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concerning U.S. trade negotiations and trade AGENDA: The Commission will discuss (8) of 5 U.S.C. 552 b [c), Government in the
PO}‘{CY-ﬁmh s SR L issues surrounding the HIV epidemicin ~ Sunshine Act.

or er information, contact: Fernan the ]esbian‘ gay and hisexuﬂ] Dated: Apﬂl 18, 1991
Lavallee, Director, Trade Advisory Group, communitie : .

p 8, and HIV issues among M. Rebecca Winkler,
Shome:[202) 5282782 Asian-Americans, Asians, and Pacific
Shellyn G. McCaffrey, Islanders.
Deputy Under Secretary, International Interpreting services are available for
Affairs. deaf people. Please call our TDD
[FR Doc. 91-9491 Filed 4-22-81; 8:45 am] number, (202) 254-3818, to request
BILLING CODE 4510-20- services no later than May 9, 1991.
s Dated: April 18, 1991. NUCLEAR REGULATORY

COMMISSION

Committee Management Officer.
[FR Doc. 81-9459 Filed 4-22-91; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7555-01-M

Maureen Bymes,
NATIONAL COMMISSION ON R
ACQUIRED IMMUNE DEFICIENCY Sxecutive Direetor: Appiication for License to Export a

SYNDROME [FR Doc. 91-9504 Filed 4-22-91; 8:45 am] Utilization Facility
BILLING CODE 6520-CN-M

National Commission on Acquired e— P:ursu&;nt loilo CIFR 110‘719(17)' "PHblic
Immune Deficiency Syndrome; notice of rece p_t of an application”,
Meeting NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION please take notice that the Nuclear

! . Regulatory Commission has received the
AGENCY: National Commission on Advisory Panel; Informal Science following application for an export
Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome.  Education license. A copy of the application is on
AGTION Notica of meeting. The National Science Foundation gloeml;;g:iz:f:l;ua;g:%gs&r{n i Riickn
SUMMARY: In accordance with the announces the following meeting: located at 2120 L Street, NW..
Federal Advisory Committee Act, Public Name: Informal Science Foundation Panel Washington, DC,
A 3o Sa Emeniisd, the National Masting A request for a hearing or petition for
Commission on Acquired Immune Date and Time: May 8, 1891, from 8:15 a.m. Yoive tg intervene may be filed within 30
Pificigncy Sysdrame auncunces i el b o g days after publication of this notice in

forthcoming meetings of th to 5 p.m.
c;ommsioﬁ, e 2 Place: The River Inn, room 105, 824 25th the Federal Register. Any request for

Street, NW., Washington, DC 20037, hearing or petition for leave to intervene
DATES AND TiME: Thursday, May 16, Type of Meeting: i shall b% sel?ved by the requestor or
1991—9 a.m. to 5:30 p.m,; Fnday. May 17, Contact Person: Barbara Butler, Hyman petitioner upon the applicant, the Office
1991—9 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. Field, and Robert Russell, Program Directors, of the General Counsel, U.S. Nuclear
PLACE: San Francisco Hilton on Hilton Informal Science Education, National Science Regulatory Commission, Washington,
Square, 333 O'Farrell Street, San Foundation, 1800 G St., NW., room 635-A. DC 20555 the Secretary, U.S. Nuclear
Francisco, California 94102, 415771~ Washington, DC 20550, Phone (202) 357-7075. Regulatory Commission; and the

Purpose of Meeting: To provide advice and >
i recommendations concerning Informal Executive Secretary, U.S. Department of

TYPE OF MEETING: Open. Science Education proposals. State, Washington, DC 20520,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Agenda: To review and evaluate Informal In its review of the application for a

Maureen Byrnes, Executive Director, Science Education proposals as part of the license to export a utilization facility as

National Commission on Acguired selection process for awards. defined in 10 CFR part 110 and noticed

Immune Deficiency Syndrome, 1730 K reﬁi‘zfgg i{f&gﬁﬁ"{;ﬂeﬁﬂfﬁ?ﬁﬂ’ﬂﬁy herein, the Commission does not

gg)%%t l(\;g\;) suite 355 KVash&ngtﬁnh%C or confidential nature, including technical eva!uate thet hleat!fth' tsa'fetg‘ oFy ;-\ .

