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M .¥_S[In:1f_{nﬁr',' I will insert af this 1;:'}1'1"LL. in the Record the text-efan
analysis prepared by siail-of=the-mrgor mmendments added to the
Howse Billn the other body : R T ——

ANALYSIS OF HOUSE AND SENATE COMPROMISE AMENDMENTS TO THE
. FEDERAL PRIVACY Aor ™ ‘ .

]

The establishment of a Pri vacy Protection Study Commission. Only the Senate
bill provided for an oversight and study commission to assist in the implementa-
tion of the act and to explore areas concerned with individual privacy which have
not been included in the provisions of this legislation. The compromise measure
will establish a Privacy Protection Study Commission of seven members instead
of the five provided in the Senate bill. Three of these members will be appointed
by the President, two by the President of the Senate, and two by the Speaker of
the House of Representatives. - '

It is intended that this commission, which will serve for a period of two years,
will be solely a study commission. In that capacity it is hoped the commission
can assist the Executive Branch and the Congress in their examination of Fed-
eral government activities and their impact on privacy as well as representatives
of State and local governments and the private sector who are attempting to deal
with this important problem. .

The scope of the commission’s study authority is outlined specifically within
the legislation. In section 5(c) (2) (B), the commission is directed to examine
certain issues which are not included in the compromise between the House and
Senate-bill, such as a requirement that a person maintaining mailing lists remove
an individual’s name upon request; the question of prohibiting the transfer of
individually identifiable data from the Internal Revenue Service to other agencies
and to State governments; a question of whether the Federal government should
be liable for general damages occurring from & willful or intentional violation: of
the provisions of new section 552a () (1) (C) or (D) which this act creates; and
the extent to which requirements for security.and confidentiality of records main-
tained under this act should be applied to a person other than an agency.

The commission shall from time to time and in an annual report, report to the
Congress and to the President on its activities, and it shall submit a final report
of its findings two years from the date.the members 6f the commission are ap-
pointed. I C e L T
. In addition, the commission i§ authorized to provide necessary technical assist-
ance and prepare model legislation upon request for State and local governments
interested in adopting privacy legislation. Strict standards and penalties are
placed upon’ commission .members and employees with regard to the. handling
and unlawful distribution of information about individuals which it receives in
the course of carrying.out'its functions. .. v : R,

While the provisions of the rest of this act .do not go into effect until 270 days
from the date of enactment, the commission is authorized to go into effect. im-
mediately upon the appointment of its members in order that some -of its work
may be available to the Congress and the Executive Branch by the time the
remainder of the legislation becomes effective., . : N

ROUTINE USE ..

The House bill contains a provision not provided for in the Senate meastre
exempting certain disclosures of information from the requirement to obtain
prior consent from the'subject when the disclosure would be for a “routine use”.
The compromise would define “routine use”. to mean; “with respect to the dis-
closure of a record, the use of such records, for a purpose which is compatible
with the purpose for which it was collected.”. . : e -

Where the Senate bill would have placed tight restrictions upon ‘the transfer
of personal information between or outside Federal agencies, the House bill,
under the routine use provision, would permit an agency to describe its routine
uses in the Federal Register and then disseminate the information without the
consent of the individual or without applying the standards of accuracy, rel-
evancy, timeliness or completeness so long as no determination was being made
about the subject.

The compromise definition should serve as a caution to agencies to think out in
advance what uses it will make of information. This act is not intended to impose
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undue burdens on the transfer of information to the Treasury Department to
complete payroll checks, the receipt of information by the Social Security Ad-
ministration to complete quarterly posting of fccounts, or other such housekeep-
ing measures and necessarily frequent interagency or intra-agency transfers of
information. It is, however, intended to discourage the unnecessary exchange of
information to other persons or to agencies who may not be as sensitive to the
collecting agency’s reasons for using and interpreting the material.

INFORMATION ON POLITICAL ACTIVITIRS

The House bill tells agencies that they may not maintain a record concerning
the political or religious beliefs or activities of any individual unless maintenance
of the record would be authorized expressly by statute or by the individual about
whom the record is maintained. The House bill g0esg on to provide that this sub-
section is not deemed to prohibit the maintenance of any record or activity which
is pertinent to and within the scope of a duly authorized law enforcement
activity. , : . :

The Senate bill constitutes a probibition against agency programs established
for the purpose of collecting or maintaining information about how individuals
exercise First Amendment rights unless the agency head specifically determines
that the program is required for the administration of a statute.

