sonme type of judicial review or maybe you need to create
sonme kind of incentive fromthe agency's perspective.
We're relying on small business to spend their tinme
| ooking at these paperwork burdens and 99 tines out of
100 it's going to be easier for themto just fill out the
paperwork than it is for themto spend 40 hours | ooking
at it and telling us howto fix it. |It's easier for them

to just go with it, even though it's a burden.



Maybe if you could create sone kind of budget
for federal agencies that say they get 50 mllion hours
of paperwork and let the agency figure how which ones are
the nost inportant. Right now the agencies have an
i nsati abl e appetite for information. There's no down
side to them
Each time they institute a new paperwork requirenent,

t hey keep addi ng them on and addi ng them on and naybe if
there's some sort of limt on what they're allowed to
collect in terns of an overall sense, you could make the
agency be a check on itself to decide which ones are the
nost i nportant and to get rid of the ones that are no

| onger necessary.

MR. HOLMAN:  Woul d you be in favor of public
sham ng of the recalcitrants? Just ki dding.

Andr ew Langer ?

MR. LANGER: Yes, |'m Andrew Langer. " m al so
with the National Federation of |ndependent Busi ness.

|'d like to add to sonmething that ny coll eague
fromthe National M ning Association said. | think that
there's an even nore fundanental problem at issue here
and that's that | don't think the agencies fundanmentally
understand what it is to be in the shoes of our nenbers,
and that nmay be a problemthat just may not be able to be

fixed.



| was tal king with sonebody who's on the EPA's
Conpl i ance Assi stance Advisory Committee in the |ast
couple of days and this is a m ndset that he found
basically throughout a nunber of different agencies of
the federal governnment. |'mnot sure how we can go about
putting these agencies in our shoes, in our nenbers'
shoes, but there's got to be sonme way. We ought to be
expl oring opportunities to do that.

This is something |I've just been thinking about
again in the |ast few days. As agency personnel are
bei ng taught to, for instance, do sensitivity training
and the various sorts of training they have to go through
to be good
co-workers with their workers--sexual harassnment
training, things like that--1 think opportunities exist
as they are trained and retrained to sort of find a way
to put themin the shoes of our nenbers, whether it be to
do sonmething |ike have sonmebody fromthe EPA take a | ook
at a reg fromDOL's Wage and Hour Division and have to
di scern what that reg says and neans and be tested on
this. |If they
fail, they could see just how long it takes themto
figure it out.

But | don't think that they have the foggi est
i dea when they are witing the regs or when they're

interpreting the regs just howit is for someone who may



be a practitioner in the particular field being regul ated
but soneone who has no training in regulatory
interpretation to have to figure out what it is they need
to do.

| was going to say sonething after Chris had
spoken about conpliance guides and creating nore sinple
conpliance issues. This is sonething that we dealt with
in the lead TRl issue, which |'m sure nmany people in this
roomare famliar with, and the reluctance on the part of
a particular federal agency to create a nmuch sinpler
conpliance guide in that instance.

There are sone very fundanental problens.
think we have to, if you guys are going to make
recommendati ons, the agencies have got to explore a way
to get their people in the heads of the small business
community for themto understand that boy,
it's just not that sinple.

MR. SULLI VAN: Thank you, Andrew.

We cone now to the second part of our program
and that is tal king about some of the things that are
kind of on the table already as far as tools that nay be
able to get at some of the regulatory conplexity.

In the OFfice of Advocacy every year we have
awards. We actually give awards to small busi ness owners
around the country to commend them on their advocacy on

smal | business issues, their volunteerismlargely to make



t he busi ness environnment better for the next generation
of entrepreneurs.

This exercise that we're in today about
di scussing regul atory burden and paperwork burden really
is no different. There are snapshots throughout the
gover nnent of exanples of what can be done to try to get
at the complexity. Some of those are listed on the
agenda. One-stop reporting, for instance. SBA is
certainly a leader in this regard and is very proud of
bui l ding a
record of providing a one-stop electronic conpliance
shop. Actually the M ning Association, Brad, deserves
certainly a ot of credit in that regard.

