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SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL INFORMATION:
POLICY AND ORGANIZATION IN THE FEDER-
) AL GOVERNMENT (H.R. 2159 AND H.R. 1615)

° TUESDAY, JULY 14, 1987

HousE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, SPACE, AND TECHNOLOGY,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 1:19 p.m., in room
2325, Rayburn House Office Building. the Honorable George E.
Brown, Jr. (ranking majority member of the subcommittee) presid-
ing.

Mr. BrRowN [presiding]. The Subcommittee will come to order.
How are you today, Mr. Day?

Mr. Day. Fine, thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BROWN. Before you start, I'm going to read a little opening
statement. Let me set the stage first. The Chairman, Mr. Walgren .
(Hon. Doug Walgren, Chairman, Subcommittee on Science, Re-
search and Technology) is taking a short break and should be here
in a few minutes, and he will have an opening statement as Chair-
mant,; then he will recognize me and I will make this opening state-
ment.

I am pleased that these hearings afford us the opportunity to dis-
cuss several important aspects of Federal information pc.icy. One
of these aspects I hope we can discuss and lay to rest once and for
all is the Administration’s attempt to privatize the National Tech-
nical Information Service, NTIS.

We have in NTIS an agency providing a vital function in the pro-
vision of Federal scientific and technical information through a
host of clienteles, and this agency is performing its function at no
cost to American taxpayers. With these facts in mind, the Adminis-
tration’s lprivatization attempts make absolutely no sense at all. No

. sense unless it is the intentional aim of the Administration to di-
minish the amount of Federal scientific and technical information
to which American business, industry and the general public have
access.

- I also hope that the testimony of the witnesses we shall hear will
help us begin the formulation of a coherent set of policies bﬁ which
we may better collect and administer that vital resource which we
call Federal information. I do nct think that I exaggerate when I
say that Federal information, and in particular Federal scientific
and technical information, is one of this nation’s most valuable and
critical resources. This information is crucial to the maintenance of

1)
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America’s competitive Bosture in world markets and is one of the
y which we provide for the health and wel-

most important means
fare of this country.

From my experience and observations, I believe that Federal in-
formation has not been properly managed; it has been neglected
and overlooked to the extent that many members of both the Ad-
ministration and the Congress have suddenly realized that Federal
information is vital not only to our defense but also to our economy
and to our health.

I hope that these hearings will assist us by both creating a great-
er awareness of the importance of Federal information and by in-
forming us of where some of the specific problems are in dealing
with Federal information. Because there are so many competing,
overlapping and yet diverging Federal information systems operat-
ing, I introduced H.R. 1615, a bill which I feel will make access to
Federal information considerably easier, and in the relatively short
run less expensive to obtain.

I want to make it very clear that H.R. 1615 does not either im-
plicitly or explicitly make any changes in the existing Depository
Library Program. The Depository Library Program is a very impor-
tant means of insuring that the Arierican public has access to Fed-
eral information, and H.R. 1615 is in no way an attempt to impair
that access.

Similarly, H.R. 1615 should not be viewed as an impediment to
private sector involvement in the distribution of Federal informa-
tion. The private sector has played a vital role in the distribution
of Federal information and I certainly do not want to see that role
diminished. However, the Federal Government must take those
steps necessary to create the policies which will protect its informa-
tion from marketplace whims @nd insure the continued existence of
that information.

As I stated in the introductory statement on H.R. 1615 when I
introduced it, this bill does not allow or encourage the Government
Information Agency to repackage or reformat Federal information;
those functions are best left where they belong, in the private
sector.

Mr. Chairman, I want to close by stating that we must begin to
create a systematic regimen o! policies which help us to use and
husband our Federal information. I am reminded in this regard of
the old story of the golf duffer whose ball landed on top of an ant
hill. After several unsuccessful strokes and the destruction of thou-
sands of ants, one of the two remaining ants said to the other, “If
we want to survive, we'd better get on the ball.”
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My point is simple; if we are ever to gain control of Federal in-
formation, the time is now to do so: later may well be too late.
Pretty good joke, wasn’t it? [Laughter.)

Without objection, the committee will allow for hearings to be
coveredll\)fy photographers, video tape arnd other media at this time.

N%w r. Walgren is here and will assume the Chair at this
point.

Mr. WALGREN [presiding]. Thank you very much, and without ob-
jection I will insert an ogening statement in the record, and we ap-
preciate the witnesses that have prepared their testimony for the
Commiittee today.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Walgren follows:)




OPENING STATEMENT
BY THE HON., DOUG WALGREN
CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, RESEARCH
AND TECHNOLOGY *
ON FEDERAL INFORMATION POLICY

Juuy 14, 1987

WE ARE MEETING TODAY TO DISCUSS QUESTIONS GOVERNING TKE COLLECT:OX AND
DISSEMINATION OF SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL INFORMATION AVAILABLE TO THE
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT, THIS COMMITTEE EACH YEAR AUTHORIZES BILLIONS OF
SCARCE TAXPAYER DOLLARS FOR CARRYING ON SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH AND
DEVELOPMENT, WITHOUT EFFICIENT, TIMELY COLLECTION AND DISSEMINATION
OF THE RESULTS FROM THIS ACTIVITY, THESE FUNDS WOULD BE WASTED, As |7
1S, THE CONTINUING LACK OF CONSENSUS IN THIS AREA IMPCSES PENALTIES ON
AMERICAN INDUSTRY THAT WE CAN NO LONGER AFFORD,

I HAVE IN THE PAST NOTED THE FACT THAT THESE ISSUES CAN BE QUITE
CGHPLEX AND DIFFICUL¢ TO UNDERSTAND, MAINLY BECAUSE THERE 1S NO DIRECT
COSNECTION BETWEEN A RESPONSIVE INFORMATION POLICY AND SUCCESS IN
SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH OR TECHNICAL DEVELOPMENT, THE CONGRESSIONAL
RESEARCH SERVICE., IN A BACKGROUND REPORT PREPARED FOR THE COMMITTEE'S
Science PoLicy Task FORCE, SAID THAT THOUGH COMMON SENSE ARGUES THAT
SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY CANNOT PROGRESS IN THE ABSENCE OF INFORMATION,
IT IS NO SIMPLE TASK TO PUT A DOLLAR VALUE ON EFFICIENT INFORMATION
poLICY,

SOME HAVE TRIED, FOR EXAMPLE, THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY COMMISSIONED A

ERIC |
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STubY IN 1G82 70 TRY AND ESTIMATE THE VALUE CF ITS INFCRMATION
DATESASE, THE DEPARTMENT WAS TOLD THAT, FCR AN INVESTMENT OF $5.8
BILLICN IN GF* ERATING AND DISSEMINATING SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL
INFORMATION, Sume $13 BILLICN IN TIME AND EQUIFMENT WAS SAVED,

1% 1683, A NASA coNSULTANT TOLD THIS COMMITIEE THAT A FAILURE IN A $17
MILLICK ROCKET TEST PROGRAM COULD KAVE BEEN AVOIDED, HAD THE
TECHNICIANS KNChN T0 LOCK iN THE AIR FORCE’'S HANDROOK ON AEROSPACE
STRUCTURAL MATERIALS. 1T mAD COST 2BOUT $3000, THE CONSULTANT
ESTIMATED, TO PRODUCE THE CHAPTER ON STEEL IN THAT HANDBOOK, AND THE
FLAWED WELDING TECHNIQUE THAT LED 70 THE ROCKET FA!LURE

WAS DISCUSSED TRERE,

YESTERDAY'S WASHINGION PQSI REPCRTED THAT WHILE OUR METEOROLOGISTS MAY
NOT BE PERFECT IN TWEIR PREDICTICNS OF TOMORRCK'S WEATHER, THEIR
ABILITY TO GATHER AND DISSEMINATE iNFCRMATICN GN WEATHER PHENCMENA 1S
IMPCRTANT TO AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION, SHIP MOVEMENYS, AIRCRAFT DELAYS
AND MILITARY MANEUVERS: AS MCRE DATA ARE COLLECTZD, THE MATHEMATICAL
MODELS USED FCR PREDICTIONS BECCME BETTER, WE YAY NEVER TRULY KNOW HCW
MANY LIVES ARE SAVED BY TIMELY ANNOUNCEMENT OF HAZARDOUS WEATHER
CONDITIONS,

THE EXAMPLES POINT OUT THE FACT THAT THERE ARE SOME ASPECTS OF .
INFORMATION COLLECTION AND DISSEMINATION IN THE FECERAL GOVERNMENT
THAT WORK WELL, OTHER ARE NOT AS SUCCESSFUL, WE WOULD LIKE TO ASK
OUR WITNESSES TO ASSIST US IN IDENTIFYING BOTH SUCCESSES AND FAJLURES
SO THAT WE CAN BUILD ON THE FORMER AND REPAIR THE LATTER,
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ks A FINAL EXAMPLE, | REFER YOU T0 THE Juty READER'S DIGESI. WHERE THE
ENINENT CARDICVASCULAR SURGEGN MICHAEL DEBAKEY DISCUSSES THE SUCCESS
CF TeE Navicsat LiBRaRY OF Mepicine’s MEDLINE SERVICE. THIS DATABASE,
ACCESSIBLE FRCM ALL CVER THE UNITED STATES. AL.CKS USERS TO SEARCH
MATERIAL FRCY 3500 MEDICAL JOURNALS AROUND THE wORLD, SUCH AID CAN BE
CRITICAL TO A PHYSICIAN FACING A DISEASE HE HAS NOT TREATED BEFORE.
FND YET THIS SUCCESS STORY CAN BE CONTRASTED WITH A DECEMBER REPORT IN
BUSINESS WEEK MAGAZINE THAT NOTED THE COST OF ACCESS TO MEDLIML wap
INCREASED AFTER THE SERVICE WAS PROVIDED THROUSH A PRIVATE F RN,
CEFINING THE PROPER ROLE FOR THE PRIVATE SECTOR IN FEDERAL INFORMATION
POLICY 1S ONE OF THE GOALS FOR THESE HEARINGS.

WHAT ELSE DO WE HOPE TO LEARN IN THESE HEARINGS? IN 1976, WHEN THE
CoNGRESS RE-ESTABLISHED THE OFFICE OF SCIENCE AND TECHwOLOGY PoLICY,
1T WAS CLEAR THAT THIS AREA WAS OF SPECIAL INTERiST, THE ORIGINAL
HOUSE BILL HAD A SEPARATE TITLE THAT MIRRORED MANY OF THE FEATURES IN
CNE OF THE BILLS WE WILL DISCUSS TODAY, THE SEPARATE INFORMATION
ASENCY WAS NOT INCORPORATED IN THE LAW, BUT THE COMGRESS DID DECLARE
THAT THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT BEARS THE RESPONSIBILITY TO ORGANIZE 1TS
COLLECTION OF THIS INFORMATION RESOURCE AND TO SEE THAT IT IS PROMPTLY
TRANSFERRED TO THE P VATE SECTOR.

THE FACT THAT WE ARE HIRE THIS MORNING REVISITING THE SAME TERRITORY
DEMONSTRATES THAT THE POLICY MECHAN’SM HAS FAILED TO CARRY OUT THE
RESPONSIBILITY SET FOR 11 3y CONGRESS. WORSE, THE LACK OF
COORDINATION IN ¢ JLICY MIANS THAT VARIOUS AGENCIES . THE GOVERNMENT

10
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HAVE BEGUN PURSUING THEIR CWN INTERESTS IN COLLECTING AND
DISSEMINATING INFCRMATIGN TO THE DETRIMENT OF THE INTERESTS OF THE
HGOVERNMENT AND THE PUBLIC, OUR FRUSTRATIONS ARE MULTIPLIED BY THE
FACT THAT THE EXPLOSION N INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY MEANS THAT WE ARE
CONSTANTLY ADDRESSI#G YESTERDAY'S PROBLEMS WITH OBSOLETE SOLUTIONS,
SATISIVING NO ONE. WE INTEND TO FIND OUT WHEIHER THERE ARE
ALTERNATIVE SOURCES OF POLICY GUIDANCE THAT THE CONGRESS CAN TAP TO
BRING CRDER TO THIS AREA.

