RAHIEIC 1T 5 IR D 24 (16)

— T AV 4)—

mwok B4

W aatikiER®a L (17807 (agency)
TP B A RO T T [T

W SRHEERREZ O [TBUT (agency) | #441E
RATHERE L ERAT A

O

1 BBSEtRERES E [7BUT (agency) ]

T A A OKEFRAERIE. 2001 FOHmEH [FEHFWGIRRE] 2BV T,
[REZREG | 25 B & O BBt 7§10 5535 & OF Regulation SXIZEEN LIV — )L
EERGERE L, GERIE I Z B RINOBHEAIL o T, WHRGAERER O
u+ﬁyzxybkﬁMLt%ﬁ(wmmm)%ﬁ?éjkﬁﬁbfwt
(GAO [2001] pp.56)c TDT EMNBIX, 2 DIT. MBAFHEERRAIITH
J7 (agency) ZR%4 L. WMHAFHEERRIIATBFRENEH ShD L L7

2k, WM aEkEEF L Lk, BT (regulation) (24T % & v )RR
\2D7% A% (Pearson [2005] p.98).

2 THFRERVERBBRENT TO [1TBUT]

TANAZBWT [FTBIT (agency) | OEFIFEMIZI Y RL Y, TBF
BRI BWTE, [TATBUT]) &3, ARERGEE OB 21T 2 &
(authority) Z W\, MOTBUTIZET 2 2%, F I3 MMOTBIT O 5412
RS 20Er2MbRN] EERSNTWAS (5USC. §551(1), £L T, i

o — - Yy —F11% (2012 1 3) 197
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FEMARIC BT, fTBUT AWM (authority) & L TEFREINTWLDIE. H
BATBUTAMBDITEITOHICE TN TVBE I EWH 5 ERHEHORE XL
R A 52 BT WA I ERH b I LIck b ShTwniz Y,

fsFi. 153 E B (Pub. L. 89-554, 80 Stat. 383) ® FCld, [{FEUT (agency) ]
I2iE. 512, BUF3¥ (government corporation). BUFFZAL3 (govern-
ment controlled corporation)? Z DMATEEEDFERE (establishment) . 437 HL
THUT (independent regulatory agency)® = ENEFINLT L L ENTVS
(5U.S.C. § 552(f)(1)),

FLT, 2k xiE IR EUT (Federal Reserve) (&, B OB 2 E
ZEITL. GRAONTMERZATEL, SREREIES 545551 512 X o TR
KA SN TR WS REOEETH 205, [THRFHREDOTTO [1TEIT]
Cd72% & SN ATBERD S L 72 A OFEM (agency) & LTESH
7o EANEH R R R A D EMAREOTTO [TBIT] Kh7zb L shTwn
%%, 51, EIBEET - HE LM (FHLMCO) b, [BUFF R &
H5HZENPHIZER STV Y BRFOFERE REFERE DN 7
v FCTHLEBEREDIHTLL OREHEAL TS E LT, HHREHER

1) Senate Judiciary Committee [1945] p.10, House of Representative Judiciary Committee
[1946] p.19. See also Senate Judiciary Committee [1946] p.196

2) LEREEREAERLABEIF I RICETNS LI Tz (House of
Representatives Committee on Government Operations [1974] p.9).

3)  [HHIATEUT (regulatory agency) ] 1%, B LComMlhza o280 Zi%F, —
VI —ATHMEREATHITBITE V),

4)  Flight International Group v. Federal Reserve Bank, 583 F.Supp. 674, 678 (N.D.Ga. 1984),
vacated without op., 597 F.Supp. 462 (N.D.Ga. 1984).