We see the electronic filing taxpayer system of
| RS that has inserts in your Sunday newspapers that says-
-it doesn't say you, small business owner, have to file
electronically. It says hey, you can save noney if you
file electronically and | o and behold, nore snal
busi ness owners are filing electronically because instead
of the government telling soneone to file, they're saying
you can save noney doing it electronically and there is a
burden reduction and conplexity dynam c or a |ack of
conplexity dynam c built into those types of initiatives.

So | think there's an opportunity for a comment
to ny left and then after that | think we'll launch right

into your working relationship with different tools that



are on the books that we can highlight or perhaps new

i deas of conpliance tools and interactive tools and
burden reduction

tools to highlight in the report so that we can provide
exanpl es, | eadership by exanple, on certain exanples that
may be able to be adopted by different agencies of the
government or, quite frankly, governnment-w de to reduce

t he paperwor k burden.

MS. PUGH: Thank you, Tom |'m Theresa Pugh
with the American Public Power Association. W're |ocal
governnment and al so small business, state and city
utilities. If it's okay I'll try to say what | was going
to say in the context of what you just outlined.

| think we've cone a | ong way with EPA, and
| argely thanks to SBA's presence in the |ast 15 years.

We still have a |long way to go but when | hear about sone
of the excesses at the other agencies, | think perhaps
we' ve made the biggest inroad in EPA. Perhaps we still
have a trenmendous hurdle and I just wanted to outline if

| could a couple of success areas and a coupl e of areas
where the tools perhaps don't yet work correctly, if that
hel ps.

| think there's a big difference in EPA between
the Air and the Water Office. | find the Water Office
much nore appreciative of small business inpact, perhaps

of the age of the water program perhaps because of



managenment; | don't know. But | find them nore receptive
and in not in a fashion of trying to carve out exenptions
but in trying to be creative and conme up with creative
solutions and deal with paperwork issues, as well as data
col l ection.

That's not universal. | also have found that
some folks in the Waste Office have had the sanme
attitude, and this is for a nunber of years; this is not
necessarily this admnistration. | think particular
exanpl es of that are the effluent guidelines review, the
Section 304(m review that was done about a year and a
hal f ago.

| think that there are still sone very |arge
hol es on unfunded mandates in EPA and | know that's not
your responsibility. | just wanted to point that out. |
think there's a large difference between unfunded

mandat es conpl i ance and

acknow edgnment and SBREFA and EPA still across several
of fices.

| think there's still very |large problens with
the e-docket. | think it was a tool that was established

totry to help small business, as well as the hotlines,
the waste and water, the air hotlines. | think the e-
docket is still a problemfor a |lot of small business.
don't know if anybody else in here has tried to use it.

| even find it conplicated and |'ve done this for 15



years. | get lost init. | can't find sonme of the e-
docket materials that EPA says are on the various
docket s.

Also, | think if there's a way that SBA could
participate in advising the agency or--1'"mnot a | awer
so | don't know how this would work, but in making
recomendati ons to the agency in response to court orders
or for court-ordered deadlines. | don't know about al
of the other agencies but at |least in EPA they are
starting to see 30- and 45-day deadlines on a regular
basis, especially in this last year. Wen you go back to
t he agency and ask for an extension, 30 days is awfully
fast and they acknow edge, well, gee, it's so fast, it's
too fast for us even. But as a matter of fact, this is
all court-ordered. | don't know if SBA would have the
ability to weigh in on that but 30 days is awfully fast.
My friends at FERC say that they're running into 14-day
deadl i nes.