WHEN THE UNITED STATES ENJOYED GLOBAL PREEMINENCE IN SCIENCE AND
TECHNOLOGY, WE COULD AFFORD TO IGNORE THE PENALTIES OF INEFFICIENCY XE
ARE PAYING, BUT YHAT LUXURY IS RAPIDLY BEING OVERTAKEN BY EVENTS,

Toe OFFI1CE OF TECKNOLOGY ASSESSMENT, IN THEIR NEW STUDY INTERNATIONAL
COMPETITION IN SERYILES. WARNS THE CGNGRESS THAT THE JAPANESE SEEM
BEITER PREPARED TO HANDLE THE CHANGE TO AN ECONCMY WHERE THE
APPLICATION OF INFORMATION TO THE PRODUCTION GF GOODS AND SERVICES
PLAYS A VITAL ROLE,

AMERICA 1S ALREADY WELL ALONG IN THIS TRANSITION, UNLESS THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT, WITH 1TS LEADING ROLE IN THE CREATION OF SCIENTIFIC AND
TECHNICAL KNOWLEDGE, CAN OVERCOME THE HURDLES WE INSIST ON PUTTING IN
OUR ONWN WAY, WE ALREADY KNOW WHAT THE FUTURE WILL LOOK LIKE.
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Mr. WALGREN. We start first with a historical perspective with
Melvin Day, the former Deputy Director of the National Library of
Medicine. We appreciate your beirg a resource to the committee,
Mr. Day. Your written statement will be made part oi the record
and please feel free to focus on particulsr pointe that vould best be
communicated in a more informal setting than a paper as such,
and it will help us to focus on those when the record is worked
with by other members and staff. Please proceed.

STATEMENT GF MCLVIN S. DAY, FORMER DEPUTY DIRECTOR,
NATIONAL LIBRARY OF MEDICINE, AND SENIOR VICE PRESI-
DENT, HERNER & CO., ARLINGTON, VA

Mr. Day. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I feel honored to
be invited to maxe my thoughts known to this important Subcom-
mittee of the Congress. Before I begin I would like to congratulate
you, Mr. Chairman, and the members of the subcommittee for un-
dertaking these hearings at this icular time because of the im-
portance of the issues you are addressing. This afternoon, I do plan
to talltl_t1 about what I consider to be an important policy issue
myself.

Science and technol have been onymous_ with our greet
country. as have been the scientific and technical information pro-
grams that support them. And, Mr. Chairman, with your permis-
sion I will refer to scientific and technical information hereafter in
my statement as S&T information.

As a long-time member of the information community who
atro:flg&believes in the vital importance of strong Federal and na-
tion T information programs, it has been a matter of Geep con-
cern to me that so li‘tle attention in vecent years has been given to
this subject in th' ‘xecutive Office of the Fresident and in the
senior leadershig ¢ “+.es of the Federal R&D agencies.

To give you the full flavor of why I'm so concerned, let me ste
back in history and give you a participant’s account of how an
why a Federal program to strengthen Federal S&T information ac-
tivities was undertaken in the 1950's and even more vigorously in
the 1960'¢, with an alarming accelerating decline in the 1970’s and
1980’s. It will be a brief depiction to provide what I hope will be
useful background to the Subcommittee, and at the same time to
provide a basis for my recommendation.

First of all, I recognize that this Subcommittee is fully aware of
the increasing importance of the unusual commeodity, scientific and
technical information. It is now virtually a form of world currency
whose value has proven itself unquestionably during the last quar-
ter century. It is a tool that contributes to technological and scien-
tific superiority, and there is a definite tie between both national
groductivity and competitiveness, and the use of S&T information.

apan is a good case in point where the acquisition, digestion, use
and exploitation of the world's S&T information is a national prior-

ity.
Beck in the 1950's and early 1960's, Con%ss began to provide
substantial sums of money to fund Federal R&D programs. Space,

1 M. Day requested deletion of the word “myself.”

Q y2
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energy, health and defense research programs flourished, and to
support them information programs were strengthened in each of
the mission areas.

In 1959 under Dr. Killien,? President Eisenhower’s science advi-
sor, the President’s Science Advisory Committee commissioned the
Baker Report,® a study of the Federal Government’s major infor-
mation programs. The report called for strengthening these pro-
grams in order to provide greater support to the Federal R&D pro-
grams, and at the same time, to transfer more effectively wherever
possible the fruits of that Federal R&D to the non-government
communily.

About this time, Senator Humphrey,* Chairman of the Senate
Government Operations Committee, held a series of hearings to ex-
amine the state of the Federal agencies’ S&T information pro-
grams.® While he, too, called for strengthening these programs, at
the same time he expressed his astonishment and concern about
the lack of formal policy coordination among all these programs,
with each agency’s program going its own way. He expressed his
concern in the strongest terms about the lack of leadership in this
area coming from the White House.

The extraordinary thing about Senator Humphrey in the early
1960’s was the way he successfully obtained commitments from
President Kennedy’s science advisor, Dr. Jerry Wiesner,® and from
the R&D agency heads. His efforts were the stimulus for a vigorous
program centered in the Executive Office of the President during
the 1960’s to provide policy coordination in a formal manner for a
large number of Federal S&T information programs.

It was during this period that Dr. Wiesner commissioned two im-
portant studies in this area. Because of the time constraints this
afternoon I will dc no more than mention the names of the two im-
portant reports produced by the studies. In 1962, the Crawford
Report 7 was prepared for the Office of Science & Technology, and
in 1963 the Weinberg Report 8 was prepared for the President’s Sci-

(lgs?rsg.;ames R. Killian, Jr., Special Assistant to the President for Science and Technology

3 “Improvin%t_he Availability of Scientific and Technical Information in the United States,” A
Report of the President's Science Advisory Committee, 7 December 1958. Dr. William O. Baker
was Chairman of the Committee’s Panel on Scientific Information. [The Subcommittee appreci-
ates the assistance of the Librarian and Research staff at the Dwight D. Eisenhower Presiden-
tial Library in identgying Mr. Day’s reference.]

4 Senator Hubert H. Humphrey (D-MN).

s Interaﬁency Coordination of Information, Hearings before the Subcommittee on Reorganiza-
tion and International Organizations, Committee on Government Operations, United States
geﬁ_ate,lggzty Congress, 2nd Session; September 21, 1962 (Washington: Government Printing

ice, .

¢ Dr. Jerome B. Wiesner, Special Assistant to the President for Science and Technology and
Director, Office of Science and Technology (1961-64).

7 James H. Crawford, Jr,, et. al,, Scientific and Technical Communications in the Government:
Task Force Report to the President’s Special Assistant for Science and Technology (Springfield,
Virginia: Cleari:ghouse for Scientific and Technical Information, 1962). Dr. Crawford served on
President Kennedy's Science Advisory Board and as Assistant Director for the Solid State Divi-
sion, Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Tennessee. [The Subcommittee appreciates the assistance
of the Librarians at the National Bureau of Standards and the John F. Kennedy Presidential
Library in identifying Mr. Day’s reference.)

8 Alvin M. Weinberg, et. al., Science, Government and I;z]ormation: The Responsibilities of the
Technical Community and the Government in the Transfer of Information, é)'(l’le White House,
January 10, 1963 Press Release, Dr. Weinberg was Chairman of the Panel on Scientific Informa-
tion for the Science Advisory Board. [The Subcommittee appreciates the cesistance of the Li-
brarian at the John F. Kennedy Presidential Library in identifying Mr. Day’s 1«ference.]
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ence Advisory Committee, The net outcome of both reports was a
better understanding of the role and needs of scientists and engi-
neers in the production, use and communication of S&T informa-
tion; the role of the Federal information programs in this whole
process; and the need for a focal point in the Executive Office of
the President to maintain involvement of OST in the collective
Federal information area.

The result was the establishment in 1963 by the Federal Council
for Science and Technology, FCST, of its Committee on Scientific
and Technical Information, which carried the acronym COSATI, to
be composed of a high-level technical information focal point in
each Federal department and R&D agency. .

For ten years, COSATI served as an effective policy coordinating
mechanism for the Federal information programs. It addresed
common problems and made recommendations to the Federal
Council for Science & Technology for ad?iption and implementation
across all Executive Branch agencies. It developed and recommend-
ed Federal information policies, developed Federal information
standards, promoted the sharing of know-how, software develop-
ments and information products, and promoted interconnection of
systems and the elimination of duplication in processing by shar-
ing. COSATI had a full menu and made a major contribution. Be-
cause of the impact of Federal information programs and the lead-
ership of COSATI in this area, COSATI became, in effect, a nation-
al focal and rallying point for the private, not-for-profit and for-
profit leadership officials, as well as those of the government. In
this role, COSATI served to facilitate cooperation between the
public and private sectors,

It was during this same period, because of Federal Council in-
volvement, that strong management support within the depart-
ments and science agencies flowed down to the Federal information
managers, and to my mind that brought a degree of progress across
the government information programs that has not been equaled.

During the 1960’s, because of the effectiveness of Federal infor-
mation lprog'raxns, there was no doubt that the United States was
the world leader in all areas and in all aspects of S&T information.

All of these great accomplishments were possible because of the
sirong support of the Congress and the Administration, and par-
ticularly within the Administration, the Office of Science & Tech-
nology in the Executive Office of the President This support en-
gendered a spirit among the COSATI members which stimulated
each of its information programs to excel.

In 1973, the demise of the Federal Council for Science & Technol-
ogy provided the epitaph for COSATI. In most cases the close and
direct relationship that previousll{gfxisted via the Federal Council
channel between the top agency R&D manager and the S&T infor-
mation manager came to an end. In addition, the demise of
COSATI meant the end of the formal policy coordination for S&T
information programs across the government, and these programs
cost the government well in excess of $1 billion a year. The result-
ant loss, with rare exceptions, has impacted negatively on every
government information program.

Even in 1975 when, by congressional action, the Office of Science
and Technology Policy, OSTP, was established in the Executive

Q !4
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Office of the President, with a mandated requirement to concern
itself with Federal S&T information programs, there has been no
action by OSTP in that area since then,

The basic needs for the COSATI programmatic activities are just
as real today even though the time frame is different and the exist-
ing electronic technology in use today is far more advanced.

Lest there be any doubt that the managers of the Federal S&T
information programs themselves feel that there is a major need
for coordination among the agency information programs, I should
point out that in the absence of OSTP action in this area, they
themselves have tried, as conscientious and capable managers, to
compensate in part for the OSTP inaction by taking their own
steps to try to coordinate. All of these efforts are to be commended
as grass-roots efforts to try to fill some of the void left by the
demise of COSATI. Each effort addresses different matters, but
even together their objectives are limited and they fall far short of
an OSTP sponsored coordinating group that can work both on
policy and practices; and by virtue of its sponsorship can seek, as
appropriate, government-wide application and implementation.

On the plus side, the nation is indeed fortunate that there are
members in Congress who are aware of the seriousness of the Fed-
eral information problems and the negative impact of these prob-
lems on our ability as a nation to address successfully and solve
the serious economic, health, social and national security problems
which face us.

These hearings prove that point as do your noble efforts, Mr.
Chairman, and those of Congressman Brown. For my part, I sin-
cerely regret that in my statement this afternoon my comments
covering the 1970 and 1980 time frames could not have been more
positive. As a nation, our competitors are beating us at our game,
and they have become masters at gathering and exploiting the
world’s technical knowledge.

As important as strong information programs were to support
the nation’s research efforts in the 1950’s and 1960’s, they are ev¢
more important today. Back then we were the number one R&D
power in the world. Back then we were supporting 75 percent of
the world R&D; today, as you know, 75 to 80 percent of the world’s
R&D is conducted outside of our borders, and the importance of ob-
taining the information produced by those programs, as well as
from our own U.S. R&D programs, and making that information
available for the use and exploitation by the U.S. community is
crucial if we are to recover and maintain our competitive edge.

Accordingly, we can no longer afford the lack of OSTP involve-
ment. It is crucial that OSTP provide the desperately needed lead-
ership and policy coordination to ensure the most efficient and ef-
fective results from the totality of the Federal information pro-
grams,

My basic recommendation is that each department and science
agency designate its scientific and technical information focal
point, and that the Office for Science and Technology Policy estab-
lish a working committee of these focal points as a subcommittee of
the Federal Council for Science and Technology Policy to act as the
policy-coordinating mechanism of Federal S&T information pro-
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grams. OSTP should be answerable to the Congress for the results
of these efforts.

I am confident that when the Federal Council members, who are
also the top science administrators of the departments and agen-
cies, become responsible for a Federal Council information commit-
tee, each of these same officials will become more directly involved
with the information focal points of his department or agency. This
direct communication channel from the top down will, as it did
with COSATI, result in stronger Federal S&T information pro-
grams. In addition, the benefits of pol - coordination for the S&T
information programs across the goverument, as those listed for
COSATI earlier in this statement, will certainly give the taxpayer
the full measure of his investment; the U.S. scientists and engi-
neers the best possible information services they need; and the
Nation an important additional capability to compete and to suc-
cessfully address its economic, health, social and national security
problems.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Day follows:]
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I feel honored to be invited to make ay thoughts known to this important
sutcommittee of Congress. Before I begin, I would lfke to congratulate
Chairman Walgren and the members of the subcommittee for undertaking these
hearings at this partticular time. The diligence ind concern of this
subcommittee bring hope to the deeply concerned across our natton who are
discouraged with the accelerating erosfon of our world leadership role and, tn
particular, with our ability to compete successfully in areas, which in the
past, have always been hallmarks of our success. Competitiveness i{s no buzz
word but rather a condition that ts absolutely vital to our ability to remain
the world leader.