5)  Petkas v. Staats, 501 F.2d 887 (D.C. Cir. 1974) (Staats 1%, JEfliFI & LERBZLOART
Ho72). ZOWPEIE, [ITBIT] OBFBIIHEIVED L) BIRNVERTPIERFEL VW E
HIR L7z,

6)  Rocap v. Indiek, 539 F.2d 174, 180-181 (D.C. Cir. 1976). See also House of Representatives
Committee on Government Operations [1974] pp.8-9 and Senate Judiciary Committee [1974]
p.17.
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W [THIT] 125725 EDHBARENTWS ", F72, kel E At
(National Railroad Passenger Corporation, AMTRAC) % Alli% L 72342
ZHIEATBIT T 2T N IEBIFOMMETD vk S THBH (Railroad
Passenger Service Act of 1970, 45 US.C. § 541 (1988)). RO %4
P b R, AoRERERE AL, PREA T A BUFREICH ST 2205 15
MEMBEONFEEICBIT %% (House of Representatives Committee on
Government Operations [1974] p.9) 12T, HHEMHEIC WS 1TBUTFIC
Db Lz, 510, BRFOWE % ETT 5 HEEMENDITBITICH 25
EENTBY, AL S L, A3V =7 VIR HEHRE LI ) fTBUTIC
HlbrshTwan? \wmiiﬁ4ﬂv—ﬂﬂ”ﬂw5ﬁ&ﬁmu%t%
Bt shTwa W, i, AFERFEEE LToMBIEILTWS &)
THHH BWAWEIRT I LR, =a—3— 7RG, HHkEH
BV ITBITICH 72 S v & LA 4T 5,

Thabb, [(TET] Chb0Er0HMIlHz>TESESERT 72
Y —BERBIZANSNEHRY | 5 h0 [H7 L72#% (independent func-
tion) | ZZFTLTW2h, THHGOHERIZESWTHA] (rule) FdHA4
KA VBT HIENTEZHE Y, Thbb, ZOTMS [HE4 L,
P B 2 LA TE LM (authority) A3 2 ™ Haicid, WA MED

7)  Rocap v. Indiek, 539 F.2d 174, 176.

8)  National Railroad Passenger Corporation — Applicability of Freedom of Information,
Privacy, and Sunshine Acts, 57 Compt. Gen. 723, 777 (1979).

9)  Cotton v. Adams, 798 F.Supp. 22,24 (D.C.1992).

10) Pub. L. N0.93-579, 88 Stat. 1896, codified as amended at 5 U.S.C.A. § 552a.

11) Dong v. Smithonian Institute, 125 F.3d 877, 879 (D.C.Cir. 1997), cert. denied, 524 U.S. 922
(1998).

12) Independent Investor Protective League v. New York Stock Exchange, 367 F.Supp. 1376,
1377 (S.D.N.Y.1973).

13)  See Public Citizen Health Research v. Department of Health, 449 F.Supp. 937, 941 (D.C.C.
1978), reh’g. denied, 477 F.Supp. 595 (D.C.C.), rev’d on other grounds, 668 F.2d 537 (D.C.Cir.
1978).
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TTo [TEIT] ZH725b0L SNTETW5S (Seeeg. Shields [2011]),
3 MBESSEEEFESO [THT (agency) | %44

Y=L Ay 7 A —EE 108 5212 & 5 UIE# 1933 SERESRIL 45 19 5
. FERIGG I RB SN, B 5 HEERE FARIROE LSt Rl 2. FERFTIC
W [RICEDSN/z] DD L LTRAT 5 720121F, oM e 1 ARiE,
R 3R (private entity) & L CTHIHE SN2 DO TR ITNIER L WEEDT
BY, BEHRNGIERSS, [HEE e RMEEREFEHRE L TDOFASBD
WAZOFHERR] 12X o T, MWHBRFHEERERRTZIRE L) FHEIE, %
WHIZE SR BT RERREA T REMFEARTH L EMEIT DL I L AR
LTWwad, %R 72E 213, GERGIZERROZRRA K TH > 72 Ruder i3, W5
KRFPEEFEHSIRMAKTH V. BUFOMILATEIT (independent govern-
ment agency) Tld7 { . fTETFHEZOMENFOITBITICEM SN D450
W& ZF 2V LB Tw/ (Ruder [2005] p.64)'%s F7z, H—~of ¥ X -
F v 7)) —#E1015&@)1F, AMERFEREZRS (PCAOB) XIS
(nonprofit corporation) & LT SN 5 L (See e.g. Carvin, et al. [2007]
p.204), [Gbld, KHMAEFEAEZ BRI EREBN OITBIT (agency)
F 721 3HHE  (establishment) Tid7Z\» (shall not be) L EDTE Y. Free
Enterprise Fund v. Public Company Accounting Oversight Board 1128\ T,
—JEERER LR o720 %D TH A ) AT —an v &7 KR XK [E X 2%

14) See e.g. Ciba-Geigy Corporation v. Mathews, 428 F.Supp. 523, 527 (S.D.N.Y. 1977),
Armstrong v. Executive Office of the President, 90 F.3d 553 (D.C.Cir. 1996).