Y 254-5125. Records shall be information; financial data, such as salaries; ~ €nvironmental efiects in the recipien
ept of all Commission proceedings and  and pergonal information concerning nation of the facility to be exported. The

shall be available for public inspection individuals associated with the proposals. information concerning this application

at this address . These matters are within exemptions (4) and  follows:

NRC EXPORT LICENSE APPLICATION

Name ?f applicant, date of an‘:' date Description Value End use Country of destination

General Atomics, 03/22/91, 03/25/ | TRIGA Mark Il, Research Reactor ... Advanced neutron and gamma ra- | Morocco.
91, XR158. diation studies, isotope produc-
tion, sample activation, and stu-

Dated this 16th day of April 1991 at For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. [Docket No. 50-302]

Rockville, Maryland.
CEETR Y Betty L. Wright, Florida Power Corp.; Withdrawal of
Acting Assistant Director for Exports, Portion of Amendment Application to

Security, and Safety Cooperation ility Oper.
International Programs, Office of oY #ng Licsnes

Governmental and Public Affairs. The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
[FR Doc. 91-9478 Filed 4-22-91; 8:45 am)] Commission (the Commission) has
BILLING CODE 7500-01-M
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granted a request by Florida Power
Corporation (the licensee) to withdraw a
portion of its October 31, 1989
application for an amendment to Facility
Operating License No. DRP-72, issued to
the licensee for operation of the Crystal
River Unit 3 Nuclear Generating Plant,
located in Citrus County, Florida. Notice
of Consideration of Issuance of this
amendment was published in the
Federal Register on March 12, 1990 (55
FR 9230).

The purpose of the licensee’s
amendment request was to revise the
Technical Specifications (TS) to
increase the capacity of spent fuel
storage pool B and increase the
allowable enrichment in fuel pool B.

Subsequently the licensee informed
the staff that the portion of the
amendment application which requested
a one-time relief to allow removal of the
missile shields over spent fuel pool B
while modifying the pool racks is no
longer required. Thus, this portion of the
amendment application is considered to
be withdrawn by the licensee.

For further details with respect to this
action, see (1) The application for
amendment dated October 31, 1989, as
supplemented January 25, March 8, June
21, August 23, November 8, and
November 28, 1990, and (2) Amendment
No. 134 dated April 16, 1991.

These documents are available for
public inspection at the Commission's
Public Document Room, the Gelman
Building, 2120 L Street, NW.,
Washington, DC and at the Coastal
Region Library, 8619 W. Crystal Street,
Crystal River, Florida 32629.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 16th day
of April 1991,

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Harley Silver,

Project Manager, Project Directorate 11-2,
Division of Reactor Projects I/11, Office of
Nuclear Reactor Regulation.

[FR Doc. 91-8477 Filed 4-22-91; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND
BUDGET

The Computer Matching and Privacy
Protection Amendments of 1990 and
The Privacy Act of 1974

AGENCY: Office of Management and
Budget (OMB).
ACTION: Proposed guidance.

SUMMARY: OMB request public
comments on proposed guidance to
Federal, State and local agencies on
implementing certain provisions of the
Privacy Act of 1974, as amended. This
guidance focuses especially on the

recently enacted Computer Matching
and Privacy Protection Amendments of
1990, which alter the due process
provisions of the Computer Matching
and Privacy Protection Act of 1988. This
latter Act amended the Privacy Act of
1974. The guidance also addresses
another issue suggested by agencies in
reporting to OMB their activities in
implementing the Computer Matching
and Privacy Protection Act.