Science and technology have been synonymous with our great country, as
have been the scientiffc and technical information programs that support
them. As a long time member of the information community who strongly
believes in the vital importance of strong Federal and national scientific
information programs, it has been a matter of deep conc2rn to me that so
little attention, in recent years, has been given to this subject in the
Executive Office of the President and in the senfor leadership offices of the
Federal R & D agencies.

To give you the full flavor of why I am so concerned, let me step back
in history and give you a participant's account of how and why a Federal
program to strengthen Federal scientific and technical information activities
was undertaken in the 1950's; and even more vigorously in the 1960's; with an
alarming accelerating decline in the 1970's and 1980's.

It will be a brief depiction, to provide, what I hope will be, useful
background to the subcommittee and, at the same time, to provide a basis for
ay recoammendation.

First of all, I recognize that this subcommittee is fully aware of the
increasing importance of the unusual commodity, scientific and technical
information. It is now virtually a form of world currency whose value has
proven itself, unquestionably, during the last quarter century. It is a tool
that contributes to technological and scientific superiority and there is a
definite tie between both national productivity and competitiveness,and the
use of scientific and technical information. Japan is a good case 1in point
where the acquisition, digestion, use and exploitation of the world's
scientific and technical informatfon is a national priority.

Back in the 1950's and early 1960's, Congress began to provide
substantial sums of money to fund Federal R & D programs. Space, energy,
health, and defense research programs flourished and, to support thea,
information programs were strengthened in each of the mission areas. At the
same time, while tiiere was limited crosstalk and cooperation among the
different Federal information prograwms, there was no formal policy
coordinating mechanisa.

In 1959 under Dr. Killian, Presideant Eisenhower's Science Advisor, the
President’'s Sclence Advisory Committee (PSAC) commissioned the Baker Report, a
study of the Federal Government's maior inforcation prograus. The report
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called for strengthening these progrsams to provide greater support to the
Federal R & D programs and, at the same time, to transfer more effectively,
wherever possible, the fruits of that Federal R & D to the non-government

community.

About this time, Senator Humphrey, Chsirman of a Senate Government
Operations Subcomamittee, held a series of hesrings to examine the state of the
Federal Agencies' saientific snd technical information programs. While he,
too, called for strengthening these programs, at the same time, he expressed
his astonishment and concern about the lack of formal policy coordination
among all these programs, with each agency's program going its own way. He
expressed his concern in the strongest terms about the lack of leadership in
this area coming from the White House.

The extraordinary thing about Senator Humphrey ia the early 1960°'s was
the way he successfully obtained coamittmeats from President Kennedy's Science
Advisor, Dr. Jerry Wiesner, and from the R & D Agency Heads. His efforts were
the stimulus for a vigoroug program centered in the Executive Office of the
President, during the 1960's to provide policy coordination, in a formal
manner, for the large number of Federal scientific and technical information

programs.

It was during this period that Dr. Wiesner commissioned two important
studies in this area. Because of the time constraints this afternoon, I will
do no more thsn mention the names of the two important reporis produced by the
studies. In 1962 the Crawford Report was prepared for the Office of Science
and Technology, EOP, and in 1963 the Weinberg Report was prepared for the
President®s Science Advisory Committee. The net outcome of both reports was a
better understanding of the role and needs of scientists and engineers in the
production, use, and communication of scientific and technical information;
the role of the Federal information programs in this whole process; and the
need for a focal point in the Executive Office of the President to maintain
involvement of 0ST in the collective Federal information area. The result was
the establishment in 1963 by the Federal Council for Science and Technology
(FCST) of its Committee on Scientific and Technical Information (which carried
the acronym—-COSATI) to be composed of a high level technical information
focal point in each Federal Department and R & D Agency.

For 10 years COSATI served as an effective policy coordinating mechanism
for the Federal info:mation programs. It addressed cozmon problems and made
reconmendations to the Federal Council for Science and Technology for adoption
and implementation scross all Executive Branch Agencies. It developed and
reconmended Federal information policies; developed Federal intormation
standards; promoted the sharing of know-how, software developments, and
information products; and promoted interconnection of systems and the
elimination of duplication in processing, by sharing., COSATI had a full menu
and made a major contribution! Because of the impact of Federal information
prograws and the leadership of COSATI in this area, it became, in effect, &
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national Zocal and rallying point for the private not-for-profit and
for-profit leaderahip officials as well as those of the government. In thia
role, COSATI served to facilitate cooperstion between the public and private
sectora.

It was during this same period, because of FCST involvement, that atrong
management support within the Departaents and Science Agencies flowed down to
the Federal information managers and, to uy uind, that brought a degree of
progress across the Government information programs that has not been
equalled. During the 1960's, because of the effectiveneas of the Federal
information programs there was no doubt that the United States was the world
leader in all aress and in all aspects of acientific and technical information.

The information aystems developed by and for the government agencies
utilizing the new electronic techaologies provided s new dimension of
information service for the U.S. resesrch and development community. The real
winners were the U.S. scientists and engineers who needed and used the
governaent or government supported information gervices snd through them--the
Nation.

It should be noted that the aucceas of the governwent information
prograns wes due, in large part, to the productive working relationship
between the government and the private gector working jointly to apply co the
Federal Government's information needs the phenomenal developmenta in the
electronic, communications, and information technologies. It was thie truly
American way of our Government and private sectors working together to garve
in the beat posaible manner the public interest, which gave us st that time,
the information programs, products and gervices that were the envy Oof the
world.

During the 1960's formal and major progrsmmatic cfforts were initiated
to tranafer to the non-government comaunity, technolsgy developed hy or for
Federal Government programa. Thease initial effocta attempted to bring sbou.
the gpplication of government produced knowledge by U.S. industry in
non-governmental applicationa ss sn additioral dividend to the taxpayer on the
investaent he had already made in developing the technology for the
government'a uae.

All of these grest accomplishments werc posaible becsuse of the strong
support of the Congreass and the Administration, particularly in the Office of
Science and Technology in the Executive Office of the President. This support
engendered a spirit among the COSATI members which stimulated easch of ita
information programe to excel.

In 1973 the demise of the Federsl Council for Science and Technology
provided the epitaph for COSATI. In most csses the close and direct
relationship that previously existed, vis the FCST channel, between the top
agenc, R & D manager and the aclentific and technicsl informstion manager came
to an end. In gddition, the demise of COSATI mesnt the end of the formal
policy coordination for scientific and technicsl informstion programs scross
the government. The resultant loss, with rare exceptions haa impscted
negatively on every government information program.
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Since that time there has been no interest at the White House level in
rasurrccting the policy coordination mechanism. In fact, I believe that it is
accurate to say that there has been little spparent interest at all, at that
level, in the Federal scientific and technical information programe.

Even in 1975 when, by Congressional action, the Office of Science and
Technology Policy (0OSTP) was established in the Executive 0ffice of President
with « mandated recuirement to concern itself with Federal scientific and
technical inforvation programs, there has been no action by OSTP in that area
since then.

The basic needs for the COSATI programmatic activities are just as real
today even though the time frame is diffevent and the existing electronic
technology in use today is far more advanced.

What I find puzzeling is the lack of White House expressed interest in
the most efficient aud moct .ost effective management of its hundreds of
scientific and technical information activities scattered throughout the
government. The total annual cost of these programs is significant. COSATI
used to compile an annual report setailirg the dollar costs of Federal
scientific and technical information activities and I recall that its lest
annual roport of costs prepared more thsn 15 years ago, was in the $1 billion
range. It is safe to say that today's gross costs for the Federal
Government's scientific and techaical information activities are wuch higher.
Dr. Donald King, King Research, in his study of the annuul costs to the
Federal Goveranment is in this same area for 1977, reported costs in excess of
$3 billion.

Certainly, OMB is interested in controlling costs and gvod management
and it does have an Information Resource Manugemen: program (IRM), but, as
pointed out by Representative George Brown, a distinguished member of your
committee, the OMB Information Resource Management program barely touches on
the complexities of the Federal scientific and technical information
activities and what's wore, OMB with its narrow fiscal focus, rather tnan
programmatic focus, is not set up to do the job that by statute is the

. responsibility of OSTP.

Lest there be any doubt that the managers of the Federal scientific and
technical information programs themselves feel that there is a major need for
coordination among the agency information programs, I should point out that,
in the absence of OSTP action in this area, they have tried, as conscientious
and capable managers, to compensate in part for OSTP inaction by taking their
own steps to try to coordinate. ,

The managers f the Department of Energy Technical Information Center,
Department of Defense Technical Information Center, National Library of
Medicine, and.the National Technical Information Service have established a
mechanism called}CENDI to facilitate coordination and cooperation among their
four programs.

——

o In addition, the Pederal Library Committee has reorganized itself into
fhe Federal Library and Information Center Committee to foster ways for a
¢larger nusber of Information Manegers to work togethc. to address common
fproblems.

."N/\.SA Technical I'\%f*t{:ﬁ*?\a‘.'\g\,)
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Another atteapt to help fill a part of the void is the effort of Andrew
Almea, a former chairman of CCSATI, and now a retirsd Government official and
retired Army Officer, who, as a volunteer, haa organized monthly meetings of
government information managers to share information on mattera of importance
to them and their prograus. I, belfeve that Grace Ostenso, Staff Director for
your aub-committee, Mr. Chairman, has had an opportunity to attend at least
on2 of those meetings.

All of these efforts are to be comaended as grass roots efforts to try
to 2111 some of the void left by the demise of COSATI., Lach effort addresses
different matters but, even together, their objectives are limited gnd they
fall far short of an OSTP sponsored coordinating group that can work both on
Policy and practices, and by virtue of its sponsorship can seek, ss
appropriate, government-wide application and implementation,

On the plua side, the Nation is indeed fortunate thst there are Members
of Congress who are awsre of the seriousness of the Federal information
Problems, snd the negative impact of these probleas on our ability as a Nation
to address successfully snd solve the serious economic, health, social, and
national security probless which face us.

These Hearings prove the point as do your own noble efforts, Mr.
Chairman and those of Congressman George Brown. Each of us, who knows the
extent of the problea is fully appreciative of your efforts and of those of
the other members of the Comaittee.

For ay part, I sincerely regret that in ay Statement this afterncon, my
comaents covering the 1970 and 1980 time framea could not have been more
positive.

As a Nation, our competitors are beating us at our own géme and they
have become nasters at Sathering and exploiting the world's techaical
knowledge. As important, as strong information programs were, to support to
Nation’s research efforts in the 1950's and 1960°s, they are even more
importaat today. Back then we were the No. 1 R & D power in the world. Back
then we were supporting 75% of the world‘s R & D, and although we attempted to
obtain, orgsnize, and make available the resulta of the remaining 25% for the
use of U.S. science and engineering comaunities, any gapa in coverage or other
types of slippage on our part, were nowhere near as critical as they are
today. Today, as you know, 75%-80% of the world‘'a R & D fa conducted outside
of our bordera and the importance of obtaining the information produced by
those programs, as well as from our U.S. R & D programs, and making it
available for tue use and exploitation by the U.S. comaunity ia crucial if we
are to recover and maintain our competitive edge.

Accordingly, we can no longer afford the lack of 0STP involvement. It
ia crucial that OSTP provide the desperately needed leadership and policy
coordination to ensure the most efficient and effective results from the
totality of the Pederal infcrmation prograns.
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My basic recosmendation is that esch Department snd Science Agency
deaigaate its sclentific snd technical information focsl poiat snd that the
Office for Science snd Technology Policy estsblish s working cosaittee of
these focal poirts, as s subcoamittee of tho Federsl Council for Science and
Technology Policy, to act ss the policy coordinsting wschanisa for Federal
scientific snd technicsl inZormation programs. OSTP nhould be snawerable to
the Congreas for the reaulta of these efforta.

1 am counfident that when the Federsl Council sembers, who are also the
top science adminiatrators of the Dipartmenta snd Agencies, become responsible .
for the Federsl Council information committee, esch of these sane officisls
will become more directly involved with the information focsl point of his
Department or Agency. This direct communication channel, fros the top
downward aa it did with COSATI, will reault in stronger Federal S & T
information programs. In addition, the beanefits of policy coordinstion for
the S & T inforsation programs scross the Governaent, 88 those listed for
COSATI earlier in this ststement, will certainly give the taxpsyer the full
wessure of ita investment; the U.S. acientiats snd engineers the best possible
information services they need; and the Nstion sn isportant additionsl
capability to compete gnd to successfully sddress its other health, socisl,
snd national security probleams.