The compromise broadens the House provisions application to all First Amend-
ment rights and directs the prohibition against the maintenance, use, collection,
or dissemination of records. However, as in the House bill, it does permit the
maintenance of those records which are. expressly authorized by statute or by

the individual subject, or are pertinent to or within the scope of an authorized
law enforcement aetivity. . . :

CONFIDENTIAL 60URCES. OF INFORMATION

The compromise provision for the maintenance of information received from
confidential sources represents an acceptance of the House language after re-
ceiving an assurance that in no instance would that.language deprive an individ-
ual from knowing of the existence of any information maintained in a record
about him which was received from a “confidential source.” The agencies would
not be able to claim that disclosure of even a small part of a particular item
would reveal the identity of a confidential source. The’ confidential information
would at the very least have to be chamcterized.ip some general way.. The fact
of the item's existence and a general characterization of that item would bave
to be made known to the individual in every case. =~ ,

Furthermore, the acceptance of this section in no way precludes an {tndividual
from knowing the substance and source of confidential information, should that
information be used to deny him a promotion in a gavernment job or access to
classified information or some other right, benefit or privilege for which he was
entitled, otherwise if he should consequently bring legal action against the gov-
ernment and should base any part of its legal case on that information.

Finally, it is important to note that the House provision would.require that
all future promises of confidentiality to sources of information be expressed and
not implied promises. Under the authority to prepare guidelines for the adminis-
tration of this act it is expected that the Office of Management and Budget will
work closely with agencies to insure that Federal investigators make sparing
use of the ability to make express promises of confidentiality.

STANDARDS APPLIED TO DISSEMINATION OUTSIDE THE GOVERNMENT

H.R. 16373 requires that all records which are used by an ageney in making
any determination about an individual be maintained with such accuracy, rek
evance, timeliness and completeness gs s reasonably necessary to assure fairness
to the individual in the determination. S. 3418 goes much further and requires
that agencies apply these standards at any time that access is granted to the
file, material is added to or taken from the file, or at any time it 18 used to make
a determination affecting the sybject of the file.

The difference hetween these two measures represents a difference in philosophy
regarding the handling of personal information. The Senate measure is designed
to complement the requirement that agencies maintain only information which
is relevant and necessary to accomplish a statutory purpose. The standard of
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relevancy should be that statutory basis for an information program which is
now set forth in (e) (1) of the ‘compromise measure. By adopting this section,
the Senate hoped to encourage a periodic review of personal information con-
tained in Federal records as those records were used or disseminated for any
purpose. .

The House provision would have applied these important standards for main-
tenance of information in records at any time a determination is made about
an individual. The House bill goes on to permit additional “routine uses” of
information which may not rise to the threshold of an “agency determination”
without requiring that the information be upgraded to meet these standards,

The compromise amendment would adopt the section of the House bill applying
the standards of accuracy, relevance, timeliness and completeness at the time of.
a determination. It would add the additional requirement, however, that prior
to the dissemination of any record about an-individual to any person other than
another agency, the sending agency shall make a reasonable effort to assure
that the record is accurate, complete, timely, and relevant. Thig proviso was
included because Federal agencies would be governed by a requirement to clean
up their records before.a determination is made and limited. by a -requirement
to publish each routine use of information in the Federal Register, but the use
of information by persons outside the Federal government would not be governed
by this act. Therefore, agencies are directed to be far more careful.about the

dissemination of personal information to persons not governed by the enforcement
provisions of this bill. . . :

el

THE FREEDOM OF iN'FQRMA'rmN ACT -AND. PRIVACY

’

One difficult task in drafting Federal privacy legislation was that of' detgrx’iﬂih-'
ing the proper balance between the public’s right to know about the é¢ondutt of
their government and their equally important right to have information which
is personal to them maintained with the greatest degree of confidence by Federal
agencies. The House bill made no speeific provision for Freedom :of Informagtion
Act requests of material 'w ich might ¢ontain information -protected by. the
Privacy Act. Instead, in the committee reéport ou the bill, it recognized: that;,.,.,,

“This legislation would have an effect on subsection (b) (6) of the Freedom, gt
Information Act (5 U.S.C., Section 552) which states that the provisions regir{;-i
ing disclosure of information to the public shall not apply to material ‘the @is-
closure of which would constitute a clearly unwarranted.invasion of personal
privacy.’ H.R. 16373 would make all Jndividually identifiable, information in.
government files exémpt from public disclosure, Such disclosure could be magle
available to the public only pursuant’ to rules published by agencies in the Federal
Register permitting the'iransfer of particlar data to Dpersons other ‘than the.
individuals to whom they péftain,” -~ rte e e e

