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Sources and Organizsiii»an

Putfing People First

The spending cut proposals in this book started with the proposals in the Clinton/Gore
Putiing People First book, Proposals from other sources have also been included, The Purting
People First cut proposals are:
1 Reduce defense spending.
2. Cut Inteliigence budget.
3. Cut the White House staff, .
4. Eliminate 100,000 federal employees.
B Cut three percent from administration in all departments.
6. Reschedule the sational debt. ™
7. Cut congressional staffs,
8, Cut "purk barrel” projects.
9. Reform the Defense Department inventory system. *
10, Institute Comprehensive Federal Energy Conservation, ¥
11.  Reduce overhead on federally sponsored university research. ™
12.  Streamline USDA ficld offices, * |
13, Reduce special purpose HUD grants, *
14,  Reform the management of the RTC. *
15.  Consolidate the overseas broadcasting system.
16.  Freeze spending on federal consuitants, |
17.  Consolidate social service programs, *
18.  Review Medicare and Medicaid expenditures in thé context of overall health care reform.

* indigates specific programmatic cost cuttiag options



Proposals from other sources have been added to those from Putring Pecple First. These
other sources include:

L the Congressional Budget Office (CRBO} in its publication Reducing the Deficit; Spending
and Beveoue Qontions, February 1992;

- Ross Perat (RP) in his publication United We Stand, 1992, and the working document
prepared by John White;

. the Heritage Foundation (HF) in itg article "Real Deficit Reﬁacugzz Demands Real
Spending Cuts® contained in The Heritage Foundation Background

. the International Mongtary Fund (JMF} in its publication World Eronomic Qutlook,
October 1992 and informal public comments about its confidential report on the United

States economy,

. Charles Schultz in his article in the Brookzﬂgs Institution {BR} publication Seiting
Domestic Priorities, 1992; and

. The Suengthening of America Commission organized by the Center for Strategic and’
International Studies (CSIS}, which was chaired by Semators Sam Nunn (D-GA) and Pete
Doemenici (R-NM3} (N-D) in its 10-year deficit reduction plan,

Bug ' i 3 acket, containing options to balance the budget
in f‘ ve years prepnsed by chse Budgel Cemmmee Chairman Leon Panctta (D-CA)
(PO}

Other proposals will be incorporated as they become available.

Budget Functions and Other Decision Arrays

The current budget concept, known as the “unified budget" was developed in
conformance with the recommendations of the President’s Commission on Budget Concepts
(1567). While various adaptations have occurred over the years, the Commission’s report has
continued to orovide the basic framework for federal budget concepts and presentations. A
discussion of the broad budget planning implications of this framework is discussed in the paper,
OPTIONS FOR RESTRUCTURING THE BUDGET, prepared by the Budget Policy Group.

Since the President’s Commission in 1967, federal budget programs and some fax
"expenditure” programs have been classified into an evolving list of functions and subfunctions,
Since the mid-1980s, Congressional budget decision-makers have also focused on certain other
budget aggregations for spending programs, especially those which follow the broad categories
sét by the Budget Enforcemenmt Act of 1990, Other classifications will be useful for budget
decisiop-making and are listed following this introduction. A key to these other classifications
follows this listing of functions.



Federal budget [unctions and subfunctions:

050 NATIONAL DEFENSE
031  Department of Defense-Military
083 Atomic energy defense activities
034  Defense-related activities

150 INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS
151  International development and humanitarian assistance
I52  International security assistance
1533 Conduct of foreign affairs ]
134 Foreign information and exchange activities
158 Imternational financial programs

250  GENERAL SCIENCE, SPACE, AND TECHNGLOGY
251 General science and basic research
232 Space flight, research, and supporting activities

270 ENERGY
271 Epergy supply
272 Energy conservation
274 Emergency energy preparedness
276  Energy information, policy, and regulation

30 NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT
301 Water Resources ‘
302  Conservation and land management
303  Recreational resources
304  Pollution control and abatement
306  Qther natural resources

350  AOCGRICULTURE
351 Farm income $tabilization
352 Agriculture rescarch and services

370 COMMERCE AND HOUSING CREDIT
371 Mortgage credit
372 Postal service
372 Deposit Insurance
376 (dher advancement of commerce



400

450

500

550

570

600

650

700

TRANSPORTATION

401 Ground transportation
402 Air transportation
403  Waiter transportation
407  Other transporiation

COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT
431  Community development .
452 Area and regional development