Thenk you, Mr. Chsirman
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MELVIN S. DAY
RESUNE

Mr. Day has & unique backgrouod of leadership {n the eatsdlishment,
upgrading, sod manegesent of major Governsent scientific snd technicsl
informetios prograss with over 36 years experience in Government Service.

His key Covernment mansgement roles included: Director, Nationsl Technicsl
Information Service; Deputy Director, Nationsl Lidrary of Medicine; Director,
Office of Science Inforsation Service, Nstional Science Foundation; Director
of the NASA techsicsl faforsstion prograss; and Director of the scientific and
technical information prograss of the Atosic Eaergy Cowsission. Hia
lesdership role {n the goveroment iaformstion field extended far beyond the
1iaits of his primary duties for hias Ageacy. Nr. Day played a leading role ia
the goveroment's key interagency activities ss Chairsan, Comaittee on
Scientific svd Techaicsl Iaforsation, Pedersl Council for Science and
Technology; irsan, Executive Council, Pedersl Library Cossittee;
Vice-Cheirsan, Pudlic Printer’s Micro Publishing Council; and s meabder of a
ousber of other iotersgency committees snd task forcea. Outaide the
Covernment he represented the Covernment's intereats ss s Meaber of the Bosrd
of seversl scientific and eogineering socleties’ {nformation sctivitiea.

Iaternstionally, Nr. Day has led U.S. Goverosent Delegetions to
inter-governmentsl meetings snd conferences sod has served as the U.S.
spokessan. MNe has been Chefrman, NATO-AGARD Comsittee on Scientific and
Techaical Inforsstion (Paris); sod President, Internstionsl Council for
Scientific and Techaicsl Jaforsation. Since bias zetirement from GCovernsent
Services {n 1982, Mr. Day has deen an informstion industry corporate officer
sod currently {a Sealor Vice President, Neroer and Compeny. Ne was elected
President, American Society for Inforsstion Sclenca; is s Pellow of the
American Society for the Advancement of Science; and ia s aeaber of the
Americsn Chemical Society, N.Y. Academy of Sciences, American Library
Associstion, sad the Spacisl Lidraries Associstion.

During World War II ha secved im the U.S. Arsy snd wes aasigned to the
Nanhstten Project as s laboratory cheaist.
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Mr. War2reN. Thank you very much, Mr. Day, we appreciate
that statement to .he Committee. You indicate in ycur statement
that you would like to sece OSTP being that central agency through
a working committee. What do you identify as the weakest link in
the present Federal structure? I gather the fact that there is

no——

Mr. Day. At the present time, Mr. Chairman, we do not have any
set of coordinated information policies as surli. There's nobody co-
ordinating at the present time. If there is an; coordination, it's a
grass-roots type coordination that comes from thc agencies them-
selves. And as commendable as that effort has been, unfortunately
it doesn't cover all government agency infurmation programs.
There are literally hundreds of government information programs.

I was fortunate to have been able to edit recently a directory of
Federal health information resources here in the United States, in
the government, and there are 188—one of them, of course, is the
National Library of Medicine, but there are 187 others besides the
National Library of Medicine. There are lots of information pro-
grams within the Federal Government.

Mr. WALGREN. Has there been much attention from the Congress
given to the health informatior: .n rticular, or is that whole
range just kind of out there doing its best without much oversight
or encouragement?

Mr. Day. I believe that each of the agencies’ major information
programs, such as the National Library of Medicine, has oversight
responsibilisy in terms of—there is oversight responsibility over
what they do and how they do it by the Congress. But there are
many information programs that do not show up as line items In
Federal budgets, and the Congress, I suspect, is probably unaware
of the existence of many of those information programs. There are
hlterally dozens of information clearinghouses in the healih area
alone.

Mr. WALGREN. The Chair will recognize the gentlemar: from Cali-
for.n%’al. We have a vote and I will excuse myself and try to get back
quickly.

Mr. Brown [presiding}. Sure. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr.
Day, I am very appreciative of the rcmarks that you've made
which do give the members of this Subcommittee—and it will be
reflected in the record of this hearing—a historical perspective
which is very difficult for members, and particularly rew members,
to grasp quickly. I don’t think many members are aware of the
long and extensive efforts that have been to coordinate information
policy, in science & technical information particuiarly.

Is what Yvou’re recommending in essence that we reconstitute
COSATI? You have suggested something like that but without ac-
tually coming out and saying so.

Mr. Day. Well, like all government committees, it had its strong
points and its wi:ak points. I am suggesting that there be recreated
a COSATI-type committee, which I would hope would be built on
the strengths of the previous COSATI committee and would cer-
tainly try to eliminate some of the weaknesses of that type of com-
mittee operation.

Mr. Brown. I have frequently indicated that some of our individ-
ual S&T information programs are of a very high caliber, and I've
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mentioned specifically the Library of Medicine and the network of
information dissemination that it has created and it'’s the techno-
logical base for doing that and so forth. And in my role on another
committee, the Agriculture Committee, I have encouraged the Na-
tional Library of Agriculture to model their efforts after the Na-
tional Library of Medicine, and I have seen some indication that
they are doing a substantial upgrade.

But the point I think you are making is that there isn’t this ovcr-
all coordination, even beiween those centers of excellence, that we
may have so that we have a coordinated national program; is that
correct?

Mr. DAy. Yes. It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that before we try
to develop Federal information policies it would be desirable to de-
velop a strategy—that has to come from some central type of a co-
ordinating mechanism—a strategy with a number of goals, and to
implement the goals we could have a number of policies—these
Federal information policies.?

We do have Federal information policies. The Congress makes
Federal information policy by virtue of its enactment of law, by
virtue of its appropriation. But there is no coccsdination, there is no
one zroup that the Congress can look to essentially, at least in the
science and technology area, to act as a focal point for this type of
activity.

Mr. BrRowN. Just for the record, I'm going to recall an anecdote
which bears out what you have said, and that is that in a conversa-
tion I had with Dr. Frank Press aftor he had left office as the
President’s Science Advisor,10 I was talking to him about this prob-
lem of science and technology information, and he indicated to me
that probably his greatest regret was that he had not done more to
encourage the development of a coordinated national effort from
the Office of the President to achieve the coordination you are talk-
ing about. And he had the authorization to do that, as you have
indicated, in the Science & Technology Policy Act,!? but he did not
use those tools. He had an excellent assistant in Phil Smith who
had some of this responsibility, but neither of them saw it as the
gxaag;ter of high priority that in retrospect they recognized that it

And I want the record to reflect that sometimes our hindsight is
a lot better than our foresight.

You have mentioned the role that Senator Humphrey played in
this scenario back in the early days. Could you offer a guess as to
why he wag successful in obtaining action from President Kennedy,
while both today and in the previous administration OSTP did not
take up the gauntlet and achieve the kind of coordination that is
necessary?

M. D? corrected this paragraph to read: “Yes, It scems to me, Mr. Chairman, that before
we try to develop Federal information policies it would be desirable to develop a strategy; that
has to come from some central type of & coordinating mechanism; a strategy with a number of
goals. In implementing the goals we could have a number of policies—these would be Federal
information policies.”

10 Dr. Frank Press, Special Assistant to the President for Sceince and Technology (1977-1989).
Dr, Press is now President of the National Academy of Sciences.

1 National Science and Technology Policy, Organization, and Priorities Act of 1976, Public
Law 94-282 (42 U.S.C. 6601, et. seq.).
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Mr. Day. Well, I think there are a number of factors involved.
One, the Senator’s party was in control of both the White House
and the Congress at that particular point in time. In addition, Sen-
ator Humphrey was very successful in putting pressure on the
leadership of the R&D agencies. When he would call for hearings,
he would ask that the people responsible for the science and tech-
nology programs make a report to them on what their information
programs were doing. And for the first time, many of them learned
what the information programs were doing or were supposed to be
doing. And as a result of utting pressure on the top, he had the
support of the agencies when he was able to convince the Presi-
dent’s Science Advisor to create COSATI as such, since they were
also the members of the Federal Council for Science & Technology.

Mr. BrowN. Mr. Day, are you in a position to recommend any
specific changes in the existing law, or do you think that we have
an adequate structure, if it were implemented through the interest
of the President or other appropriate officials? I'm specifically
asking if you would recommend any revisions in Title 15 or 44 of
the U.S. Code which would enhance the transfer of Federal tech-
nology to the private sector?

Mr. Day. Well, in the last 25 years I have been professionally in-
volved in trying to do just that, Mr. Brown, and I personally feel
that Federal legislation can’t be too strong in this area. The tax-
payer has made a major initial investment in R&D for the Govern-
ment, and if the know-how, the knowledge produced thereby can be
used in the private sector, then the taxpayer obtains an additional
dividend on his investment.

I have to admit, Congressman Brown, that without the language
of that particular title before me, I can’t talk specifically about the
language that I would recommend here.

Mr. BrownN. Well, I recognize that I should have provided you
with prior warning on that question.

One of the things, of course, that frustrates me as well as you is
that merely writing the law or changing the law does not necessar-
ily secure the action that we need. And if you have any magic solu-
tion to how we can get the horse to drink aiter we lead it to water,
I would be very grateful to you.

Mr. Day. Well, I think there has been a certain reluctance in the
White House, at least in this Administration, to have on the White
House staff individuals who may appear to lobby for a particular
community. I think we see that with the science community as
such. The present Science Advisor,*? I believe, has not been as ef-
fective as other directors of the Office of Science & Technology.

Mr. BrowN. You are not the only one who has made that point,
if I may say so. You may have read the Op-Ed piece by Jerry
Wiesner a month or so ago making exactly that same point.13

Mr. Day. I think that we just have to hope that the present lead-
ership will see the light, so to speak, and that the future adminis-
tration will certainly recognize the need and respond accordingly.

12 Dr. William R. Graham, Jr., Special Assistant to the President for Science and Technology.
12 Dr. Jerome B. Wiesner, “Why We Need a Tough National Science Adviser,” The Washing-
ton Post, 24 May 1987, p.D1.
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Mr. BROWN. Mr. Day, I'm going to ask you if you would be will-
ing to wait for just a few moments while I go vote, and Mr. Wal-
gren should be returning very quickly. He may want to ask you
one or two additional questions, if you don’t mind. The Subcommit-
tee will recess for a few minutes.

Mr. WALGREN. Let me call us to order, and I only have one other
thought that I wanted to raise with Mr. Day, and that was—as I
understand it, there is sort of an ad hoc structure now by manag-
ers of various technical information offices in the Executive. Would
you suggest that that structure be formalized in any sense?

Mr. Day. Well, I think the biggest problem that you have with
any kind of a grass-roots activity is that it doesn’t have a parent
which will give it government-wide authority—they can coordinate
among themselves; they can coordinate their procedures, their
products, their services, their policies, that’s fine. But that only ap-
plies to those members of that particular group who agree to go
along with it; it does not apply to the government across the board.

Mr. WaiGreN. Well, okay. Thank you very much. On behalf of
the Committee, we appreciate your being a resource to us and we
look forward to talking with you in the aftermath of these hear-
ings. If we can get some thoughts going that might be helpful, we’d
like to check them with you.

Mr. DAY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. WALGREN. Let’s turn to David Nathan, the Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Special Programs for the Department of Commerce.
Secretary Nathan is accompanied by Dr. Joseph Clark, the Deputy
Director of the NTIS, for the view from the Department.

Welcome to the Committee; your written statement will be incor-
porated into the record and we would appreciate your focusing us
on some ?f the things that you feel most important for us to take
account of,

STATEMENT OF HON. DAVID §S. NATHAN, DEPUTY ASSISTANT
SECRETARY OF COMMERCE FOR SPECIAL PROGxAMS, U.S. DE-
PARTMENT OF COMMERCE, ACCOMPANIED BY DR. JOSEPH E.
CLARK, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, NATIONAL TECHNICAL INFORMA-
TION SERVICE

Mr. NaTtHAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. What I
would like to do today, if I may, is focus on one issue that I know
has gotten the attention of the Committee, and that is the so-called
administration’s program proposal to “privatize” NTIS. And I
would like to focus on just wkat that proposal is, report to you
where we stand and where we would like to go.