" The 'committee,_1"¢,eporir weént,on to express a desire that agencies continue to
make certain individually identifiable records open to_the public because such
disclosure would be in the public.interest. . . = ' . B

. The Senate bill provided that nothing in the aét shall be construed to permit
the withholding of any.personal information which, is otherwise required to be
disclosed by law or any regulation thereunder. This section was intended as
specific recognition of the need fo permit disclosure under the Freedem of Infor-
mation Act. »

The compromise amendment would add an additional condition of disclosure
to the House bill which prohibits disclosure without written request of an
individual unless disclosure of the record would be pursuant to Section 552 of
the Freedom of Information Act. This compromise is designed to preserve the
status quo as interpreted by the courts regarding the disclosure of personal
information under that section, _

A related amendment taken from the Senate bill would prohibit any agency
from relying upon any exemption contained in Section 552 to withhold from
an individual any record which is otherwise accessible to such individual under
the provisions of this section.

CIVIL REMEDIES

Under the House hill an individual would be permitted to seek an injunction
against an agency only to produce his record upon a failure of an agency to
comply with his request. An individual would be able to sue for damages only
if an agency failed to maintain a record about him with such accuracy, rele-
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tancetimeliness and completeness qs would be necessary to pesnre fairness and
O determination ahont him, and consequently an adverse determination wav
made. A suit for damages would also be in order against an ageney if it fails
o comply with any other provision of this act in such a way to have an adverse
effect on the individual,

Under the Senate bill injunctive relief wounld be available to an individual
to enforce any right granted to him, And an individual would be permitted to
sue for damages for any action or omission of an officer or employee of 1he
government who violates a provision of the act.

The standard for recovery of damages under the House hill was g determin:-
tion by a court that the ageney acted in a manner which was willful, arbitrary,
or capricions. The Senate bill weuld have pPermitted recovery against an agency
on a finding that the agency had erred in handling his records,

These amendments represent a compromise between the two positions, They
permit an individual to seek injunctive relief to correct or amend a record main-
tained by an agency. In a suit for damages, the amendment reflects a belief that
a finding of willful, arbitrary, or capricious action is too harsh a standard of
proof for an individual to exercise the rights granted by this legislation. Thus
the standard for recovery of damages was reduced to “willful or intentional™
action by an agency. On a continuum between negligence and the very high stand-
ard of willful, arbitrary, or capricious conduct, this standard is viewed as only
somewhat greater than £ross negligence,

Both the House and Senate bhills provided for an individual to recover reason-
able attorney fees and costs of litigation. The compromise amendments adopt
the standard of the House bill permitting the court to award attorney fees and
reasonable costs to an individual where a complainant has substantially pre-
vailed in an injunctive action, and requiring such award in actions in which
complainants receive damages.

ACCESS AND CHALLENGE TO RECORDS

The House bill would apply a standard of promptness to agency considera-
tions of requests for access to records and requests to challenge or correct those
records. In addition, it allows the individual to request a review of a refusal
to correct a record by the agency official named in its public notice of informa-
tion systems.

The Senate bill requires the agency to make a determination with respect
to an individual’'s request for a record change within 60 dars of the request and
to permit him a hearing within 30 days of a request for one. with extension
for good cause permitted. The individual would have the option of a formal
or informal hearing procedure within the agency upon a refusal of g reqilest
to correct or amend a record. The compromise amendment would require the
agency to respond within 10 working days to acknowledge an individual's request
to amend a record. Following noknow]edgement, the agency must promptly
correct the information which the individual believes is not accurate, relevant,
timely or complete or inform the individual of its refusal.

If the individual disagrees with the refusal of the agency to amend his record,
the ageney shall conduct a review of that refusal within 30 working davs,
provided that an extension may be obtained for good cause. We expect that
agency heads will cither conduct such reviews themselves, or assign officers of
the rank of deputy assistant secretary or above,

The House bill would not have permitted a Federal District Court to review
de novo an ageney’s refusal to amend a record. The compromise adopts the Sen:ate
provision which would require a de novo review of such refusal and to order a
correction where merited, Finally. the compromise requires that in any dis-
closure of information subject to disagreement that the agency includes with
the disclosnre a notation of any dispute over the information or a copy of any
statement submitted by the individual stating his reasons for disagreement with
the information.