15) Washington Research Project v. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, 504 F.2d
238, 248 (D.C.Cir. 1974).

16) WMHBARFHEEFRRSIE, (MO TR TOREEMMBEL OME B SMV L] ot
H 5 Z {7 ff1 T (Financial Accounting Standards Board [2011]),

17) EEHERHEADL, ARMAESFHENRRRY MTHTFRER &0, EfiLEREDOTT
DOENF DO TR (governmental entity) ] ZIZI ) Phbhr vl vy T L EHHRE LTV
(See Carvin, et al. [2007] p.204)
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THHAT Y LRSI L ARAEATEHEREAVTBITICH 25 Lk
HRL T,

51T, MBARFHEERRSDY ITBUT] Xh725L LThH, [HHEFOR
REFLEIBFEAOHEOREZ LSS | ATBIT & LT, ITB koA
ot (5US.C. § 551(1)E) 12H725DTIE RV L W) MEDLDH 5,

LU, BRI O, WBREHEERRSE, [TEBUT] L LToRMEH
LCTWaERMEINTEY (Cunningham [2008] p.60). F L TR, ¥—~A
YA F s R —HEO T TR, WESFHEERRSOEEESIIIREIC X
STEMARbh, F72. AEHRIGIEEAKICX Y, SEtiERE Ak e LCalam
ENTWVD &) HFEIL, BHRAHEERRSIDY [TBUT] XhesLWsh
HUHEMEZ H 72 (Pearson [2005] p.101).

F9, WHBSEHEERRADHIE - AR L SEHEEDEESGHE R OB
BUTHOOLNRTWS E W) ZEhbid, BEARTHEERRSITHEIBOITHIT
AL TS IEHERZZET LTS LT A I LD WRETH S LIRS
Twb (Pearson [2005] p.102)%7, 7273, fTETHBICWD [ITBUT] 2
725\ 1212, MHBAEHEERES DV ERBAFOREO TIZH S L)
Py m R T2TLEED D 5o Railway Labor Executives Association v. Consolidated
Railway Corporation (Comrail) HARHIPL?Y 2B WC, BHPTIL, BHEE 2T,
WETHARBERL. —EOIHEHICHIRZIMZ 5 2 &id, BUFINE %2555
Thh, FEMZ (virtua) HEWEEIZEH550wE LT, Conrail 133
FHOTBITTIERWEHIRLTBY (at 779). F72. Gilmore v. United States
Department of Energy FFH 2 12 B W Tid, HWH D 5 0E 4% %1 5 FNHL

18) 537 F.3d 667 (D.C.Cir. 2008).

19) 130 S.Ct. 3138 (2010).

20) 7ok ZAE. Kripkeld, REMVMEZIRT 202 RET S L1, TRITTREVER
(nonagency entity) (CRRAHICIIEET X5 Li(HL T/ (Kripke [1979] p.153),

21) 580 F.Supp. 777 (D.C.1984).

22) 4F.Supp.2d 912 (N.D.Cal. 1998).
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Wi, IRHEPHIC KA, MO EEWICHENEELZZ T 5L v )0 TRITN
L EEREBECW ) TBUT] ICEES L e ShTwie, MEai ki
Wk DHIE Lo Rt M2 @GR AN EZ ) LRAD T DD olc b vH S
ER M B RFHEERRRVP EORESFNG I RZERICHMET 52 & H 5 il
HITDLILEDRDOENTVDEDONE V) T LT KBS, Pearsond. [1TEUT
WZH722L 3N THRIEBIEDFHMEERIIBZL ML TS EFHEIL T
W5 (Pearson [2005] p.102),