And lastly, | like this gentleman's idea. Are
you from NVA?

| liked your idea. |If there were sone way we
could come up with a clever way of rewardi ng enployees in
various agencies, not on an individual basis; | don't
mean any of us would give the rewards, but if there was a
way that the regulatory agencies, in conjunction with SBA

or other appropriate bodies, would recognize the



| eadership of enployees for taking a creative approach in
trying to reduce regul atory burden in a responsible way
wi t hout | ooking |ike some kind of silly award or that
it's an inappropriate award. | don't know how that would
be and obviously |I don't think it
shoul d be financial but if there could be sone sort of
recognition of that enpl oyee.

| know we ran into this about a year and a half
ago on a water program | thought the enployee really
shoul d be commended. There was no way to do it other
than to wite a letter and hope that it was put in the
person's personnel file. Thank you for letting ne speak.

MR. HOLMAN: Thank you, Theresa.

Ot her things that we could consider--one of the
t hi ngs we keep com ng back to is the single point of
contact within an agency and | guess an issue that has
repeatedly come up is well, nost agencies have at | east
one onmbudsman that deals with small business issues and
perhaps as many as three. Just the idea that you have a

single point of contact within an agency by itself nmay

not be that neaningful. What would be ways to make that
meani ngful? | don't know if people have ideas about
t hat .

| would also further open this up for ideas that
peopl e have about using existing

authorities, you know, whether that's nore efficaci ous.



Does sonebody have an idea on the one contact,
one point of contact within an agency?

MS. ECKERLY: Susan Eckerly at NFIB.

Can | throw this question back to you, Tom and
Kei t h?

MR. HOLMAN: Sure.

MS. ECKERLY: Because | think different
departnments have different set-ups, so |I'mcurious. |
know t hat SBA, not to put you on the spot, has been in
troubl e for paperwork reduction, | mean paperwork
vi ol ations, and how is SBA structured? Do they have one

paperwor k conpliance officer or do you have an office?

MR. SULLIVAN: | don't know but | can assure you
that we will know by this tine a week from now so that we
can report on it in the transcript. Although Susan does

raise an interesting point and actually I1'd |ike to ask
Bob Coakl ey--this is |like a pass the hot potato--if |
coul d ask Bob Coakl ey where were sone of the

intentions of the underlying | aws, the | egacy of kind of
tools that are in place to try to get a handle on
paperwork or information collection?

Because there are, for instance, |I'mthe chief
counsel for advocacy. We have actually a distinguished
menber of the president's team M chael Berrera, who is
t he national small business onmbudsman, who is in charge

of soliciting exanpl es where regul atory enforcenment



officials may exceed their authority to the detrinment of
smal | business all around the country. M chael Berrera
has different counterparts within different governnent
agenci es.

There are al so governnment agency officials that
head office of disadvantaged and small business
utilization having to do with small business contracting.

So in each different agency there are fol ks that
have different parts of the sane puzzle and |I'm wondering
i f Bob Coakley or others could shed sonme |ight on which
of these individuals were intended to grapple with
i nformation collection and
regul at ory paperworKk.

MR. COAKLEY: Well, 1'm Bob Coakley. Let ne
respond. There are a nunber of veterans of a | ot of that
| egi slative |l egacy that | spoke to here and |I'd wel cone
their reaction to the argunent | would make, which is
t hose who shaped these |aws were often the sanme set of
political actors and we were very nuch notivated by the
political resources that the small business community put
in our hands. And the essential point that we sought to
achi eve was that all these things would be integrated and
rel ated, not conflict.

Chi ef advocacy and O RA are to work together.
APA and the processes of the Paperwork Act very

explicitly were witten into law to run concurrently and



Congress repeatedly has advocated that the adm nistrative
processes be done together because the overall concept
was i nformation resources managenent, which as |
menti oned has this notion of public burden.