ACCOUNTING FOR DISCI.OSURES

The Tlouse bill requires an agency to inform any person or another a
about a correction or notation of dispute regarding a record that hns hee
closed to that person or agency within two years hefore making the corpe
or notation. Tt would not apply if no accounting of the disclosure had
required. No such limitation was placed upon accounting for disclosures i



Nenate bill aud the compromise measure would require any perseh or agencey
receiving the record at any time before a notation or dispute is made to be
notitied if an accounting of the disclosures were made,

The House bill requires an ageney to maintain an accounting for disclosnres
for only five years, The Senate bill places no limitation on the length of time
for maintaining sueh disclosurves, The compromise amendment weuld require
maintaining of the disclosure for five years or the life of the record. whichever
is longer.

WN OF  TINE¢ ON  COLLEC
IR ARTY MATION

The Senafce hill requires Federal agencies to maintain only such information
about, an individual as is relevant and necessary to accomplish a statutory pur-
pose of the ageney. The House bill did not address this issue. The compromise
amendment modifies the Senate provision to permit the collection of information
which would be required to accomplish not only a purpose set out by a statute
but also a purpose outlined by a Presidential Exccutive Order.

The provision is included to limit the collection of extraneous information hy
Federal agencies. It requires that a conscious decision be made that the informa-
tion is required to meet the lawful needs of an agency. Agencies should formulate
as precisely as possible the policy objectives to be served by a data gathering
activity before it is undertaken. It is hoped that multiple requests for informa-
tion will be reduced and that agencies will collect no more sensitive personal
information than is necessary.

The Senate Dbill also requires agencies to collect information to the greatest
extent practicable directly from the subject when that information could result
in an adverse determination about an individual’s rights and benefits and priv-
jleges under a Federal program. The House bill had no provision. but the compro-
mise amendment accepts the Senate language. This section is designed to dis-
courage the collection of personal information from third party sources and
therefore to encourage the accuracy of Federal data gathering. It supports the
principle that an individual should to the greatest extent possible, be in control
of information about him which is given to the government. This may not be
practical in all cases for financial or logistical reasons or because of other statu-
tory requirements. However, it is a principle designed to insure fairness in
information collection which should be instituted wherever possible.

ARCHIVAL RBRECORDS

The House bill provides that records accepted by the Administrator of General
Services for temporary storage and servicing shall be considered for purposes of
this act, to be maintained by the agency which deposits the records. Records
transferred to the National Archives after the effective date of this Act for pur-
poses of historical preservation are considered to be maintained by the Archives
and are suhject only to limited provisions of the Act. Records transferred to the
National Archives before the effective date of this Act are not subject to the
provisions of this Act.

The Senate bill provides that records accepted by the Administrator of General
Services for temporary storage and servicing shall be considered, for purposes of
this Act, to he maintained by the agency which deposits the records. All records
transferred to the National Archives for purposes of historical preservation are
considered to be maintained by the Archives and are subject only to those pro-
visions of this Act requiring annual publie notice of the existence and character
of the information systems maintained by the Archives, establishment of appropri-
ate safeguards to insure the security and integrity of preserved personal infor-
mation, and promulgation and implementation of rules to insure the effective én-
tforcement of those safeguards.

The compromise amendment subjects records transferred to the National
Archives for historieal preservation prior to the effective date of the act to a
modified requirement for annual public notice. It is intended that the notice pro-
vision not be applied separately and specifically to each of the many thousands of
separate systems of records transferred to the Archives prior to the effective date
of this Act, but rather that a more general description be provided which pertains
to meaningful groupings of record systems. However, record systems trausferred
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1o the Archives after the effective date of (his Act are individually subjeet to the
specitie notice provisions, This coverage is intended to support and encourage

improvements in the organization and cataloging of records maintained by the
Archives,

MORATORIUM ON THE USE OF TIHE SOCIAL SECURITY ACCOUNT NUMBER

The House bill provides that a Federal agency, or a State or loeal government
acting in compliance with Federal law or a federally assisted program, is prohib-
ited from denying to individuals rights, henefits or privileges by reason of refusal
to disclose the social security aceount number, Auny suech governmental agency is
further prohibited from utilizing the social security account number for purposes
apart from verification of individual identity except where another purpose is
specifically authorized by law. Exempt from these prohibitions are systems of
records in existence and operating prior to January 1, 1975, Fxemption is further
granted where disclosure of a social security account number is required by
Federal law.