DATE: Comments should be submitted
no later than May 23, 1991.

ADDRESS: Send written comments to the
Information Policy Branch (Attention
Robert N. Veeder), Office of Information
and Regulatory Affairs, Office of
Management and Budget, Room 3235
NEOB, Washington, DC 20503.
Comments may be sent by Fax to Robert
N. Veeder at 202-395-7285.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mr. Robert N. Veeder, Information
Policy Branch, Office of Information and
Regulatory Affairs, Office of
Management and Budget, Washington,
DC 20503 (202) 395-3785.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Section
(v) of the Privacy Act of 1974 (5 U.S.C.
552a) charges OMB with overseeing
agencies’ implementing activities and
issuing regulations and guidelines. In
addition, Public Law 100-503, the
Computer Matching and Privacy
Protection Act of 1988 (CMPPA), and
Public Law 101-508, the Computer
Matching and Privacy Protection
Amendments of 1990 (amendments)
require OMB to provide guidance on
their implementation. Where the
proposed guidance below contradicts
earlier guidance on specific points of
interpretation, it is intended that the
most recent guidance should be relied
upon.

The changes made by the Computer
Matching and Privacy Protection
Amendments of 1990 addressed
agencies' problems in implementing the
due process provisions of the Computer
Matching and Privacy Protection Act of
1988. (See 5 U.S.C. 552a(p), “Verification
and Opportunity to Contest Findings".)
Under the 1988 provisions, before taking
an adverse action, an agency was
required to verify independently any
information developed through a
matching program that indicated
ineligibility. The agency was also
required to notify the individual of any
proposed action and wait thirty days for
the individual to respond. These
provisions were intended to ensure
fairness in the determination process.

As implementation took place, it
became apparent that the due process
provisions in some instances conflicted
with existing protections that had

arguably been working well prior to the
Computer Matching and Privacy
Protection Act. This was especially true
in programs such as Food Stamps, Aid
to Families with Dependent Children,
and Medicaid, all of which had well-
established due process traditions
provided by statute, regulation, or both.

The consequence of providing
individuals with 30 days to respond to a
notice of adverse finding was to
automatically overpay some
beneficiaries.

As to independent verification, the
House Report on the amendment noted
that “The purpose of the independent
verification requirement is to assure that
the rights of individuals are not affected
automatically by computers without
human involvement and without taking
reasonable steps to determine that the
information relied upon is accurate,
complete and timely." (House Report
101-768, p. 4) Again, the goal was to
assure fairness to the individual.

Indeed, as they implemented the
Computer Matching and Privacy
Protection Act, agencies discovered
instances where strict adherence to the
independent verification requirement
could have serious financial and
administrative implications for the
management of their programs. For
example, in the case of data exchanges
between State agencies and the Social
Security Administration (SSA) under the
Income Eligibility and Verification
System (IEVS), the States have no
independent procedure through which
they can verify the SSA data. IEVS
recognizes this problem by excluding
Social Security and Supplemental
Security Income (SSI) data from its own
independent verification requirement,
Similarly, automated data exchanges
between the Department of Defense and
the Department of Veteran’s Affairs to
determine eligibility for certain
educational benefit programs would be
jeopardized if, in each instance, before
taking an action, the recipient agency
had to examine the source agency's
underlying paper record.

The Computer Matching and Privacy
Protection Amendments of 1990 change
both the independent verification and
30-day notice due process protection
provisions. These changes are described
below, accompanied by proposed
guidance.

1. Notification of Adverse Finding:
The 1990 amendments authorize
agencies that have in law or regulation a
different time period for notification
than thirty days, to substitute that other
period. Agencies without alternative
periods must wait thirty days.
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The amendment allowing agencies to
substitute existing alternative time
periods were effective immediately upon
enactment and did not require specific
OMB interpretive guidance. OMB invites
comment therefore, on related guidance
on this provision:

* Under what circumstances should
an agency be permitted to establish a
new time period by regulation? OMB
interprets the amendments to indicate
that agencies should be able to adopt
new time periods that are shorter than
the 30 day threshold the CMPPA
provides. What safeguards are needed
for this process?