453 Disaster relief and insurance

EDUCATION, TRAINING, EMPLOYMENT, AND SOCIAL SERVICES
501  Elementary, secondary, and vocational education

502 Higher Education :

503  Research and general education aids

304  Training and Employment

308 Other labor services

306 Social Services

HEALTH

351  Health Care services

352  Health research and training

384  Consumer and occupational health and safety

MEDICARE
571 Medicare

INCOME SECURITY

6801 General retirement and disability insurance (excluding social security)
602  Federal employee retirement and disability

#03  Unemployment compensation

604  Housing assistance

505 Food and nutrition assistance

609  Qther income security

SOCIAL SECURITY
451  Social Security

VETERANS BENEFITS AND SERVICES

701 Income security for veterans

732 Veterans education, training, and rehabilitation
703 Hospital and medical care for veterans

704 Vetsrans housing

705 Other veterans benefits and services



756 ADMINISTRATION QF JUSTICE
‘ 7381  Federal law enforcement activities
752  Federal litigative and judicial activities
783  Federal correctional activities
754  Criminal justice assistance

800  GENERAL GOVERNMENT
301  Legislative functions
802  Executive direction and management
803  Central fiscal operations
804  General property and records management
205  Central personnel management
806  General purpose fiscal assistance
808  Other general government -
BO9  Deductions for offsetting receipts

900  NET INTEREST
901 Interest on the public debt
902  Interest received by on-budget trust funds
903 Interest received by off-budget trust funds
908  Other interest ’

920 ALLOWANCES
928 Allowances

950 UNDISTRIBUTED OFFSETTING RECEIPTS
931  Employer share, employee retirement (on-budget)
952  Employer share, emplovee retirement {off-budget)
933  Rents and royalties on the Outer Continental Shelf

95%  MORE THAN ONE FUNCTION OR NOT CLASSIFIABLE BY FUNCTION
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It is also possible to rearrange this document in g different order according to several
different sorting fields for each option listed in Appendix A. The sorting ficlds are:

AGENCY:
FUNCTIONAL CODE:

BUDGET ENFORCE-
MENT CATEGORY:

PROPONENTS OR
OTHER SOURCE:

BUDGET STRUCTURE
TYPE AFFECTED:

BUDGET FUND:

CATEGORY:

RATING:

Departinent or agency {alpha by name). |

Functions and sebfunctions (3-digit numeric}.

& Defense or International Affairs Discretionary (D-ID});

¢ Domestic Discretionary (DOM);

# Entitlement and Other Mandatory PayGo (PG-E); or
~ ® Revenue PayGo (PG-R).

® Congressional Budget Office (CBO};
® Clinton/Gore {CG);

& Ross Perot {(RP);

# Heritage Foundation (HF);

& International Monetary Fund (IMF);
® Brookings {BR);

¢ Nunn-Domenigci {N-D); and

# Panetta Options (PO),

- @ Operating Budget (OPB);

® Capital Investment Budget (CIB), and
¢ Income Replacement Budget {IRB)

¢ General Fund (GF);
® Trust Fund {TF}; and
& Public Enterprise Pund (EF)

# Tax Cut {TC), Tax Increase {T1);
® User Fee (UF), Asset Sale (AS); and
¢ Spending Cut (8}, Spending Increase (81).

® Clinton/Gore (1);

& strong candidate {2},

® possible candidate (3);

¢ check out, further vetting {4); or
& pork account {3},



Baseline for Decision-Making

The federal budget process is multi-step, occurs throughout the year and involves
decision-making at various stages which applies to more than one year at 2 time. For example,
the next President’s Budget to be submitted sometime between the first Monday in January and
the first Monday in February, on which Congress will act through most of calendar year 1993,
will be the fiscal year 1994 Budget, which takes effect on October 1, 1993,

During consideration of the FY1994 Budget, the President and Congress will be
concerned with the latest year in which actuals will be available (FY 1992}, and the six years for
which estimates will be made, including: current year (FY1583), the budget year (FY 1994}, and
the four putyears {FY1995-98). For some analyscs, vears beyond these may be used, but for
budget-making purposes on specific decisions, estimates beyond these {ime frames have
traditionally been considered less meaningfol and unreliable.