Flo, =L VX - F v 7 A) —FEOT T, WHEARFHEERERES VAR
HWRRETARE LCOMMZMERT 57201218, FESED 5B 0% Az L)
RN ST, ARG IRERD D 5 F %2 KR EF AR E LTRET
BZENTELDIE, ZOERPFEEOUGEZAIZLTVDLEEIIRONS,
COZEiE, HED HIZH AR RET ST L 2B R 7B O FAR % AR
L7z L i iliT 2 2 e TE D, Thbb, EEIGHEIBITEIT OMAERMEE 2 20
5 ENTELD, FEHRNGIERARFHEMRES e B4R L L CTiiET& 2RIk
D&, HOFEOMBHEEATLILEF R VX -y 7 R =4
108513ROTHY, TDZ Lid, HF% L, MEBARFHEERRES OMIRMEGE A
BRI Tay = VENTWLIEEZERTLINLTH DL, ZDEHIZ
EZ5L, BHRERERRZ T, EROTBUTE LTERICRD SN L5
flicx2 (Ochoa [2011] pp517-518)s LArd, H—~A ¥ X - v & 21—
FEH 109513, MBRFHEERERSOTRICO X, ERNGIZHSOKBZ1H
% &%, BURIMIZIERD TEW RS, =S Y X - F v 7 2 — I,
AEHIG I RRE RO PRI E RSB AEHEERESOTREZKELTWD &
s Tw5b (Rappeport and Leone [2007])

DLz T MBRFHEEFRSIVITBITICH 72 5 L il < 5 W hEE %2
ED T2 DIL, T8 Petkas v. Staats T BT, FUliEH I EFRS
B HTBIT] 2H725 LK ENRTWAE I EThbH, HliFHEILERRE LW
B MEBREHEERRIL, TES2 LML TBY, wihd, LFEOATET
HHEERNERL, BIELE 23T 2HRE2A L, 25 0kiEL, MOITEB
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T3 L CRBE 2T 57201 T A2 L 3EREN TR, Thbb,
WA L CTHEBZ BT L TWAEW) ZENTE L, 2L, IERNEIRES
W BEEREREREEOTOF Y VA A Y N EZR R B AR IERREL T,
FEMIIIET I LATE LD, MWHSFHLEHRESD, SR IZES» S
MV LT SRtEREORERITRIMRE AT LI L IXhb ) id %,

F7o, BMEMEO 1974 FRIEC L D D AMOBNF IR E ATk E D
NA Ty FTHDHERICHEREBHEO@ET 2 IR L7z v i, JEE
FIEANDITBITIZH 725 L ENLTENPREIN T RN LIZHELT L,
FlEEu — VIS AEDITERITICH 725 O LKL ITBITICH 725 L5552
EHER-ET 5. S510. TREETPHERI. MYDR 8 v 7 L RfICET
ENTMEREZAE LAHRPHAZED 5N T (permanent) WHTH L 2 &
RARILE LT MBSV TEITICH 725 & SN ® | Btk
WA DY DAY v 7 LIRHIC R INI MR E AT AR ED &
NTWARWHIRTH 5,

EHIT, AR I ER S B RE RERRS IR EEORELZ R L T
W5 EEHITTE 2D THIUT, FEHFIGIRB XA SRAET 2O & W UHAIH

R FEREDRT A LM ne, BETHILITE - T fTEBFHE
G EORAEMHFIDIRERZIBHTELZILIIR 200, ZOMPLL. B
BRFHRMERER AN, THTFRE R L OBETIE, TBITLFHis NS Z &
DMWY THDHEN) T %D (See Ochoa [2011] pp.519-520)%Y,

%R, MHERFHEERBERIVHEMOITET TH L LMTHE. TOLRERDHE
LR O ARG [ RE XIS T A LN TEL LW RSB L 268N
LUREMEDSE Ve Tb B, ARAREKFERTZBRROZLR OB TS

23) Meyer v. Bush, 981 F.2d 1288, 1294 (D.C.Cir. 1993).

24) bolkd, WHATHEERHES, FHEHA (Rules of Procedure) ZEHTBHBY,
Fhix, BITEFEREZETFTVELLZDDOTH L E L TWwD (See House of
Representatives [2001] p. 15 (Statements of Edmund L. Jenkins)). See also Mattli and
Buthe [2005] p.239.
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DOWTC, ENGHEHBH L EEITRY, AEHFRNTIZESVPTZHEMMETAZ L
MHTE, ELZFHAEH L E ZITBD . KEHEAGEHRNG I ZRBSOZE 2 T
FTHIENTELEVY) [CHOEMNFHZEMGLE T LME] Z2ED LT —X
AR Fy 7 A) —581015:(e) 612D X, Free Enterprise Fund v. Public
Company Accounting Oversight Board FAFie e B ® 25, Z 0EH 3 HE