The Senate hill provides that a Federal agency, or a State or local government,
ds prohibited from denying to individuals rights, benefits or privileges by reason
of refusal to disclose the social security account number. Persons engaged in the
business of commercial transactions or activities are prohibited from diserimi-
nating against any individnal in the course of such activities by reason of refusal
to disclose the social security account number, Exempt from these prohibitions
are systems of records in existence and operating prior to January 1, 1975. Also
exempt are disclosnres of the social security account number required by Federal
law. This section further provides that any Federal, State or local government
agency or any person who requests an individual to disclose his social security
number shall informn that individual whether that -disclosure is mandatory or
voluntary, by what statutory or other authority such number is solicited, what
ases will be made of it, and what rules of confidentiality will govern it.

The compromise amendment changes the House language by broadening the
coverage of State and local governments so as to prohibit any new activity by
such a government that would condition g right, benefit or privilege upon an
individual’s disclosure of his social security account number.

To clarify the intent of the Senate and House, the grandfather clause of this
section was re-stated to exempt only those governmental uses of the social security
account number continuing from before January 1, 1975, pursuant to a prior law
©r regulation that, for purposes of verifying identity, required individuals to dis-
<lose their social security account number as a condition for exercising a right,
benefit, or privilege. Thus, for illustration, after January 1, 1975, it will be un-
lawful to commence operation of a State or local government procedure that
requires individuals to disclose their social security account numbers in order to
Tegister a motor vehicle, obtain a driver's license or other permit, or exercise the
right to vote in an election. The House section was amended to include the Senate
provision for informing an individual requested to disclose his social security ac-
count number of the nature, authority and purpose of the request. This provision
is intended to permit an individual to make an informed decision whether or not
to disclose the social security aceount number, and it is intended to bring recogni-
tion to, and discourage, unnecessary or improper uses of that number.

RULEMAKING PROCEDURES FOR MAKING EXEMPTIONS

To obtain an exemption from certain provisions of this Act under the House
‘bill, agencies entitled to those exemptions would he required to public notice of
the proposed exemptions in the Federal Register pursuanf to Section 553 of the
Administrative Procedures Act permitting comments to be submitted in writing
for inclusion in the Register with such exemptions.

The Senate bill applied a much more stringent standard and would have rt-
«quired agencies to hold adjudicatory hearings as provided in APA Sections 5356
and 557. The compromise agreements would no longer reguire full adjudicatory
proceeding by any agency seeking an exemption permitted under the act. How-
ever, agencies would still be required to publish notice of a proposed rulemaking
in the Federal Register and conld not waive the 30 day perind for such publica-
tion. In addition it is specifically provided in this act that agencies obtaining
such exemptions state the reasons why the system of records is to be exempted.
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Under the Senate bill the Privacy I’'rotection Commission was direeted to de-
velop model guidelines and conduct certain oversight of the implementation of this
Act to Federal agencies, Since the compromize amendment would change the
scope of authority of the commission, it was felt there remained a need for an
agency within the government to develop guidelines and regulations for agenceies
to use in implementing the provisions of the Aet and to provide continuing assist-
ance to and oversight of the implemeniation of the provisions of this Act by the
agencies,

This function has been assigned o the Office of Management and Dudget.

S ON NEW YSTEMS

Under the Senate bill the Privacey 'rotection Commission was to have a central
role in evaluating proposals to establish or alter new systems of ‘information iw
the Federal government. If the commission had determined that such a proposal
was not in compliance with the standards established by the Senate bill the agency
which prepared the report could not proceed to establish or modify an informa-
tion system for 60 days in order to give the Congress and the President an op-
portunity to review that report and the commission’s recommendations.

The compromise amendment would require that agencies provide adequate
advance notice to the Congress and to the Office of Management and Budget of any
proposal to establish or alter a system of records in order to permit an evaluatiomn
of the privacy impact of that proposal. In addition to the privacy impact, con-
sideration should be given to the effect the proposal may have on our Federal
system and on the separation of powers among the three branches of government.
These concerns are expressed in connection with recent proposals by the General
Services Administration and Department of Agriculture to establish a giant data
facility for the storing and sharing of information between those and perhaps
other departments. The language in the Senate report on pages 64-66 reflects the
concern attached to the inclusion of this language in $.3418.