I think the first thing to do, however, is to clarify the proposal.
The 1988 budget did not call for turning over NTIS functions willy-
nilly to the private sector. 14 The use of the word “privatize,” in

14 “In 1988, the private sector will be offered the opportunity to operate NTIS on contract,
with the government retaining overall })ohgy direction.” Office of Managgment and Budget, Ex-
ecutive Office of the President, Appewfix: %of the United States Government, Fiscal Year
{gg% IO(I)tliqungress, 1st Session, 11. Doc. 1 (Washington: Government Printing Office,

, p. I-F9.
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retrospect, was vexéy, very unfortunate. It created a misconception.
And in fact, the ’88 budget proposal simply said to give the private
sector the opportunity to perform some of the functions of the
NTIS; there was always the intention of having some sort of residu-
al staff there in NTIS to maintain certain of their activities.

The principal reason behind the proposal is that we would like
the Committee to recognize that due to no fault of its own, NTIS is
not doing the job that we all would like it to do. Sales have been
down, revenues have been down, prices have been increased. And
in the past, previous administrations have proposed other solutions
to this including establishment of a revolving fund, but for a varie-
ty of reasons, has not been successful.13

So the Administration believed that in order to create wider dis-
semination of the materials that NTIS is responsible for, it would
be a reasonable approach to give the private sectcr an o portunity
to take over this function under the policy control of the Depart-
ment of Commerce.

We have done a number of things to try and implement that.
First and foremost of those was to see whether or not there was
any real interest in the private sector to take this over. And to do
that, we issued what we call a “Sources Sought” document back in
June 16 in order to ascertain whether or not there is any interest.
We also called for a meeting in that document of anybody who
wanted to come talk about what we were proposing. About 40 indi-
viduals, representing 35 different organizations showed up at that.

We also wanted to take that opportunity to discuss a number of
issues associated with this proposal. How do we take care of the
employees—we wanted to make sure that they didn’t just lose their
jobs. Royalties, payments of fees, copyright, and a number of other
issues that are involved in this proposal.

We had this meeting on June 16th and, as I said, it was very well
attended. So far, in response to what we call our “Sources Sought”
we have had about 15 firms respond, including organizations like
McGraw-Hill, Dun and Bradstreet, University Microfilm, all of
which are fairly large companies and have had a good deal of expe-
rience in this type of activitgv.

The basic assumption under which we have been operating—and
it was made very clear by Secretary Baldrige [Hon. Malcolm T.
Baldrige, late Secretary of Commerce]—is that we are not going to

o ahead with this proposal unless it makes sense for the Federal
vernment. And certainly we are not going to go ahead with this
proposal if it any way denigrates or detracts from the basic respon-
sibility of NTIS; that is, getting this information out to the private
sector.

We are in the £rocess right now of analyzing the responses we
received to our Sources Sought. Very shortly we will be making
some recommendations to all policy officials on what the next step
should be, one of which of course would be to issue an RFP [Re-

quest For Proposal]. We still have some issues to resolve, and ev-

15 Secretary Nathan revised this sentence to read: “And in the past, previous administrations
have pro other solutions for this, including establishment of a revolving fund but, for a
variety of reasons, these prg})oeals have not been successful”

16 “Privatization of the National Technical Information Service,” Commerce Business Daily,
10 June 1987, p9.
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erything is tied up, not the least of which is how we maintain the
ability to get the information from the various agencies that al-
ready contribute to the NTIS inventory. And that may require
some action on the part of OMB [Office of Management and
Budget]; certainly Department of Commerce can’t require that.

Incidentally, listening to Mr. Day it reminds me that 20 years
ago when I was at the old Bureau of the Budget I was writing a
directive requiring all agencies in the Federal Government to con-
tribute all their reports, Federally-financed R&D reports, to NTIS.
That directive was never issued and there’s never been one issued
since I believe.

So we are considering what approach we should take. We also
have identified another optior which is a Federal co-op option, a
form of contracting out, and under that situation the Federal em-
ployees would have a job and would get a financial stake in the or-
ganization.

Within the next month or so we should be in a position to decide
whether or not an RFP would be appropriate--a Request for Pro-
posal or a formal procurement request—and of course before doing
that we intend to continue to consult and keep the Committee in-
formed.

That is where we are, sir.

[The prepared statement of Secretary Nathan follows:]
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STATEMENT OF
DAVID S. NATHAN
DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF COMMERCE
FOR SPECIAL PROJECTS
BEFORE
THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY
COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, SPACE AND TECHNOLOGY

JuLy 14, 1987

ENHANCING THE OPERATIONS OF THE
NATIONAL TECHNICAL INFORMATION SERVICE

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for inviting the Department of
Commerce to participate in these hearings on scientific and
technical information policy. I shall speak today about the
National Technical Information Service, and about this

Administration's plans for improving its performance.

NTIS plays an important role in making available to this country's
scientists the results of research and development programs funded
by the Federal government. It is also very successful in obtaining

and disseminating the results of research projects conducted in

other countries. NTIS presently collects scientific and technical

reports fror virtually all Western Europein countries, and has
taken on additional responsibilities under the Japanese Technical
Literature Act of 1986. This flow of research results is crucial
to the competitiveness of U.S. firms in both domestic and world
markets. Accordingly, the Administratior wants to make sure that

this important mission is continued@ and strengthened in the yeais

F
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to come.
v We must recognize, however, that the present structure of NTIS may

not be the best means of carrying out the important mission that it
serves. The number of technical reports that NTIS disseminates has

» been shrinking at an alarming rate in recent years. Where one decade
ago NTIS sold 900,000 technical reports, today sales have been cut
in half, to only 456.000 reports s;ld in 1986. This decline has
many causes, including increased distribution of documents by the
Defense Technical Information Center, and a decline in the number

of new reports that other agencies are providing to NTIS.

Probably the single largest cause of the decline in sales, however,
is the dramatic increase in the price of NTIS products over the
last ten years -~ in many cases increases have been greater than
threefold. These price increases are caused by steadily increasing
costs of production for NTIS. éhile many of the factors causing a
decline in NTIS sales are beyond our control, we can take actions

to control costs, and hence the price of NTIS documents,

In an effort to do this the Administéation has made several
legislative éroposals. in 1983 and 1984 seeking the establishment

of a revolving fund that would have permitted NTIS greater authority
to purchase modern equipment, and in 1985 and again in 1987

seeking authority for NTIS to procure its printing from the least

expensive source, whether the Government Printing Office or
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elsewhere. None of these proposals were enacted by the Congress.

Under these circumstances, President Reagan's budget for FYi98§
proposed that the private sector be offered the opportunity to

operate NTIS, with the government retaining overall policy control.

It seems likely that private sector expertise in marketing information
products and services might succeed in bringing NTIS technical reports
to a much wider audience in this c;untry. For this reason, the
Administration has begun to explore privatization alternatives for
NTIS. Many issues must be resolved before a step of this kind becomes

possible or prudent, however. Among these issues are:

° pesigning a mechanism that will assure that all NTIS
functions will be carried out by the private operator,

particularly the archival function;

® Finding a means to assure that other Federal agencies will
continue to provide their materials to a privately operated

NTIS:

°

Ascertaining whether any firms in the private sector are in
fact interested in operating NTIS, and if so, under what

terms.

The last is a serious question, in light of the fact that by law

most NTIS reports carry no copyright. The practical effect of the

o/
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absence of copyright is that any private operator of NTIS must
accept the risk that third parties may choose to sell NTIS
reports, and that neither the Federal government nor its

contractor have any legal power to prevent it,

In order to explore these issues with the private sector, on

June 9 the Department of Commerce issued a Sources Sought request

in the Commerce Business Daily. T;e Sources Sought document

contained a description of two privatization options that the
Department is now considering. The options are not mutually
exclusive. The first is a no-cost contract under which the

contractor would ret.in most of the revenue from the sale of NT1S
products and services, returning only enough funds to the Government
to pay for a small group of employees who would serve as a focal

point for the collection of reports from other agencies and

foreign governments. The second is the so-called Federal Employees
Di.ect Corporate Ownership Opportunity Plan, or "FED CO-OP". Under
this option, the contractor would offer jobs to current NTIS employees
who wish them, as well as stock in the new contracting fixm. Again, a
small core group would remain in the Government. The NTIS Patent
Licensing Program might remain in the Department, or might be

contractor operated.

The Sources Sought also announced a meeting for potential bidders
on June 16, That meeting was attended by representatives of over

30 companies, who heard presentations on the FED COOP concept and

[ Vet
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on the no-cost options for contracting out NTIS. The open period
for responses to the Sources Sought ended on June 30, and .1y staff
is presently analyzing the responses before deciding on the most
appropriate course to follow in this matter. Our preliminary
analysis indicates that companies were not adverse to FED CO-OP

as a means of addressing employee concerns about privatization. I
want to again emphasize that my position on privatization is that
we will only do it if it makes szn;e and if it is a good deal for

the Government and for the users of NTIS products and services.

T would like to turn now from the efforts of the Administration to
enhance the functioning of NTIS to similar efforts now underway in
the Congress. Mr. Chairman, you have introduced H.R. 2159, the
National Technical Information Act of 1987, which would establish
NTIS as a government corporation. In addition, Rep. Brown has
introduced H.R. 1615, which would consolidate all Federal government
information sales programs, including NTIS, into a Legislative
Branch Government Information Agency. While each of these efforts
is to be commended for recognizing problems which exist in the
marketing of NTIS and other government information, we cannot

support either one.

The reason that the Administration has proposed giving the private
sector the opportunity to operate NTIS is simply that the private
sector may prove better able to do the marketing of technical

reports than any governmental organization. No private sector
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tirm seeking to market a product is constrained in the many ways
that NTIS is constrained by bureaucratic requirements. Among
these impediments to efficient operation is a cumbersome personnel
system; statutory requirements that NTIS procure printing services
trom the Government Printing Office without regard to cost,
timeliness, or quality; and the large administrative overhead that
all government agencies must have to prepare and justify annual

budgets and meet other administratkve requirements,

H.R. 2159 tries to solve the flaws in NTIS' ability to market
technical reports by making NTIS more like a private business. 1In
seeking to convert NTIS into a government corporation, H.R. 2159
adopts the premise that led to the Administration's privatization
initiative for NTIS. But in doing so H.R. 2159 creates a yovernment
corporation that retains many of the worst aspects of both a
government agency and a private business. For example, the
proposed National Technical Information Corporation would be freed
of many of the procurement rules contained in the Federal Property
and Administrative Services Act of 1949. The Federal procurement
system as it exists today is a safeguard in the public interest
against the wasteful or fraudulent expenditure of public funds. 1

see no valid reason for the removal of those safequards.

Nor is this the only poorly conceived provision of the bill. The
new government corporation woulid be permitted to retain all income

and royalties from its licensing of Federal patents. This directly

O
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contravenes the policy considerations of the Technology Transfer

Act of 1986 that seek to place incentives and control over
inventions in the laboratory that created them. Incentives for
Federal laboratories to invent, to report what is invented, and to
encourage thr commercialization of inventions would be destroyed,
since neither inventor nor laboratory would in any way benefit
from the Corporation's success in its licensing efforts. .
Other objectionable features of the bill include the Corporation's

ability to borrow up to $20 million without any justification or

approval of the expenditure of the monies by any official outside

of the Corporation; the cumbersome legal process by which the

Attorney General is empowered to sue the Corporation if it violates

the law -~ if the Corporation remains under the “direction and

supervision® of the Secretary of Commerce such litigation would
contravene the Constitutional requirement of a unitary Executive
and such lawsuits would necessarily be non-justiciable. Finally,
the establishment of an advisory committee for the Corporation
would be unnecessary and costly. In sum, I see no benefits, and

several problems, in establishing NTIS as a Government Corporation.

I will limit my comments or H.R. 1615 to three observations., First,
if this bill is intended to create a so-called “"independent agency"”,
we strongly object. Whatever the status of such agencies in
constitutional law, this further creation must be viewed as

antagonistic to the three branches plainly established by the
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Constitution. This type of hybrid agency dilutes acconntability
to the public since it is not clearly answerable to the direction
- of any branch. Moreover, a service organization of this type,
were it ever to be implemented, would be appropriately placedl
within the Executive Branch. Second, the definition of "government
. information" contained in the bill is so sweeping in its scope
that it would secem to include virtually all unclassified documents
and technical data in the possessiLn of the Federal government.
The practicality and usefulness of collecting all such material
and offering it for sale to the public is dubious at best. Further,
while much of the material covered by the bill would have limited
commercial value, softwar’ ngineering drawings and other foras
of technical data may have substantial commercial value. For
this reason, the pPresident, in section 1(b) (6) of Executive Order
No. 12531 of April 10, 1987, directed that policies be developed
to permit contractors that develop technical data in work for the
Government to take rights to that data. Otherwise, this
technical data will remain underutilized. Moreover, the
provisions of H.R., 1615 conflict directly with those of the
Freedom of Information Act in a particularly crucial respect.
The broad sweep of the bill's definition of “"Government
Information" includes several categories of records which have

been held to be exempt from public access under the FOIA. For

example, the courts have consistently recogni-ed+protection under
Exemption 5, 5 U.5.C. 552(b) (5), for analytical reports submitted

by individuals conducting federally sponsored research, as well

)
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as for the Government's own internally developed, commercially

veluable information.