NS B E DY Z/R L, TORRE LT, RHEEKFERERZO
ZRHZAESPGIZEXZHBICFMETE 2 LR LTV A 2 R 6Id, GEFHI
FIZAXIMBEFHEERRRORAZHHICMETE 2 L v ) RV ER—

BysZkilhbed#E25N5 (Ochoa [2011] pp.523-524) o
4 SEHRERTEEERTA

Ak, WEOHBEZBUHFOMRZHIRT 25D TH-> T, FAANDITL %
B2 HD0TIEEVDS, BRADITAD»ANED (public function) DFEATIZH
72 YA R IR F 72N OB G, BHEF 723 RIIAFAET A2 HA121E. AAD
TR IR F 7213 AT (EIRATR) ICEAT 20l Sh, EEOHBIE
RS B EetED S 5 (B3F [2008] 138-139 HZ:H),

LZAHT, AAIZ X ZHHOTIRIZB T, Abramson 1%, BUFIZ X - TIE
KU SN2 D OIZERITS L RE SN T L ERFERIC KL 2 B EBHIZ2
E, B OIER GO %) 2R WABIENIE, 2 OBHIABUFIC X %8
W EFEMICF— D2 £72 L TCWAEZBRE, HERTAELIZHO LN
WTHA9) L35 (Abramson [1989] p.213-214), Zd LT, FERIFERIC HIE
MWIEHEZE R 2 & BUFFIZ X 2 IERXRIZHEIZ R 02S, BUF LM S 0DD %58
&b B DD (Abramson [1989] p.171) oW T, MPIHEOLTEL D 5
L1819 % (Abramson [1989] p.213). Z L C. MEBEAFIIE#EREHESZ. ¥
=R VR -y 7 A —FIEDCHRIGIRERIC L BHBENMTH - T
b, kD, TOFEMIIHo TSN,

25) 130S.Ct. 3138, 3161-3164 (2010).
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A& %D 2 BT ABERITHBICH 25 & SNDHEEEIE. ZORHITT
BT 2— « TR A TIT R b T U, B5BIERER O 1415
EREIGERT 22812 h5, bobd, ZORBATANCENEKEET S
WAEZIE, EDEI % TFa— - TULAPERENLOH)E D) FEND 5.
ZLC, MBARHREFEREZICEI L2 T0F Y VA4 Y ORBEROARKIE, L
BHHIT A TH D L DA D 5o Abramson 1%, Li:Fhi & O CRER
RERTDZEMAMHEFL, £ OHHE. RO TWRWH S (Abramson
[1989] p.199). VIHEMHHATA® KBV T, FHEMT2— - L AILH
JAsNwE 35 (Abramson [1989] p.215). f)i. Lawrence %, [FARIFILE
ZUEBR L7230 &) BB LOYESIE, TS A EN LW LT X
STHESNSZ LiZhWvE iRk 5 (Lawrence [1986] p.684), #L T, &
BWEIZOWTIE, BEERB LT 2 v 74 E, RWFIREZPERT 5 X 5 2lE
%433 (institutional safeguard) ASFAET 545 MEMHHIITE 2477 95 FA
NZOWTRZD &) BREERPFAEL B2V LITHA BN, R
& B EHEAT AR E T 2 — - T AERL LT, ZORADOFREE
AR O BN R EFEIFE L v, KO, ZFOREHZRIG U7 REaek
BEZOBEATHECH Do T xR La2Thdesrnwed 2
(Lawrence [1986] pp.684-685). LawrencelZ. =D X 9 LD HARL L L
T, fCEHITH (representative process). TXCTOFERZREOSH, H
FEIMOBEBIIC X 2 HAF 7213 N5 ORBINOANRE ., FHEREE K
OFE. THEREOER. FhEoORXILEOMHER &% %175 (Lawrence
[1986] pp.688-693)

26) o &b, Abramsonld. AN X 2T HICB TR VENHAGITAL T2 — - Tut
ASGHEOBEH S 5 BT E L OXNELT LHHMETIE RV ERHLTYS
(Abramson [1989] p.215),
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