Now on the structure and at single agency point,
| made this point previously and | woul d
strongly now that the people that wote the Small
Busi ness Reduction Act of 2002 were very, very m ndful of
this point I'mmking. |'mtalking about the sponsorship
of David Ml ntosh, Doug GCse. |'mtalking about Barbara
Kahl ow, who is a nmpjor staff person there. Extrenely
m ndful of this past history and | egacy, and the 2002 act
was witten, | would venture to guess, very nuch with the
idea that this has to fit into a whole and this
requi renment of single agency contacts for small business
activities, all of which fall under this rubric of IRM
that are listed in the act, has to be, in ny mnd, put in
context of the structure that we created, which was
president, staffed by agency in his own office, delegated
authority fromthe Congress, | mght add, to go al ong
with his constitutional authority, single agency
officials, now called chief information officers, al
| evel 5s, like chief counsel. These guys have got the
same | RM

So if we're going to take this piece and once

again try to respond to the fact that small



busi ness gave an opportunity and Congress is trying to
say reaffirmthat past structure, those past procedure
requi renents, take the chance, go do it, recommend.
We' ve got a new adm nistration; give it a shot.

| think it has to be functionally within the
domain of the chief information officers, if not the
chief information officers thenselves. M personal
t hought woul d be that the president would be well suited
if he responded to a recommendation fromthe task force
that he wants chief information officers to understand
what IRMis, that small business gave himthis political
opportunity and public burden is a part of it and as for
t hese specific tasks laid out in the Small Business
Reduction Act of 2002, junmp on them guys. Let's really
make the integrity of the process real so small business
will be able to participate and know it means sonet hi ng.

MR. HOLMAN:  Susan?

MS. ECKERLY: Just a followup real quickly on
that point and the point | was trying to
make a little earlier. [|'m Susan Eckerly, NFIB

In I ooking at the task force that's established,
|"d be curious to know-1 don't know how many tinmes you
have nmet yet, if each Departnent of Labor, HHS had the
list, not only their chief information officer but all
t he onbudsnmen they have or all the points of contact,

that potentially small business would go to, that m ght



be a useful exercise, to just get all those, everybody's
list together in terms of when you try to figure out who
shoul d be the single point of contact.

MR. HOLMAN: Thank you. Yes, we actually
encour age nore exanpl es.

Ani t a?

MS. DRUMMOND: Anita Drummmond with ABC.

This is in response to your question about the
onmbudsnmen and it follows on what Susan was saying. Not
only is there a conplex web of who is a snmall business
ombudsman, and |I'musing that as just a general term but
there's no nmechanisns for accountability in a |ot of
agencies, which fits in nicely with what Bob was sayi ng
about putting it
under the information collection--you know, whatever
we're calling it, the ClOs now. The CI O having sone
accountability, someone who has a political stake in
respondi ng to the public.

So there's been a | ong-term problem Departnent
of Labor I'Il use. They have--and |I don't even know if
this position's filled now because | just ignore it--
their small business outreach person or onbudsman for the
entire departnent and it's always just this office that
they'd say hi, we'll send you a brochure. So it never

was very useful



And what's inportant on that point, not only is
t he person accountabl e but the agency's accountabl e, and
this is a problemthat came up during the | ast
adm ni stration and I can't renmenber how it was resol ved
in the Departnment of Labor but they put out conpliance
gui des and you could follow the conpliance guide but you
could still be cited if you follow the conpliance gui de
because there was an error in the guide.

So the agency was not accountabl e for
havi ng accurate assistance materials. So you had two
things. The person wasn't accountable, the person or the
program wasn't accountable, and the materials, there was
no reliability in them So those are two things to deal
with in the context of having a centralized systemor |
li ke the idea of having a mechani sm where you may have
one person who directs you to the specialist in an
agency.

MR. HOLMAN:. Ckay, G ovanni ?

MR. CORATOLO: Thank you. G ovanni Cor atol o,
U. S. Chanber of Conmmerce.

|"d be remiss in not putting this on the record
but the original bill actually had a
one-time abatenent or a first-time abatenment of penalty
for incidental paperwork penalties based on nonhealth and
safety problens. Certainly it is existing in the |aw

t hat agenci es should have a first-tine abatenment of



penalties. It's suggested that they do; a lot of tines
they don't. The law, as originally witten by MI ntosh,
woul d have required this. | think it's incunbent on the
task force to actually strengthen that and recommend
that they come out on record as saying that they will
have a first-tinme abatenent of penalties based on m nor
paperwork i nfractions.