For the purposes of this documnent, it was necessary to use a consistent baseline. During
December 1892, a full set of useabie baseline numbers for FY 1992 actuals are not yet available,
Nor have the final results of recent regular Congressional and Presidential appropriations and
tax action affecting FY1993 been fully tabulated. In addition, before Presidential and
Congressional action on the FY1994 budget is taken, basic economic assumptions will be
revised. The most recent basic set of numbers in any useable detail were provided by the non-
partisan Congressional Budget Office (CBO) in its summer budget update, issued in August
1892, This baseline has been chosen for these documents,' recognizing that it will be replaced
by an updated baseline before the decisions implied by these documents are finalized, When a
full set of baseline numbers are available, they will be incorporated into these options. Unless
otherwise noted, the average percentage change from years 1994 to 1997 was used to gstimate
1998 Current Services numbers and 1998 change numbers not otherwise available.

! Note that for analysis of the National Defense function (050}, the FY 1993 President’s
Budget (as estimated by CBO in November 1992) was used for comparisans between aliernative
paths, because the President’s Budget represents a specific, comprehensive plan against which
more detailed comparisons are possible,



SPENDING CUT OPTIONS

Table of Contents Follows



REDUCE DEFENSE SPENDING:

PUTTING PEOPLE FIRST NUMBERS - MORE SPECIFIC PATH OPTIONS FOLLOW . ...... ‘ 1
ASPIN " e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 4
APPROXIMATES NUNN PLAN . .. .. i i s s it s st ea st aaaaeenn 6
ASPIN A = 8
ASPIN "A" I T I I TR T I I IP IR 10
BROOKINGS (KAUFMAN/STEINBRUNERFORCEII) .. ..o ittt i iiiinans 12

CUT INTELLIGENCE BUDGETS ............. ............................. .. 14
REFORM DEFENSE DEPARTMENT INVENTORY SYSTEM .. .. .. .. it i e e 17
CANCEL THE B-2 STEALTH BOMBER . . . ... . it it it et et s e s et e i e 19
TERMINATE THE SEAWOLEF SUBMARINE PROGRAM . . .. .. ... . ittt aennnannnns 22
REDUCE SECURITY ASSISTANCE TO BASE-RIGHTS COUNTRIES . ... .. . v i i c s 23
CONSOLIDATE THE OVERSEAS BROADCASTING SYSTEM . .. .. ... ittt iae i e e 28
REDUCE EXIMBANK CREDITS . . ... .. it it ittt et ettt r e s ennnnn 30
SCIENCE, SPACE/TECHNOLOGY v vt vt vt vttt i ietssaesnnsanaennesannanasnsan Section II
CANCEL THE SUPERCONDUCTING SUPI;'.‘R COLLIDER . ... ... . . . it eiinaeann 1
CANCEL NEW SPACECRAFT DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS ... ... .. .. . it iien 36
CANCEL THE SPACE STATION PROGRAM . . . ... i i i i e i it e 39
CANCEL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM FOR THE ADVANCED SOLID ROCKET MOTOR . ....... 42
REDUCE SUBSIDIES PROVIDED BY THE RURAL ELECTRIFICATION ADMINISTRATION . . ..... 45
RAISE FEES CHARGED TO UTILITIES FOR URANIUM ENRICHMENT ....... .. ... ... ... 48
SELL NAVAL PETROLEUM RESERVES TO PRIVATE SECTOR . .. . i ittt vt v i e e e 50



R E E R TURE . ..ot it it ittt taanees Section III

REQUIRE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY TO RAISE RATES FOR FEDERAL |
HYDROELECTRIC POWER TO SPEED DEBT REPAYMENT . . .. .. ... ... . ... .. . ... 53

REDUCE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY ACQUISITIONS OF
CRUDE OIL FOR THE STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE .. ... ........ ... ... ..., 56

TERMINATE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY ACQUISITIONS

OF CRUDE OIL FOR THE STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE . ... ................. 59
IMPOSE USER FEES ON THE INLAND WATERWAY SYSTEM ... ................ .. ... ... 61
IMPROVE PRICING FOR COMMERCIAL USES OF PUBLICLANDS . ........ ... ..o 63

