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The Honorable Richard Bolling
Chairman, Committee on Rules

United States House of Representatives
washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

We are pleased to respond to your request for comments on H.R. 2 and

H.R. 65, both Sunset bills introduced in the 96th Congress. In general
the NRC strongly supports the objectives of these bills; that is, to
promote gqovernmental efficiency through elimination of inactive and .
overlapping federal programs and by pericdic review of existing budget
authority. ) e R LY |

Since the NRC's budget authority is ordinarily granted on an annual
basis, this agency's programs are scrutinized evei more frequently than
would be requi-ed by H.R. 2 or H.R. 65. It might better serve the
intent of these bills to have an annual review of the agency's five year
budget plan jointly conducted by the Congressional Budget Office and the
Office of Management and Budget. Such 2 review would have the advantage
of eliminating possible overlap between the Executive Branch and the °
Congress and also provide a mechanism for autcmatically updating these
projections on an annual basis.

Because of the budget system which is currentiy in use at the NRC, we
aiready have tne mechanism in place to comply with the basic provisions
of H.R. 65. Therefore cur ~gency would not ba greatly affected by this
bill. The Commission has previously commented on H.R. 2 and other
Sunset legislation. We are therefo.e enclosing those comments for your
Committee's study. ' >

O3eph M. Hendrie

Enclosures:
1. Letter to Rep. Brooks dated 3/16/79-
2. Letter to James Frey dated 12/19/78 a

cc: Rep. Trent Lott
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December 19, 1Yo
¥n, Jenes M. Frey
Assisctans Director for
2gislztive Refersnce

=Zxecutive Office of the President

£fice of Hanagenent and Budget

eshington, D. C. 20503

tter v'es“c::cis to your request for the views of the
Nuc’e’“ neguls o*y Commz=ission on the Sunset legislation
&s passed ty the Senzte on October 11, 1878. We

su::o_ the policies reflected in the Sunset legislation as -

en &gic to el_“.ha._nb weste and duplication in the Federal
goverr=ent. The thorocugh review of progran categories
conte=plzted by the 15”*51=tion would perait btoth the
Corngress and the texpeyers to have e greate* insignt into
the scope of Federzl govermment activities. At this time,
we hzve only & few specific comments to mzke concerning
the proposazl, a2s it now stands.

3 it is not clear from our rezding of the language of
. 2 whether or how Péd single year programs, initizated
etween review cycles, will be examined. Neither is it
lez> whzt effect »“e legislation would hzve on the extent
c> the incicdence of reviews now conducted annuzlly by the
Nuclez> Regulatory Commission's three congressional over-

ct
M

sight ccomittees. Ve believe that the rezuthorization
review under the legislation could take the p’ace of the
annual zuthori a:icn process when the Comm 1ss‘on S program
1s being reviewed, thereby avoiding d"p1* ation of oversight

functions.

Second, Executive Order 12044, which the Commission has"
agreed to implement, 2lready provides for a review of
existing regulatcry programs, especially for their impact
the U.S. economy. To this extent, the Sunset legis-
laticn may duplicate existing Presidential efforts to
elizinate regulatory waste. In the spirit of the Sunset
legislztion, these initiatives should be reconciled ¢
avoid overlapping reviews and actions. 1In addition, we
believe the work of the recently established Peg"latcry
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December 19, 1978

Mr. Jazes M. frey

Ccunecil could have importanst izplications for the Sunset
Propeszl, and siaculé be carefully reviewed as the legis-
dasics is céevelcped.

Wnile we SUZEOrt the ideaz of 2 Citizen's Commission to
evziuzte govern—ens activities, we have guestions about

the scope and nztu-e ¢l acecess to information which would

be orovided to this citizen group. Presumably, the legis-
lzsicn woulé nos require release orf So-called "embargoed"
Zzlerlzl znd internz) working pzpers no: nermally provided
to OI= or to the Congress until after the President com-
Pietes nis budzet ra-k. The legislation should be clarified
to reflect <his concern.

Firally, Com—issioner 3rzdforg notes, as far a2s it relztes

to the NRC, ne knows ©f no justification for the extrazordi-

narlily obrezé condermnation of adjudicatory Eroceedings an ">

Secticn 501(a)(L). Regulatory "adjudicztion" is usually
actT "zfter thne fzet,™ znd it is cften the only fair way to

T=s0lve contested techniczl ang factuzl issues in & manner

fair to 211 those affected by an 2gency's decisions.

We zpprecizie this cpportunity to comment on the proposed,
legfslztion.

Sincerely, A
P
' M&Jﬂ

Carlton R. Stoiber
Assistant Cenerzl Counsel
for Internztionza and

Legislative Affairs
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