In conclusion, I would look foiward to working with members of
thig committee to design ways to enhance the functioning of NTIS.
Awcrg the means at hand to do this may be bringing private sector
warketing skillc to bear in the marketing of NTIS reports,
exluding NTIS from the rcquireunt. to obtain all of its printing
I.om the Government Printing Office, and finding ways to bring new

techrologies to bear in the operation of NTIS.
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Mr. WALGREN. We appreciate that statement. When you said you
have several issues still left to resolve, can you elaborate on that?®

Mr. NATHAN. Sure. As I said, one of them is how do we keep.get-
ting Defense Department, Department of Energy and so forth con-
tributing and sending over their materials to us when the organiza-
tion—the function is being contracted out and being performed by
the private sector.

I think where we are coming down on that is that, as I said, we
all recognize there needs to be some residual staff ot the Depart-
ment to monitor the contract and to carry out certain functions
that we are not going to contract out. I think that for right now we
would probably continue that process of having the materials sent
directly to the Commerce Department.

We have to make sure that the employees don’t lose their jobs.
Potential bidders are not likely going to get any copyright protec-
tion. And as I said, one of the options we are looking at, a modifica-
tion of the contracting-out proposal, is the Federal Employee Direct
Corporate QOwnership OFportunity Plan proposal. Incidentally,
we're meeting with employees of NTIS this afternoon to talk a
little bit more about how that would affect them and just what's
involved. We haven’t yet decided whether that is the appropriate
way to go or straight contracting out, or if it doesn’t make sense at
all, whether we should do it.

Mr. WaLGreN. How does that affect them?

Mr. NATHAN. Well, under a Fed co-op, whoever wins the contract
would be required to permit these employees to have a stock in the
corporation, o» in the company, whatever it is. They would be re-

uired to hire these people and make them a part of the operation.
ose are the two principal features.

This is, frankly, a relatively new program that the Office cf Per-
sonnel Management is very interested in. They are looking at it, I
understand, in several other areas as wels.

Mr. WALGREN. To what do you contribute the decline in the
numbers of publications that are marketed—not the numbers but, I
guess the volume.

Mr. NATHAN. As I understand it, some of the federal agencies
have cut down on the number of documents they have sent over.
Prices have increased. NTIS does not have a separate appropria-
tion; it is completely self-sustaining, so they have a difficult time
raising money other than through price increases. You can onl¥l do
that so much. They have limitations on the way they can use their
money for capital improvements. We’ve made some proposals over
the past years to try and eliminate that problem.

And I think—and again, I clearly am not criticizing NTIS, but
the Government as a whole is not a good marketeer. If a contractor
takes over this, while they will be rguired to carry the full inven-
tory of all the publications that NTIS has and to maintain those, I

see them targeting the potential uses of some of this information
better than NTIS is able to do now; tailoring certain reports for
ple. Thats what these companies are in the business for. And
opefully, at the risk of being.naive, perhaps even being somewhat
more successful in getting this technical information and other in-
formation out to the people who can use it the best and making
some money at it at the same time.
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One of the -other issues-that we-have, but we’re fairly clear on,
giving some return to the Federal Government because we are
talking about royalties and fees as well. -

Mr. WALGREN. Let me ask Dr. Clark, do you have any light to
shed on why the volume of transfers to purchasers is apparently
gown:’ and when did it start to go down, and how completely is it

own?

Dr. CLaRk. There has been a decline in the input, and I think
Mr. Nathan has put his finger on some of the principai causes for
the decline, what we call workload, which is a direct measure of
the end—the number of copies of reports that are sent out from
NTIS in response to orders.

There has been a decline in the number of technical reports
coming in. There has been ap increase in the number of items that
are essentially computer-based related pieces of information; soft-
ware, computer-readable data files, and things of that nature. So in
fact the total number is level.

In addition, the increase in the amount of information that we
have gotten from abroad in the past five to ten years has also
tended to keep the total input level of about 70,000 items per year
steady, but the mix is changing. And I think as that mix has
changed, we have needed to adapt our marketing and distribution
mechanisms probably differently than in fact has happened.

So I think the market has changed, input has changed, certainly
we have needed to increase prices. There have been modest in-
creases but we have needed to increase prices in order, if nothing
else, to keep up with inflation.

And I think there is one other item which we are frequently told,
and that is that our customers are smarter buyers now than they
were perhaps 10 years ago. With the advent of computer technolo-
gy it is much easier now to get a fix on precisely which information
item is in our inventory that is required. The computer can search
and be much more effective at that search than an individual
human being can in a reasonable period of time.

; Mr. WALGREN. What is the mix of foreign entries? Percentage
oreign.

Dr. CLARK. We currently receive about 25 percent of our materi-
als from outside the United States, and that consists of materials
that are given to us bv other Federal agencies—for example, De-
partment of Energy has a very aggressive foreign acquisition pro-
gram—and also, other materials that we ourselves obtain directly
threugh owr cooperating organizations in 60 foreign countries.

Mr. WaLGrREN. When you receive 25 percent from abroad, is
there a greater demand for that kind of material in percentage
terms than there is for the other three-quarters of the materials
that you have?

Dr. CLAarg. We hsve looked at the demand with exactly that
question in mind and haven’t seen a statistically significant differ-
ence in the demand for foreign source material as compared to do-
mestic source material. The subject area seems to be the principal
determinant of demand. Superconductivity, for example, is hot.

Mr. WALGREN. Do you feel that there would be any impact on
the interest of foreign providers of information to continue to pro-
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vide-if we-were to privatize or to substantially put a private deci-
sionmaker in the system?

Mr. NATHAN. Well, it is our intention under this proposal to
retain that responsibility of working with the foreign governments
in the Department and retain some staff to do that. We are not
going to rely on a private contractor to do those negotiations for us.
So, presumably, I could see no reason off the top of my head why
they would be any less reluctant, for simply what we're talking
about is the method of distribution, not the method of acquisition.

Mr. WALGREN. Let me recognize the gentleman from California
and perhaps ask if he would take the Chair for a period of time.

Mr. BRowN [presiding]. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Dr. Nathan,
in your statement on page 2, where you mention a declining
number of NTIS technical reports are being sold, you identified one
cause as being the increased distribution of documents by the De-
fense Technical Information Service and = decline in the number of
new reports that other agencies are providing to NTIS. Could you
elaborate on that just a little bit, and particularly in the light of
my understanding that the Administration has reduced the budget
of the Defense Technical Information Service, or proposec a reduc-
tion, of about $3 million. Is this a fact, and if so, what is this doing
to the Defense Technical Information Service?

Mr. NATHAN. Mr. Brown, I must plead ignorance on the budget
situation of the Defense—I am just reporting here information that
we have obtained from NTIS, and just on the basis of the record
that there appears to be a decline in the documents that we are
getting. I don’t know whether frankly, that’s because the Defense
Technical Information Service—maybe Dr. Clark knows—has
simply decided, “well, we are going to do it ourselves” or because of
budget reductions, they’re not producing as much or what the par-
ticular circvmstances of that are. -

Mr. Brow... Well, is it related to the fact that the Defense De-
partment’s overall budget, as well as their R&D budget, has effec-
tively doubled during the last six years? Has this generated a cor-
responding number of technical documents that are being distribut-
ed through their own internal sources?

Mr. NATHAN. Do you have any information on that?

Dr. Crark. I would just share with you, Mr. Brown, one curious
statistical correlation that we have uncovered in asking ourselves
that kind of question.

It seems that the ! rger the defense contracting budget is, the
less demand there is for certain of our reports.

Mr. BRowN. The less demand there is for certain of your reports.

Dr. CLagk. Right. Now, I don’t know what the logical inference is
that one might draw from that, but if you do a statistical correla-
tion, pure numbers, number of dollars for defense contracting as
compared to demand for certain NTIS reports, it’s an inverse corre-
lation. And that’s counter-intuitive to me, but there seems to be
something there that needs furiher investigation.

Mr. BrowN. Well, that is an interesting point and probably
should be investigated.

There is another phenomenon; I don’t know how important it is
and I'll ask you to comment on it. There was an effort made sever-

Q

W,
o



40

al months ago 17 to create a new classification of technical infor-
mation called “sensitive but unclassified” which led to a number of
sources of such information being somewhat more reluctant to pub-
licly disseminate it lest it run afoul of restrictions on the “sensitive
but unclassified” material.

In your obeervation, has there been such an impact? And actual-
ly, this order creating this was actually withdrawn.!® But I have
heard, and I am asking you whether you have any information
that it did have an effect in reducing the number of dccuments
that were made available for public distribution.

Dr. CLaARK. I have not seen any impact on our input from the De-
fense Department.

Mr. Brown. Do you have any information on that?

Mr. NaTHAN. None whatsoever.

Mr. BRowN. We have had some experience in this Committee
with the privatization of certain functions of the government, and I
point to the EOSAT 1° example which is an information-producing
operation, and the privatization efforts really have been a total
mess, if I may describe it in that way. Would you care to comment
as to why you are optimistic that the privatization efforts of NTIS
would create these vast new markets and improved efficiencies
when EOSAT did not?

Mr. Nathan. If I may, sir, I think the comparison with EOSAT
is a little bit unfair. We're talking about——

Mr. BrowN. We like to be unfair sometimes. [Laughter.]

Mr. NaTHAN. Never promised to be fair, all right.

I guess really the basic difference as I see it, here we are dealing
with a fairly established marketing procedure; we’re dealing with
activity that people in the private sector have heen engaged in for
many, many years. LANDSAT has been—if that's what you are re-
ferring to—LANDSAT 2° has been in the air I guess for several
years. It has been perceived pretty much as a governmental func-
tion, up until recently, but the private sector has had a wide
amount of experience in dealing with information and knowing ex-
actly where the customers are, who wants what or certainly being
able to find out; has the resources to tailor the publications for
these individuals, !

17 Con, man Brown refers to the “National Telecommunications and Information Systems
Security Policy 2”, issued October 29, 1986. This policy statement defined “sensitive but unclas-
sified information” to be .

“ " information the disclosure, loss, misuse, alteration, or destruction of could adversely
affect national security or other Federal Government interests. National security interests are
those unclaseified matters that relate to the national defense or the foreign relations of the U.S.
Government. Other government interests are those related, but not limited to the wide range of
fovemment or government-derived economic, human, financial, industrial, agricultural, techno-

ogical, and law enforcement information, as well as the privacy or confidentiality of personal or
commercial proprietary information provided to the U.S. Government by its citizens.”

18 Hon, Frank C. Carlucci, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs, by letter
dated March 17, 1987, addressed to the Hon. Jack Brooks, Chairman, Committee on Government
Operations, U.S. House of Representatives.

19 EOSAT is the acronym for the Earth Observation Satellite Corporation.

20 Land Remote Sensing Satellite, operated by EOSAT under contract to the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration of the Department of Commerce.

21 Secre Nathan revised this to read: “It [LANDSAT] has been perceived pretty much as a
governmen function, until recently. The private sector had a wide amourt of experience
in dealing with information and knowing exactly where the customers are, who wants what or
ouealrfﬁi'nly baing able to find out; has the resources to tailor the publications for these individ-
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But I just think that the two activities are—the one that we're
talking about, the distribution and sale of information, is one that
the private sector is thoroughly familiar with. It has had obviously
a great deal of experience with it.

So we are at least optimistic to the point of view that there is the
experience out there, apparently there is the interest—all right.
But again, and I can't say this too often, we are not going to do it
unless it makes sense.

Mr. Brown. Well, I am encouraged by your pragmatic approach
to the problem; I think we want to do what makes sense here. But
there are certain very important benchmarks as to what makes
sense. We don’t want to lose the valuable archives that exist here.
Now in the case of LANDSAT, the Government retained title to
the archived information; with EOSAT, the new private corpora-
tion, having the responsibility to sell them at a profit but the Gov-
ernment retaining title to the archives.

Now, you are examining this question, as I understand it.

Mr. NatHAN. Whether we retain title or not we will have to lock
at. Certainly, one of the conditions of the contract is that inventory
has to be maintained by the private contractor. This is not an
option.

Mr. BrowN. That is not an option; all right. That is reassuring if
the deal goes through, which I fervently trust it will not.

But the other thing that bothers me a great deal; you pointed to
the decreasing willingness or apparent willingness of the Federal
agencies to bring their documents to NTIS. Have you got some
magic Ilzly which a private organization is going to reverse this?