MR. SULLI VAN: Actually, |I've noticed as this
norni ng has gone on I'mnot sure if it's just because
we've all been sitting here or if we're waking up but
fol ks have kind of junped into the legislation and have
seen parts of it that have pronpted kind of strong
recomendati ons on what the task force should do.

So in addition to soliciting your views on
exanpl es that are working to reduce conplexity, whether
it be through expert advisers or one-stop conpliance
shops or electronic reporting or those things, could we
open this up to sone discussion on what strong
recommendati ons you, as the small business conmunity and
public community, would recommend for the task force to
make?

MR. HOLMAN: And | would hasten to add not just
conplexity but other types of burdens, such as paperwork
retention requirenments and that sort of thing. JinP

MR, TOZZI: 1'mJim Tozzi.



| think since you have all those federal
officials in one room we ought to ventilate some of the
paperwork issues that you brought up and | ost. For
exanpl e, the gentleman fromthe M ning Congress, |
under st ood you made an articul ate argunent; it was well
docunmented. | think that group ought to | ook at sone of
the issues that people brought up with the docunentation
and ask them not necessarily--maybe--relief for that item
but where in the process--were we wong? Wre you wong?
Was there a lack of attention by the agency? Wiy weren't
t hose proposals, assum ng they were well docunented,
addressed? Because | think if you see a nunber of those
transactions on the table and if people don't get the
relief they ask for, then the task force would have
sonet hing very real to work with.

And | think what the task force needs is |ess
theory and nore real problens that people have had where
the small business community tried to get relief and the
governnment sat on it, the governnment
rejected it.

And you know what | think would be a good
t herapy? How many things the business community really
brought real issues up, too. | think it's a two-sided
coin. One, how many did the governnent get and didn't
act on and second, how many did we bring and really give

a package to they could act on? And | think putting that



up, and | would nmost certainly volunteer our website to
put sone of that material on. |'mjust wondering how
many transactions would be on it.

MR. SULLIVAN: Jim what is that website?

MR. TOZZI: TheCRE.com It's read around the
world now, 30,000 or 40,000 a day. | would be glad to
put on what conmes out of that. 1It's the Center for
Regul atory Effectiveness, TheCRE.com There's a big
t hi ng on where, by the way, you will see a new novenent
to the adoption or establishment of ORA in the EU going
on on the web.

| would like to see that, Tom How many of us
brought it in and gave a thing like the M ning Congress
did and they didn't act on it? |
just wonder how big that data set is. There's a nunber
of big associations around here to work on this data and
| think we ought to all |ook at that data set. Thank
you.

MR. HOLMAN: Thank you, Jim

Susan, | think you' re next.

MS. ECKERLY: Susan Eckerly with NFIB. | think
Jim mkes a great point, being a representative of one of
those | arge associations. And to sort of address
G ovanni's point and Jims, with respect to the--and
noticed David Gray, not to call you on the spot, is here

now with the Departnment of Labor. He used to work for



Senat or Voi novich and was very instrumental in working on

this bill.

Wth respect to the waiver for first-tinme
paperwor k vi ol ati ons being not in the bill anynore, and
Davi d, that was a tough decision, | know, w th Voinovich

in the Senate to take that out. One of the reasons he
had to do that was to get the bill passed at all and
that's not saying that it doesn't have nerit, but one of
the stunbling bl ocks we

faced with regard to that provision was generally menbers
of Congress are going to want to exenpt safety and
health, certain paperwork violations fromthat.