The acceptance of the compromise amendment does not question the motiva-
tion or need for improving the Federal government’s data gathering and handling
capabilities. It does express a concern, however, that the office charged with
central management and oversight of Federal activities and the Congress have
an opportunity to examine the impact of new or altered data systems on our citi-
zens, the provisions for confidentiality and security in those systems and the ex-
tent to which the creation of the system will alter or change interagency or inter-
governmental relationships related to information programs.

GOVERNMENT CONTRACTORS

The Senate bill would have extended its provisions outside the Federal gov-
ernment only to those contractors, grantees or participants in agreements with
the Federal government, where the purpose of the contract, grant or agreement
was to establish or alter an information system. It addressed a concern over the
policy governing the sharing of Federal criminal history information with State
and loeal government law enforcement agencies and for the amount of money
which has been spent through the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
for the purchase of State and local governinent eriminal information systems.

The compromise amendment would not permit Federal law enforcement agen-
cies to determine to what extent their information systems would be covered by
the Act and to what extent they will extend that coverage to those with which
they share that information or resources.

DEFINITION OF RECORD

E

The definition of the term “Record” as provided in the ITouse bill has beerr
expanded to assure the intent that a record can include as little as one descriptive
item about an individual and that such records may incorporate but not he lmit-
ed to information about an individual's education, financial transactions, medieal
history, criminal or employment records, and that they may contain his name,
or the identifying number, symbol, or other identifying marks, particularly as-
signed to the individual, such as a finger or voice print or a photograph. The
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ded definition was adopted to mor

information” as used in the Nenate b

- Moorizap of Pennsylvania. 1wl nol talee the e 1o explai
Lol these amendments beeause weny of e aee merelv foehnid@l
vhortnime in nature. AU of then are olea Py cermane to the Lo
il Dhonse L T will however, mention 110 mosi mporiant of ilyfm-
IPiesty the bill provides for a <even-member Privacy Profection

Study Oninission. anthorizing a 2-vear study ol varions asfects of
mdividuaNgrivaey affeeting aveas of the private sector and Ztate and
Tocal goveripental units, Tnomy judennent, M Spendior, suefn <t |y

without direN Iy affeeting the operational aspeci= of the Preivaey Aol
of 197+—will e most. helpful n understanding the eofuplexitios of
mdividual privdey in non-Federal activitios and in 11 cons=iderat ion

of additional leglation affecting privacy in the futyhe.
Second, I would\like to mention another munendydnt in the Senate
bill that deals with Wailing lists. Langeuage ineludgl in the logislation

would prohibit the sal or rental of mailine lists, fames and addressoes,
by Federal agencies myintaining them. The pHilosophy behind this
amendment is that the Federal Governmnent i/ not in tlie winiline list

business, and it should not\be Federal policy £o malke a profit from the
routine business of governndent, particularid when the velense of suel
lists has been authorized under the Freedom of Information Aet. In
other words. such lists cannob be with)feld by an asency, unless it
determines that the release wowd conditute “n clearly unwarranted
invasion of privacy” under sectioh 55Z(b) (6) of title 5, United States
Code.

Thus, the langunage of the bill bgfgre us does not ban the release of
such lists where either sale or repfal 1§ not involved. Qur subcommit-
tee on Foreign Operations and Government Information held exten-
sive hearings on Federal agencf mail list\policies during the last Con-
gress. Such policy varies fyom agency fq agency, and the Federal
courts have interpreted in géveral cases theNanguage of the Freedom
of Information Act relatiig to withloldind\of matters constituting
a “clearly unwarranted ivasion of privacy.\This measure now be-
fore us would preserve fie current practices and iterpretations of this
part of the Freedom 4f Information Act, as thoy deal with Federal
agency mailing lists

Finally. the bill /as amended, assions to the Officg of Management
and Budget the regponsibility of developing guidelinedand regulations
for all Federal Yeencies in the enforcement and admin¥stration of the
Privacy Act,

Mr. Speakof. I will not discuss the other Senate amendizents in any
‘detail since A description of them has been placed in the Rxcord pre-
viously. Hgwever, on the major areas of operational parts of Nae bill—
such as yfeess, accounting. disclosure. agency rules and requitgments.
and exemptions—the bill generally follows the House version\Seme
strengghening language has, however, been incorporated fron\ the
‘Senafo measure.,

Mr. Speaker. T now yield to the gentleman from Tllinois (MN.
Eylenborn) who has made such a significant series of contributiony
b every stage in the development of this meaningful privacy legis-
fiation,