Mr. NATHAN. And as I also indicated, 20 years ago I was working
on this problem—obviously not very effectively and there still isn’t
a policy. And I have told OMB that it is not an issue that the De-
partment of Commerce can settle; it’s an issue that needs to be set-
tled at their level.

One option, certainly, is to finally issue a directive with some
teeth in it that says, “By God, whether we don’t contract out or
Klﬁtéh’gr we do contract out, they must send their materials to

You know, if I were in the private sector, to be perfectly blunt
about it, that’s an assurance I think I would like to have.

Mr. BrowN. Well, I think it’s an indispensable assurance; cther-
wise, they face a diminishing volume of business.

Mr. NaTHAN. The same spot NTIS is in. And as I say very frank-
ly, that is an issue that needs to be resolved.

Mz. BRowN. Does the Administration have the current authority
or would it require new law in order to mandate the greater utili-
zation of N’I"Ieg? In other words, require the various Government
agencies to make use of it.

Mr. NatHAN. Well again, during my own experience, when I was
working on that issue specifically, there was no ner law required.
It was just simply under existing authority of whatever that was
back in those days, and I don’t remember. I don’t believe it would
need ?ew legislation. I think that’s a basic management preroga-
tive of—

Mr. BrownN. Since this Administration, along with many others,
has contended that they can declare war and carry on foreign
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policy without any new legislation, you would think that they
would be able to handle a little job like this.

[Laughter.]

Mr. NarHAN. I learned a long time ago, sir, there are certain
questions you just don’t respond to, and I think this is one of them.
That’s why I've survived for 30 years in this government.

[Laughter.]

Mr. BrowN. Well, this gives me an opportunity to compliment
you on your ability to survive.

[Laughter.]

And also on the recommendation that NTIS should be allowed
the authority to produce their product at the lowest possible cost,
whether or not that involves going to GPO [Government Printing
Office] or to using private sources.

Go over for me again why this isn’t being done in the light of the
fact that the GPO apparently contracts out mist of its printing
anyway. Why can’t the NTIS contract out its printing?

Mr. NATHAN. As I understand it, we are required to go to the
GPO. And as I recall, we submitted legislation to the Congress to
alleviate that roquirement, and as I also understand it, it was de-
cided that the hill would not be considered.

Mr. Brown. Well, I think that was a good recommendation and I
think the recommendation that you refer to with regard to seeking
the establishment of a revolving fund was a good recommendation.
Now, I want the record to reflect, if you gentlemen recall, what it
was that happened to those recommendations. I don’t recall that
this Committee acted adversely to them 22 and I want to pinpoint
who the villains are in Congress. And we have a lot of them, be-
lieve me.

Mr. NATHAN. Well, that was I think in 1983, and in '84 we sub-
mitted both a budget request of $5 million and appropriate legisla-
tion—you have to obviously have legislation to establish the revolv-
ing fund. And my recollection, and perhaps Joe’s is crisper than
mine, is that legislation never got considered at all. And I don’t
recall, sir, vhich Committee had jurisdiction over it.

Mr. BrowN. Mr. Clark, do you have any——

Dr. Crark. I am told that this Committee did act favorably on
that recommendation.

Mr. BrowN. I see. But you can’t identify the Committee that
acted unfavorably.

Dr. Crark. I suspect—I am told that it is the Energy and Com-
merce Committee.

Mr. BrowN. That's what I am told, also.

Well, may I express my regret that that hz;%pened, but let me
ask you somethinz else, Mr. Nathan. You offered substantial objec-
tions to emtfowering the proposed corporation to borrow money
which would have been used for the same purpose. Now, can you
explain that?

r. NATHAN. Within the context of a government corporation, I
really believe that the objectives of this Committee and what we

22See “Technical Information Clearinghouse Fund Act of 1983; Report to Accompany H.R.
2514,” Report by the Committee on Science and Technology, U.S. House of Reprezentatives, 98th
Congress, 1st Session; H. Rpt. 98-94, pt. 1.
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are proposing are pretty much the same. I think our objection, in
addition to the specific ones, is frankly, government corporation is
a rather cumbersome approach to this problem. Government corpo-
rations that I am familiar—and God knows I am not familiar with
all of them—lending institutions, Fannie Mae [Federal National
Mortgage Association], Federal Home Loan Bank, some of those,
very iarge amounts—we’re talking billions of dollars, hundreds of
millions of dollars—are very strict banking operations. NTIS is rel-
atively—certainly compared to the size of those organizations—rel-
atively small, and a government corporation under the Govern-
ment Corporation Control Act requires numbers of reports, certain
accounting procedures. We have an advisory committee if I recall
correctly, and a lot of other management paraphernalia as again—
frankly, with all due respect, I can only describe as somewhat cum-
bersome in relation to the problem that we’re talking about.23

It has also been my experience that government corporations
sometimes get a bit out of—let me make sur= I say this right—diffi-
cult to exercise control over. Again, it goes back several years since
I have been somewhat involved with some of these.

Here I think we’re not talking about a complex operation, we are
not talking about loans and defaults and all those things; we'’re
talking about strictly getting information sut in the most sensible
way and to the widest audience that we possibly can do it, which is
what NTIS was created for. The corporation approach was a little
bit of an overkill.

Mr. BrowN. But, Mr. Nathan, you have pointed quite properly to
the fact that one of the problems with NTIS is that they do not
have the resources necessary to modernize their facility and take
advantage of the latest technology for cost reduction. If the corpo-
ration is privatized, the first thing that the private corporation will
do will be to inject that money, whether they borrow the money or
whatever, and yet you're objecting to the proposed government cor-
poration having exactly the same prerogative that the private cor-
poration has.

Mr. NATHAN. Wel, if I recail the provision, that the authority to
borrow will be from the Federal Finance Bank.

I think the major difference is that we're leaving it up to the pri-
vate sector to modernize facilities, that they’re going to have to
invest the kind of capital that is necessary to make this a profit-
making operation for them. And our view is, simply, let the private
sector do it. Let them be responsible for getting the money.

And I may suggest the other thing that goes along with that is
that probably they have somewhat greater experience in the whole

22 Secretary Nathan revised his response to read: “Our objection, in addition to the specific
ones mentioned in my statement, is frankly, a government corporation is a rather cumbersome
approach to this problem. Government corporations that I am familiar with—and God knows 1
am not familiar with all of them—Ilending institutions, Fannie Ma~ Federal Home Loan Bank,
some of those are very large—we're talking billions of dollars, hir.dreds of million of dollars—
are very strict banking operations. NTIS js—certainly compared to the size of those organiza-
tions—relatively small. A government corporation under the Government Corporation Control
Act requires numbers of reports, and certain accounting procedures. We have an advisory com-
mittee, if I recall correctly, and a lot of other management paraphenalia. Again, with all due
geapeg"v;, It. can only describe as somewhat cambersome in relation to the problem that we're talk-
ing about.”
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market operation than we normally have in the Federal Govern-
ment.

Mr. BrowN. Mr. Nathan, the superficial objection which I hear
voiced and which I voice myself frequently to the proposal that the
Administration is making—and I understand that you’re going to
approach it cautiously and so forth—is that we have an existing op-
eration which, with whatever minor flaws it has, is performing a R
vital public function and it is doing so at no cost to the Govern-
ment. It doesn’t seem to me that that should be the highest priori-
ty for getting rid of.

Mr. NatHAN. This proposal—and it’s my fault, when I tried to .
clarify what was being proposed I should have mentioned that
saving money is not the principal objective of the proposal; the
principal objective is what I described.

Mr. BrRownN. Yes, it’s to improve the operation.

Mr. NatHAN. To improve the basic function. We all want to get
this information out there. I think we all agree, NTIS is having
some problems under the current arrangement. These proposals
have not been acceptable for one reason or another. The current
ones that are being proposed by members of the Administration
are not supported, so the proposal that we have here we feel is the
most direct way of trying to achieve it. They’ve been paying their
way for several years now. I remember the old clearinghouse days
when they weren’t. Not to save money, but to get the information
out to more people.

Mr. BRowN. What happens if the private operator goes bankrupt,
as the EOSAT corporction apparently is going to do before very
long. You got a fall-back position?

Mr. NATHAN. I guess what we will have to do is take it over. You
know, we will have some residual staff in the Department of Com-
merce. If, in fact, the level of interest continues by the type of cor-
poration that has shown interest in this, you know, I frankly don’t
see that as a major possibility. And if we get to the point where we
write the RFP, lay out all the conditions, we'll have to make sure
that they will be in a position to meet them.

Mr. BrowN. We thought that about EOSAT. It was a consortium
or a combination of two of the largest corporations in America, but
they protected themselves; that is, they formed a separate corpora-
tion and when that corporation doesn’t make money they go bank-
rupt.

Mr. NatHAN. I understand there is another proposal—I really
don’t want to get into this because I haven’t been that close to it,
but(:l gnother proposal concerning the future of LANDSAT 4, 5, 6
and 7.

Mr. BrowN. Well, this isn’t a LANDSAT hearing.

Mr. NATHAN. It's a little bit different.

Mr. BrowN. Mr. Chairman, I have harassed the witnesses
enough. I will yield back to you.

Mr. WaLGREN. That is our function. [Laughter.]

Let me just say that we would like to receive some more informa-
tion on this federal co-operative plan. We, as a Comnmittee, feel that
we would like to know more about it, and whether there is enough
for you to send us something or whether we should direct a—why
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don’t_you send us something for the hearing record and we would
follow up with you and develop the points that we think——

Mr. NgTHAN. Be happy to do that, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. WALGREN. Thank you very much; we appreciate your coming
forward. Let’s turn to a number of witnesses from various user or.
ganizations, and I would like to call the next four together. Repre-
senting the American Library Association, Mr. Harold Shill from
West Virginia University; from American Association for the Ad-
vancement of Science, Dr. Trivelpiece—nice to see you again, Dr.
Trivelpiece. Dr. Trivelpiece is the Executive Director of the Ameri-
can Association for the Advancement of Science. From Association
of Research Libraries and Association of American Universities is
John Shattuck, who is Vice President for Government, Community
and Public Affairs at Harvard; and the Council of Scientific Society
Presidents, represented by Professor Martin Weingartner of Van-
derbilt University.

If you folks would come forward, your written statements will be
made part of the record without more, and I would ask you to focus
on some points that {ou think you can give some life to in eight
minutes or so and will help us concentrate our thoughts.

Lﬁt’ssﬁuin the order in which I called you, so first we will turn
to Mr. Shill.

STATEMENTS OF HAROLD SHILL, CHAIR, LEGISLATIO:] ASSEM-
BLY, AMERICAN LIBRARY ASSOCIATION; ALVIN TRIVELPIECE,
EY.NCUTIVE OFFICER, AMERICAN ASSOCIATION FOR THE AD.
VANCEMENT OF SCIENCE; JOHN SHATTUCK, VICE PRESIDENT
FOR GOVERNMENT, COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC AFFAIRS, HAR.
VARD UNIVERSITY, ON BEHALF OF THE ASSOCIATION OF RE-
SEARCH LIBRARIES AND ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN UNIVER.
SITIES; PROFESSOR H. MARTIN WEINGARTNER, VANDERBILT
UNIVERSITY, ON BEHALF OF THE COUNCIU OF SCIENTIFIC SO-
CIETY PRESIDENTS

Dr. SuiLL. Mr. Chairman, I'd like to thank you very much for the
opportunity to testify before the Committee, and I would like to ex-
press the library community’s appreciation to you and to the Com-
mittee for the initiatives that you have taken in the Ja anese
Technical Literature Act and also, in prohibitin%::hroug H.R.
2160 further contracting out of NTIS activities. These are very
much apprecisted by librarians and by much of the user communi-

I bring the perspective of a librarian working at a land grant in-
stitution. I serve clienteles in en ineerirg, agriculture, computer
science, forestry and education and several other disciplines. I have
direct contact with users in the library context and also with small
businesses that we serve on the outside, and we are in a university
where we, as o full Government de&)'sitoril, receive GPO publica-
tions. We also receive a large number of NTIS, DOE, USDA and
Department of Education documents, Our collection of NTIS docu-
ments is approximately 400,000, which is, I believe about 20 per-
cent of the totai collection there.
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The libraries are providing repeated and regular access to the
same documents. I think we provide a certain kind of value-added
ourselves in letting the same people use them repeatedly, which is
of great benefit in dissemination to the ultimate user community.
We are very interested in the content of the documents themselves;
we don’t view them as a discrete product, rather as identical prod-
ucts. We view them as a discrete product, rather than as identical
products. We view them each as an individual report of an intellec-
ual effort. We are very concerned about bibliOﬁraphic access to
them, particularly through good indexing, and the availability of
documents, particularly in a repository.