* Should OMB provide guidance on
what constitutes “reasonable notice,”
including defining when the time period
begins to run? What should that
guidance say?

¢ Should OMB mandate what the
content of the notices should be? If so,
how specific should the content be?

Reviewers should use the following
proposed guidance as a point of
departure for commenting on the
questions above.

Proposed Guidance: "Where a
program statute is silent or permits,
agencies may also establish a new
notification period through rulemaking
that involves the public in the process,
either through hearings or publication in
the Federal Register for notice-and-
comment. Agencies should not establish
periods that are shorter than the
CMPPA's thirty day standard unless
they can ensure that such periods are
adequate to give individuals meaningful
notice and sufficient time to respond.

Moreover, whatever the time period
used, agencies must disclose not merely
the fact that they have information that
indicates ineligibility, but what that
information is. This will give individuals
meaningful notice and permit them to
understand exactly what the discrepant
information is and to provide any
explanatory information. In either case,
the period begins to run from the date of
the notice that describes the agency's
findings to the individual or the date on
which the agency provides a copy in
person."

2. Independent Verification
Requirements: The 1990 amendments
authorize an agency's Data Integrity
Board to waive the independent
verification procedures when it finds a
high degree of confidence in the
accuracy of the data.

The amendments create an alternative
to the requirement that agencies
independently verify the accuracy of
information developed through a
matching program before using it to
make an adverse determination.
According to the House Report, “the

alternative procedure permits a Data
Integrity Board to waive the
independent verification procedure

* * * for qualifying disclosures.” (House
Report 101-768, p. 4.)

Note that this alternative is not a
general exception to the requirement; it
is available only for a specific type of
matching data and only when the
agency has taken certain steps.

Reviewers are invited to comment on
the following proposed guidance. OMB
is particularly interested in knowing
whether its guidance for identifying the
types of matching data eligible for a
waiver is adequate. Also, are the criteria
for evaluating a database sufficient?

Proposed Guidance: “Program
officials may petition the Data Integrity
Board of the recipient Federal agency in
the case of a Federal matching program,
or the Federal source agency in the case
of a Federal /State matching program to
waive the independent verification
requirement only after they have taken
the following steps:

* Identification of the Type of
Matching Data Eligible for the Waiver.
Eligible data are only information that
identifies the individual and the amount
of benefits paid to the individual under a
Federal benefit program. A clear
example of the kind of data exchange
that is eligible for waiver consideration
is the furnishing to States by the Social
Security Administration of Cost of
Living Adjustment (COLA) information
that consists of the name of the benefit
recipient, the benefit amount including
amount of the COLA change, and other
information. In this example, the name
and benefit amount would be eligible for
the waiver procedure; the “other
information” would not. Another
example would be the furnishing by the
Department of Defense of information
about the Reserve status of military
personnel to the Department of Veterans
Affairs for purposes of determining
credit for educational benefits programs,
provided that the information consisted
of the name, rank and reserve status,
i.e., active or inactive during the
reporting time period. In both of these
examples, the data that is conveyed is
unambiguous: E.g., the COLA increase is
five percent for all recipients; here is a
list of all reservists who performed duty
such that they are eligible for the
benefit. Where the information
furnished is less precise (E.g., it consists
of underlying eligibility information—
amount of earned income, amount of
unearned income, number of
dependents) and is different for each
participant, such data is not a candidate
for the waiver procedure.

* Conducting Thorough
Determinations of Data Accuracy. Once

an agency has determined that the data

being exchanged qualifies for the waiver

procedure, the agency must present
convincing evidence to the Data

Integrity Board of the recipient agency

{or source agency in the case of a

Federal/non-Federal Match) to permit

the Board to assert a high degree of

confidence in the accuracy of the data.