So we got into the grass tacks fromthe smal
busi ness organi zati ons, well, where are the violations?
What are the ones that you would |like to be--what are the
bi ggest viol ations your nenbers face? Wat are the ones
you would |ike your menbers to be exenpt fromfor a
first-tinme violation? The problem was that snal
busi ness organi zations, | didn't see any of us, to
address Jim s point. W struggled at NFIB and | think
you struggled at the Chanmber, too, G ovanni, the Farm
Bureau did, and we couldn't come up with the paperwork
violations we were tal king about. It sounds |like a great
i dea but we couldn't docunent, provide the docunentation
to people |like Senator Voinovich, who wanted to fight for

this.



So we're sonewhat responsible for that provision
not being in the bill. And as a way to address this, and
this is sort of outside the task
force's purview, there is a section, the |ast section of
the bill, which GAOin |ooking at this problem
recommended that you try to nail down the agencies better
with respect to what kind of penalties that they issue
and there's a section of the bill that relates to that
that I hope we will all make--it's probably outside the
purvi ew of what you all are addressing but that our
organi zati ons keep on Senat or Voi novich and Senat or
Collins and the new chairman of the House Governnment
Operations Conmttee to keep the heat on the agencies to
present the reports on their civil penalties. That m ght
hel p us. You know, you've got to take baby steps
sonetinmes. That mght help us a few years from now
actually get a waiver for first-tinme paperwork
vi ol ati ons.

But, at the sane tinme, our group's got to come
up with sone better concrete exanples or we're not going
to be able to get this.

Let me just quickly, sonme specific
recomendati ons with respect to your agenda that we would
come up with. One thing that we, during
| obbying for this |egislation we consistently argued for

is the catal ogue of reporting requirenents. You



mentioned it earlier, Keith. 1'd love to see another
stack of that. And | know O RA s not very happy about
having to produce it and on this one | respect John
Graham but it's too bad. | think that it doesn't nmake
sense to me that you can't go one place, naybe not every
singl e paperwork requirenment but nmost of them divided by
SIC code. It just doesn't make sense to ne that you
can't have that.

And if we can have the budget of the federal
governnment, if OVB can put that on line with all the
summary tables, historical tables, blah, blah, blah, it
makes sense to nme that we can have sone type of summary
of paperwork requirenents.

Anot her thing with regard to the single
el ectronic reporting systemor sort of addressing the
duplication, we tried to ask our nenbers what agencies
are the worst with regard to duplicative paperwork. The
anecdotal information we received,
they tend to say that duplications within the agencies
and it mght be useful in the task force neetings--I nean
| would love to, if there are two representatives from
t he Departnent of Labor, ask them have you ever taken the
Wage and Hour paperwork requirenents, reporting
requi renents, matched themup with OSHA? Those are sone

i nstances that we hear about. And is there any way you



can try and nmerge that? That would be a suggestion wth
respect to that.

And then finally, | addressed this before but
recordkeeping. | do think we need to--that's one of the
things that we frequently hear about, particularly in the
tax area, the burden of having to keep those records.

And you've got to remenber, as | pointed out earlier, not
everybody has an enpty CD-ROM of all this, which is
probably one good way to store it. A lot of people just
have huge--you know, think of a tool and die shop, just
huge file folders in a dusty corner of a roomwth al
this stuff init, or think of a gas station, if they even
have it anynore. Just another thing to

| ook at.

MR. HOLMAN: Thank you. Fern?

MS. ABRAMS: Fern Abrams with the Association of
Connecting El ectronics Industries.

| wanted to conmbine two of the things Susan had
sai d previously, one on the catal ogue of reporting
requi renments and take that a step further to ask that you
| ook at expert systems so that--and not to replace,
because there are a | ot of people who are still on paper,
especially in the small businesses who don't have
conputers or worse yet, have conmputers but they're dial-

up conputers and they're on one person's desk and when



you start |ooking at 500 or whatever page things, it
could take them hours to download it.

So I think we need to | ook at the
hi gh-tech solutions that we didn't have a few years ago
but we're not quite ready to replace the paper.

But in that idea of a catal ogue, a nifty
el ectronic edition that be an export system al ong the
| ines of Tax Cut, where you put in your SIC code and
start answering very basic questions that

woul d then take you to the regulations that would apply

to you.