The approach I'd like to take in the eight minutes or so that you
have allowed is to first talk very brieﬂ{wabout the foreign and do-
mestic information policy context, and Mr. Day has covered much
of that so I'll skip over some of that; to talk about the present
structure and improvements including a few comments on H.R.
1615 and H.R. 2159; to give a few of my own thoughts on the public
and private roles in the collection, processing an dissemination of
government scientific and technical information; and to discuss an
improved mechanism for providing policy guidance, which is some-
thing I believe the Committee has sought. I am going to make sev-
eral assumptions here, and I'll use the acronym STI for scientific
and technical information,

First, that there is no real existing scientific and technical infor-
mation policy right now. We have a number of mini-policies ad-
dressing components of it in areas like telecommunications, postal
subsidies, copyrights, privacy and the Freedom of Information Act,
but there has been a policy void in this area since COSATI went
out of business in 1972.

I also think it’s rather arbitrary to view information policy apart
from the ends that that policy serves, such as developing a coher-
ent science policy, supporting our research objectives in these
areas, and supporting technology transfer. And I would also say
that policy success criteria would include the broad diesemination
of the products of government research, intellectual access, reten-
tion through archives, and also an impact on end user roductivity.

46.5 percent of our research today is Federally fun ed, 50.1 per-
cent privately. Most of that i3 proprietary in nature and not avail-
able to the rest of the potential user comm: nity, so the Federally-
preduced information hus 2 great deal of importance. As was men-
tioned earlier, only about ¢5 to 30 percent of the research done
todey is produced in the United States, but 50 percent of all major
innovations in the last 30 years have come from small firms, ac-
cording to the journal Business America.

We are experiencing a change in the research environment as we
become more and more involved with businesses, both small, as a
servant to them, and larger corporations, getting resecarch grants
fresn them.

Ve have had some reference to the policies of other - ver-
ments. The Subcommittee last year learned a great deal .. .ut the
Japan Information Certer of Science & Technology, which has very
assiduously collected, translated, indexed and disseminated a great
many foreign documents which are probably a major factor in
Japan’s technological advance.
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The USSR has been doing this since 1952. France does this.
Others with a very active information policy include Sweden,
Brazil and Canada, too.

When 1 testified :.2fore the committee on the Japanese Technical
Literature Act back in March of 1986, one of the things I discov-
ered in my own research was that a great many Federal agencies
were doing translation activities without coordination, so I would
agree with the previous witnesses who have said that there is not
much coordination in some of these areas. Those included USDA,
the Foreign Broadcast Information Service, NTIS and the Office of
Naval Research, among others.

And I would also say that the NTIS effort is the most systematic
in getting access to the foreign literature with about 26 percent of
that collection now emaneiing from foreign sources.

The present structure we have includes the Federal Depository
Program and distribution programs of NASA, sales programs such
as that of NTIS, USDA and the Defense Technical Information
Center. Improvements I might recommend in the current system
would include placing more documents in the Depository Library
program, or at least indexing them so we can know t ey exist,
through the Monthly Catalog of Government Publications; a unified
technical report index or database, perhaps combining access in
one source to the technical reports in NTIS, the NASA files and
the Defense Department files; lowering the costs of some of the
NTIS documents in particular which are sold; and providing elec-
tronic access to the Depository Library programs.

One of our experts in librarianship, namely, Wilfred Lancaster at
the University of Illinois, has estimated that about 50 percent of
technical reports done will be available exclusively in electronic
form by the year 2000, so we are very interested in seeing that
electronic access to depository materials progresses.

H.R. 1615 is very attractive to a lot of the library community es
a single-stop source for Government materials, rather than going
through a number of different agencies. As written right now, we
do see a couple of problems with it. I am not really finding any li-
brary or archiving provisions in there; perhaps I haven’t read it
closely enough, but I am not seeing them rig’ * now. That is a con-
cern, that the documents be permanently retzined.

We'’re concerned that the contracting-out provisions in Section
114 are a little bit too broad and would permit virtually any con-
tracting out for any part of the Government Information Agency’s
responsibilities. We are concerned that we may not really see any
depository provisions, especially for the bibliographic tools from
NTIS. I did not find any mention of indexing, which is crucially im-
portant to permit people who want to use these documents to iden-
tify that they exist in the first place. And there is no mention of
dual distribution of documents in both paper and microfiche, as is
now tgone through the Depository Library Program for many docu-
ments.

H.R. 2159 includes many of the functions which we feei are es-
sential to the NTIS mission; of course, we're just focusng on NTIS
here and not ull the Governmeat information programs. It does
provide a central source and permanent access for Federal, foreign,
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state, and local documents. It provides bibliographic access through
maintaining the Government Keports Announcements and Index.

It provides for the dissemination of bibliographic information-
publications such as catalogs, indexes, abstracting services, et
cetera, through the existing Depository Library Program. It is very
important that we get those free. At my own institution we have
not had an increase in our materials budget in three years, and
higher education in my own state is facing & 4.5 percent cut this
coming year, and we are also seeing 30 to 40 percent increases in
the prices of European journals as the dollar weakens in relation to
European currencies. So that is a very important consideration for
us in providing access for our own researchers and for small busi-

ness.

We also like the on-demand sales program at affordable prices
for libraries, education institutions, business and faculty members.
And we are pleased that the Japanese Technical Literature Act
functions are included there, delegated to the Secretary of Com-
merce as they were in that Act, too.

We have some reservations about Section 17(kXiv), about the dis-
semination of bibliographic publications through the Depository Li-
brary Program. There is a phrase at the end of that section that
says, “To the extent that such information was being nade avail-
able for this purpose at the date of enactment of this section
*« * 7 and our concern there is that information technologies are
changing so fast that there may be many new forms of dissemina-
tion that do not exist at this point, and we would rather include
things which may not exist at this point as well as just the existing
preducts of NTIS which have been created at this stage.

As for public and private roles, I think we have a very healthy
mix and I’m looking at this from the standpoint of a person who is
interested in the communications system of the sciences and tecii-
nologies. Public programs such as the Depository Library Program,
the NTIS program, the ERIC program,?4 and education provide
access to a wide range of materials. We have certain forms of dis-
semination where we have mixed public and private responsibil-
ities, including the availabiliti') of government data bases through
such data base vendors as the Dialog Information Services Corpora-
2ifgn,25 which is very desirable because it reaches a broad number

users.

In the private sector we have major indexes like Engincering
Index and Applied Science and Techinology Index, providing us
access to much of the journal literature and also the conference
proceedings literature.

I would like to just briefly focus on two factors besides the collec-
tion and dissemination which I think are important for the Sub-
committee’s consideration. One is organization of documents for re-
trieval, very sound indexing. The Committee’s instructions spoke
about the collection and disseminaticn. I would also like to talk
about the organization for retrieval of any products of Government

24 Educational Resources Information Center, operated under cortract from the National In-
stitute of Education.

28 Dialog Information Services, Inc,, is a subsidiary of the Lockheed Corg;)mtion. z or further
giféo(;fiation. contact the marketing ¢ partment at 3460 Hillview Avenue, Palo Alto, California




49

research being very, very important if we’re going to get maximum
access for potential users.

Secondly, I would like to talk about the cost. The cost is also a
crucial consideration, especially for those of us in the non-profit
sector,

In Appendix E of my written testimony Ive provided a compari-
son of the per-connect-hour costs of government data bases which
are provided directly to Dialog by government providers in the first
instance, and those provided and enhanced through private provid-
ers in the second. The average per-hour cost of these is $93.26 per
hour for the ones provided through both private vendors manipu-
lating the information and then providing it to Dialog. It's $45.70
for the government agencies which have provided it directly to
Dialog Information Sarvices.

i8 i8 a major concern for universities. We have seen Federal
grants declining. As I mentioned a few minutes ago, our own uni-
versity budget has been declining. We're concerned about small
business, and we are trying to attract a lot of high-tech industries
in my own area, and we cooperate with an initiative called Soft-
ware Valley and something which extends up into the Chairman'’s
area called the Monongahela River Summii Conference, which is
attempting a development of the Monongahela River Basin area in
southwestern Pennsylvania and northern West Virginia, and we
are concerned about the ability of these organizations to afford ex.
pensive products. If they can’t afford them, they are not going to
get to the ultimate users of the products.

For collection, I see this as primarily a public function. It may
not be very cost-effective for a private agency to spend a great deal
of time going after low-return types of information. The best thing
I can think of in other Department of Coramerce programs would
be the Census, where Census takers g0 around to individual house-
holds and may have to make repeated calls on them. I don't think
this would be very effective for a private sector organization to do,
but the type of data you get frora that is essential for program
planning in some of the social areas.

Mr. WALGREN. I'm going to have to call the time on you, and I
apologize for doing that because your comments are very helpful.

Mr. SHiLL. Sure. I apologize.

Mr. WALGREN. Maybe we will get a chance to come back and you
will see places where thoughts you still have will fit.

(The prepared statement of Dr. Shill follows:]
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o,

ittee bers, I am Harold Shi)i, Head Librarian

Mr. Chairman and Sub

and Associete Professor at the Evansdale Library, West Virginia University.

My librery serves programs in engineering, agriculture, forestry, c<omputer

science, education end several other disciplines. Az Jhe lergest branch
library at my stete's land-grant university, ve also have e statavide nission

to share technical inforzation in suppert of ecs developue=t and the

Agiicultural Extension Service.
It is my privilege today to testify on behalf of the American Library
Association (ALA), & nonprofit, educationel organization of nearly 44,000

librarians, library users and librery supporters devotad to the improvement of

librery and information services for the entire population. Within AtA, 1

have served es & member of the legislation Cosmittes of the Association of
College and Research Libraries since 1982, and 1 will be serviag as chairman
1 chaiz the Association's

of that cosmittee in 1987-88. 1In addition,

Legislation Assembly. 1 also have been Federal Relations Coordinator for the

West Virginia Library Association since 1983.

The Association ¢ ds the Sub ittee for focusing its attention on

the future of the Nationel Technical Information Service {NTIS) and on the

broader questions of access to government-produced information in a




fast-changing information environment. We are particularly pleased that the

House-passed HR 2160, the Nztional Bureau of Standards -Authorization for FY
1988, contains the Subcommittee's language prohibiting NTIS from contracting
out activities not currently performed by outside contractors. When I
testified for ALA on the Japanese Technical Literature Act in March 1986, the
legislative focus was upon the importance of technical informaticn as a
‘esource in an increasingly competitive international economic order. At that
time, witnesses noted the importance of the Japan Information Center of
Science and Technology (JICST) for making Japan an economic power. JICST has
assiduously acquired, translated, processed, indexed and distributed technical
~].1tex'atux'e to all sectors of Japanese industry since its inception in 1955.
Systematic access to this literature has been a fundamental reason for Japan's
rapid advance in both basic and high-tech industries since World War 1Ir.
Japan recognized early in its industrial development effort that tachnical
inforwation was an indispensable resource for the upward climb, and that
country‘s present economic stature shows graphicaliy the benefits which can
accrue from a carefully crafted and progressive national information policy.
Discussions of information policy in the United States have generally
focused on constituent parts of a national information policy, such as copy-
right, cost, privacy, telecommunications, postal subsidies, information
' reporting requirements, the Freedom of Information Act, and the use of new
technologies, rather than broader questions of government role and sccietal
need. More recently, such Administration 1n1tiatives_ as Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) Circulars A-76, Performance of Commercial Activities, and
A-130, Management of Federal'xnfomtion Resources, the establishment of a
“sensitive but unciassified" information category, the NTIS privatization pro-

posal, cuts in data collection, ,and Administration challenges to the role of
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the Joint Committee on Printing {(JCP) in agency printing decisions by resisang
the Federal Acquisition Regulation (see Appendix A) have brought information
policy questions into the political spotlight. This Subcommittee's dwn
investigations into science policy, technology pelicy, and technology transfer
programs also have given increased political visibility to information policy
questions. When we further consider the profusion of bills relating to
:lnfor;ution policy now before Congress, the rapid emergence of new information
technologies, and the current opportunity to begin the pilot electronic
printing projects for the Government Printing Office (GPO) Depository Library
Program, it is clear ‘hat information pulicy has emerged in 1986 as a major
folitical issue w:l'th fav-reaching implications.

The Subcommittee is addressing four droad questions in these hearings:
1) identification of federal agencies now providing scientific and technical
information (STI), the nature and extent +f interactions among them, and
possible improvements in existing systems; 2) identification of steps U. S.
agencies are now taking to identify, acquire, organize and distribute STI from
other countries; 3) definition of appropriate public and private roles in
identifying, collecting, organizing and disseminating government and scien-
tific, technical and statistical information; and 4) the identification of
agencies other than the Office of Science and Techn