Note that the Amendments do not

require that the agencies conduct

thorough audits of their systems, only
that they have information relating to
the quality of data. Among the elements
an agency may wish to present to a Data

Integrity Board are the following, (not all

of which may be necessary or

appropriate):

—A description of the data bases
involved (both source and recipient)
including information on how data are
acquired and maintained so as to
permit accuracy assessments.

—The system managers’ overall
assessment of the reliability of the
systems and the accuracy of the daa
they contain (both participants).

—The results of any audits or risk
assessments conducted (both
participants).

—Any material or significant
weaknesses identified in response to
requirements of the Federal Managers
Financial Integrity Act or related
legislation and any applicable OMB
Circulars (both participants).

—Any assessments of the effectiveness
of the agencies' Personnel Security
Programs (both participants).

—The security controls in place for the
systems and the security risks
associated with those systems (both
participants).

—Any historical data relating to
program error rates (recipient agency).

—Any information relating to the
currency of the data (source agency).
For example, a source agency updates
data each quarter. A recipient agency
should probably not use data that it
received in January to make a
determination in March since newer
data will be available then. In some
cases, the source agency may wish to
provide confidence intervals to help
the recipient agency determine when
the data is so old as to be suspect:
e.g., data is 99 percent accurate within
one week of receipt, 95 percent
accurate within two weeks of receipt,
85 percent accurate within three
weeks of receipt. Alternatively, a
source agency may wish to warn a
recipient agency not to use data after
the date on which the data base is
updated.
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Note that this list is not meant to be
exhaustive, nor will each item be
suitable for every matching program.
Agencies should use whatever is
appropriate to their particular
circumstances, so long as the resultant
finding is that the Data Integrity Board
has a high degree of confidence in the
accuracy of the data. Obviously, since
much of the data used by the recipient
agency in the determination must come
from the source, the source should be
prepared to cooperate in the
development of the waiver
determination. The evaluations should
be renewed each time the matching
agreement is renewed. Moreover, any
changes to the data base that would
affect data quality should be reported to
the Data Integrity Board which must
then determine whether to continue its
certification.

Once the Data Integrity Board has
found a matching program eligible for
waiver, it should notify the program
officials expeditiously. It should also
notify the source agency. The board
should be prepared to include
information about any waivers granted
as part of its Matching Report to OMB
and its agency head."”

Supplemental Guidance on the
Responsibilities of the “Source” and
“Recipient” Agencies (5 U.S.C. 552a(a)).
Finally, OMB seeks comment concerning
whether it should amend guidance
previously given concerning the
responsibility of the “source" and
“recipient" agencies.

OMB's initial guidance made the
recipient Federal agency responsible for
meeting the reporting and publishing
requirements of the Computer Matching
and Privacy Protection Act. This
assignment was based on the
assumption that the recipient agency
was the one most likely to benefit from
the matching program and should,
therefore, bear the costs. OMB now
believes, however, that in certain
limited circumstances, the assumption is
not valid. In some cases, a single agency
may perform matches for a group of
other agencies. The recipient agency in
such cases derives no benefit of its own,
nor does it have the information needed
to produce the reports and notices the
Computer Matching and Privacy
Protection Act requires. It merely
matches records and gives to the source
agencies information, (e.g., location of a
Federal employee who has defaulted on
an obligation incurred under a program
operated by the source agency) on
which they may base some action. In
cases like these, OMB intends that its
assignment of responsibilities to the
recipient agency be interpreted in an

equitable way. While it still may make
sense from an efficiency standpoint to
make one agency responsible for all of
the required administrative actions, the
matching parties should assign
responsibility in a fair and reasonable
way.

OMB invites comment on how to
clarify the administrative
responsibilities of these parties in a fair
and equitable manner.

James B. MacRae, Jr.,

Acting Administrator and Deputy
Administrator, Office of Information and
Regulatory Affairs.