And | wanted to comrent briefly on the same-tine
reporting option on your list that | haven't heard anyone
tal k about. | near negative feedback about that.

Conpani es |like that things are spaced out through the
year so that they can spread the workload over the one or
two or three people or however many they have who handl e
the reporting requirenents, and that if it were all due
at one time of the year, they couldn't have that one
person. Like in June they do this role; in July they do
t hat and they would need nore people to handle it.

The last thing, I'd ask if it's within the
purview of this task force to | ook at where state
regul ati ons can be synched-up nore with federal
regul ati ons because there's a |lot of duplication there,

as wel | .



MR. HOLMAN: Thank you.

| think Bob is next.

MR. COAKLEY: Let ne nmake two specific
points and sort of reinforce the argunment |'ve been
trying to make, as well as they're very specific.

The cat al ogue of reporting requirenments. That
system of information, that database already exists. It
shoul dn't be hard. The authors of the Busi ness Paperwork
Reducti on Act were, in essence, trying to encourage what
was then the practice of the Clinton adm nistration to go
back to old practices and organi ze that data and make it
publicly available. So it exists. It should not be a
task. And, in fact, that's very illustrative of if you
know it exists now under |aw, you can probably go a |long
way toward neeting what the strategic opportunity of this
act is.

| want to follow up on Susan's records
managenent conmment because there's another exanple, the
House chairman, of what |'m tal king about, the need to
just follow up on what we have in place nowin the | aw.
The House Smal |l Business chairman in 1995 anmended the ' 95
Paperwor k Reduction Act to require that the clearance
process and the single agency officials put on every
singl e recordkeepi ng
requi rement that exists in the systema record retention

requirenent. That is a matter of law. It reads in



3506(f) now, for each recordkeeping requirenent, the
length of tine a person's required to retain their
records specified.

At the time we put that amendnment in it was
| argely advocated by the small business comrunity again
and in particular, an association--Ms. Myers was the
chai rman of the House Smal | Business Committee then. W
negotiated that with the adm nistration and there was
general consensus that if, in fact, you would nove the
exi sting systemto the point where it can--and this can
be neasured; we can do performance neasures on this,
agency by agency--if you nove the existing system so that
when those recordkeeping requirenents fulfill what they
have to do, beconme |aw, they specifically consider what
the record retention requirenment is.

We woul d save hundreds of mllions of dollars if
we could just nove to that point. |If you have a very
procedural requirenent that it's
easy to see whether agencies are doing it; they have a
statutory responsibility to do it; indeed, if you
understand the statutory schene it is illegal, illegal
and no one can be punished if they don't do this, and
that is to specifically state, consider and state what
the record retention requirenent is.

| think if you go into the existing inventory

t oday, which exists--you can look at it--and count the



nunmber of tinmes we have recordkeepi ng requirenents
established in law that do not express what the record
retention requirenent is, you would be in the thousands
of specific exanples, thousands.

Now sone woul d argue why doesn't small business
say sonething? And | just want to |lay on the table,
havi ng been on that small business side and not only
representing a lot of small businesses, | know one of the
reasons and | think people ought to speak up, because if
you dare do say sonething, you end up worried about
recrimnation. There's fear.

One of the reasons you don't speak up when
menbers of Congress ask for it is because you know, if |
lay this on the record I'm going to get caught. One
tel ephone call, I'ma dead duck. There is real fear.
Every time Congress goes out and holds a hearing in the
smal | business comunity, it is remarkable. | used to do
this in the '70s and then in the '80s and the '90s and
everybody here has been associated with it and you know
it, Tom One of the problems with |aying out the record
here is |I've got to be careful; these people have power
over ne.

That's why we need a chief counsel for advocacy.
That's why we need an affirmative responsibility on

executive | eadership to reveal what the truth is and



that's why it's a problem sonetines of being specific on
the small business conmunity's part.