[FR Doc. 91-8475 Filed 4-22-91; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3110-01

OFFICE OF SCIENCE AND
TECHNOLOGY POLICY

President’s Council of Advisors on
Science and Technology; Meeting

The President’s Council of Advisors
on Science and Technology (PCAST)
will meet on May 2-3, 1991. The meeting
will begin at 9 a.m. in the Conference
Room, Council on Environmental
Quality, 722 Jackson Place NW.,
Washington, DC.

The purpose of the Council is to
advise the President on matters
involving science and technology.

Proposed Agenda

1, Briefing of the Council on the current
activities of the Office of Science and
Technology Policy and of the private sector.

2. Briefing of the Council on current Federal
activities and policies in science and
technology.

3. Discussion of progress of working group
panels.

4. Discussion of composition of future
working groups.

Portions of the May 2-3 sessions will
be closed to the public.

The briefing on some of the current
activities of OSTP necessarily will
involve discussion of materials that are
formally classified in the interest of
national defense or for foreign policv
reasons. This is also true for a portion of
the briefing on panel studies. As well, a
portion of both of these briefings will
require discussion of internal personnel
procedures of the Executive Office of
the President and information which, if
prematurely disclosed, would
significantly frustrate the
implementation of decisions made
requiring agency action. These portions
of the meeting will be closed to the
public pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552b(c) (1),
(2), and (9)(B).

A portion of the discussion of panel
composition will necessitate discussion

of information of a personal nature the
disclosure of which would constitute a
clearly unwarranted invasion of
personal privacy. Accordingly, this
portion of the meeting will also be
closed to the public, pursuant to 5§ U.S.C.
552b(c)(6).

Because of the security requirements,
persons wishing to attend the open
portion of the meeting should contact
Ms. Ann Barnett, (202) 395-5101, prior to
3 p.m. on May 1, 1991. Ms. Barnett is
also available to provide specific
information regarding time, place and
agenda.

Dated: April 17, 1991.
Damar W. Hawkins,

Executive Assistant, Office of Science and
Technology Policy.

[FR Doc. 91-9489 Filed 4-22-91; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3170-01-OSTP-M

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE
COMMISSION

[Release No. 34-29087; File No. SR-Amex~
90-24]

Self-Regulatory Organizations;
American Stock Exchange, Inc,; Order
Approving Proposed Rule Change
Relating to Amendments to Exchange
Procedures Governing Administration
of Securities Industry Arbitration

1. Introduction

On November 7, 1990, the American
Stock Exchange, Inc. (“Amex" or
“Exchange") submitted to the Securities
and Exchange Commission
("Commission”), pursuant to section
19(b)(1) of the Securities Exchange Act
of 1934 ("Act”)? and rule 19b—4
thereunder,? a proposed rule change
designed to amend certain of the
Amex's current arbitration rules and
procedures.® According to the Exchange,
the proposed amendments are designed
to codify modifications to the Uniform
Code of Arbitration which were
approved by the Securities Industry
Conference on Arbitration (“SICA").

115 U.S.C. 78s(b)(1) (1968).

2 17 CFR 240.19b-4 (1990).

3 On March 25, 1991, the Amex submitted
Amendment No. 1 to File No. SR-Amex-90-24 (see
letter from Janice M. Stroughter, Senior Counsel and
Director of Hearings, Legal and Regulatory Policy
Division, Amex, to Laurie Petrell, Division of Market
Regulation, SEC, dated March 21, 1981). Amendment
NO.l tai .y A"“.- \ - Rl pL
Subsequently, on April 12, 1991, the Amex
submitted Amendment No. 2 to the original rule
filing (see letter from Janice M. Stroughter, Amex. to
Laurie Petrell, SEC, dated April 5, 1891).

Amendment No. 2 contains non-substantive
clarifications to the portion of the proposed rule
change relating to member small claims procedures.

L3