"Il give you two specifics here. The records
managenent and the catal ogue. They' re there now and
t housands of exanpl es amounting to hundreds of mllions
of dollars in burden.

MR. HOLMAN:. Thank you, Bob.

Let's go to Larry for the final coment.

MR. FINERAN: This is Larry Fineran with the
Nat i onal Associ ation of Manufacturers.

Take it all the way back to the beginning,
anyway, to make sure that as the task force is making its
recomendation, to make it clear what is the ultimte
goal of the regulatory systen? The ultimte goal is not
are all the boxes checked? O is it in the mail? The
ultimate goal is voluntary conpliance. Just as the IRS
tells everybody, they rely on voluntary conpliance by
what, 80, 90 percent of the taxpayers, and they don't
have to worry about |ooking at the tax returns.

So to the extent that agencies make it easy to
conply, then they are furthering their goal, whether it's
a safer workplace or whether it's a better environnment,
what have you.

So | think that the agency m ndset still needs

to be that voluntary conpliance is their goal, not how



many citations have they made. Certainly not how many
citations because sonmebody
forgot to check a box.

And just on the recommendations, | think one of
t he biggest things to help small businesses on that who
don't have the manpower, don't have the people under
their enploy to navigate through the regul atory maze or
t he bureaucracies is if they call--imgi ne being sonebody
out in Loma Linda, California or whatever, calling
Washi ngton, D.C. information and asking for the
Departnment of Labor. They say I'ma small business and
I"'mtrying to conply with the wage and hour |aws; who
can | talk to?

Well, if the personnel operator, the operator
who answers that line, | think that's the key thing right
there. Those front-line tel ephone operators need to be
able to direct that person. So no matter who we set up
with, whether we have them set up as a full departnent,
an onbudsnman, or one-stop call, or whether sonetines the
agency--sonetinmes it my mke sense to have HHS, with al
their diverse areas |ike FDA, that it may nake nore sense
for themto have separate people
for the agencies but the front-line operators, let's not
forget about them either.

|'"d al so say with electronic reporting systens,

you know, | think we saw this in the previous



adm ni stration, about how nmuch paperwork they've saved us
because they put it all electronically. Wat they did
not remenber was that you still need to collect--need to
find out what information you need to pipe into that box
that is then further sent. So how many pages did they
reduce on the forn? It's still what goes behind that
forn? That is the inportant thing.

So I'"Il just conclude that | think everybody's
goal here is that we nmake it easy for conpanies,
especially small businesses, to conply and that everybody
will be better off.

MR. HOLMAN: Thank you.

Theresa, did you have a coment? 1'Il let

Teresa be the | ast word.

MS. PUGH: |I'mnot sure this is really that
significant. | just left sonething out when |I gave a
list. | wanted to suggest that the Air

O fice, at |east at EPA and perhaps some ot her agencies,
have a bad habit of establishing databases to indicate
bot h paperwork and actual regul atory conpliance costs and
on some small business areas it's left blank. |[If you
don't know any better and you read that, it |ooks |ike
there's no regulatory requirenment. It's not per se a
paperwork issue but it sort of |eads one to believe that
they're not being regul ated when they will be regul at ed.

MR. HOLMAN: Thank you.



MR. SULLIVAN:  Well, just in closing, thank you
all for comng. | don't think there's ever a shortage of
comment fromyou to our office on direction and that's
something that |I'm grateful for

So thank you very nuch for com ng. You have
seven days to follow up with any type of witten conmment.
When you get back to your office over a nice Mardi G as
meal today and you think oh, shoot, |I wish | could have
menti oned about this great exanple of a conpliance one-
stop or boy, IRS
is doing sonme great things that we want to highlight for
ot her agencies to do or OSHA has sone really bad
paperwor k requirenents that should be taken off the
books--all of those things, we would encourage for you to
e-mail to Keith at Keith. Hol man@ba. gov and t hank you
very nmuch for your attention and frank di scussion.

[ Wher eupon, at 11:32 p.m, the neeting was

adj our ned. ]