ELIMINATE BELOW-COST TIMBER SALES FROM NATIONAL FORESTS .................. 67

SUBSTITUTE PRIVATE FINANCING FOR GOVERNMENT
FINANCING OF THE SUPERFUND PROGRAM . ...t viiin e it e 69

CUT THE MARKET PROMOTION IN HALF OR ELIMINATEIT ........... P T 71

RESTRICT ELIGIBILITY FOR BENEFITS FROM PRICE SUPPORT
PROGRAMS AND REDUCE THE PAYMENT LIMITATION . . . ............. e e 74

REDUCE DEFICIENCY PAYMENTS TO FARMERS PARTICIPATING

IN USDA COMMODITY PROGRAMS . . . ... i s it i s s s a e 17
REPLACE DEFICIENCY PAYMENTS WITH DECLINING DIRECT PAYMENTS .. ............. 79
ELIMINATE THE HONEY PROGRAN; .......................................... 81
END FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE AND REPLACE IT WITH i

STANDING AUTHORITY FOR DISASTER ASSISTANCE . ... ... ... .. .. 83
REDUCE FEDERAL SUPPORT FOR AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH

AND EXTENSION ACTIVITIES . . . .. .. i i s e 86
STREAMLINE USDA FIELD OFFICES ........ 89
ELIMINATE WOOL AND MOHAIR PROGRAM . .. . ... . i i e 91

COMMERCE, HOQUSING/TRANSPORTATION/COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT ............. Section IV
INCREASE SEC REGISTRATION FEES . . .. ... e e st i e e 93
CHANGE BENEFICIARIES FOR THE TRADE PROMOTION ACTIVITIES OF THE

INTERNATIONAL TRADE ADMINISTRATION OR ELIMINATE THE PROGRAM ... .... ... 95
EXTEND PATENT AND TRADEMARK FEES . . . ... . ... s e 97
REDUCE NON-PROFIT POSTAL SUBSIDY BY 25% . . . .. ..... B 99

REDUCE SBA BUSINESS LOANS . . ........ i e e et e e e 101

ii



-

SCALE BACK THE RURAL RENTAL HOUSING ASSISTANCE PROGRAM . ... .. v oo 123

CHARGE FOR BEXAMINATIONS OF STATE-CHARTERED BANKS . . . . ... .. . .. . aatn HES
IMPOSE A ROYALTY PAYMENT ON COMMUNICATIONS USERS

OF THE RADIOSPECTRUM . . .. i i s ca e n s T i it
AUCTION LICENSES TOUSE THERADIC SPECTRUM .. . . . . o i e e e cecssnn s 114
CONTINUE TO PHASE-DOWN THE AMTRAK SUBSIDY . ... ... s v o it4
ELIMINATE INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION . . .. .. . e i 11é
CUT HIGHWAY DEMONSTRATIONS IN HALF . ... ... I b e 118
ELIMINATE AIRPORT GRANTSIN AID L L e i i i e 120
ESTABLISH USBER FEES FOR AIR TRAFFIC CONTRCL SERVICES ... ... . iy 123
ESTABLIZH CHARGES FOR AIRPORT TAKECFF AND LANDING ?LOTS f et 125
RAISECOAST GQUARD FEES . . . .. i it nnamrae s o T ¥4 '
END FUNGING FOR "I‘Hé ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION . . . ... .o ot 128
ELIMINATE Cfif{”{“ﬁﬁ;i RURAL DEVELOPMENTPROGRAMS . . .. ... o e c s 13
ELIMINATE THE APPALACHIAN REGIONAL COMMISSION .. ... .. ................... 133

REVIEW MEDICAID EXPENDITURES IN THE CONTEXT OF OVERALL HEALTH CARE REFORM | 145

COMBINE FUNDING TO STATES FOR THE COSTS GF ADMINISTERING ARDC,

MEDICAID, AND FOOD STAMPS INTOQ A SINGLE INDEXED GRANT . ... ... ... ...y 147
REVIEW MEDICARE EXPENDITURES IN THE CONTEXT

OF OVERALL HEALTH CARE REFORM . ... . ... e e e e s e e v 13
FREEZE MEDICARE'S PROSPECTIVE PAYMENT SYSTEM RATES FORONE YEAR . ... ......, 1532

CHARGE A FEE FOR SMI CLAIMS NOT BILLED ELECTRONICALLY .. ... ... ... vy, 154

i



INCREASE MEBIICARE SMI PREMIUM TO 30% . . . .. .. it s vt v v vt et s e cnann e ns 156

TAX A PORTION OF THE INSURANCE VALUE OF MEDICARE BENEFITS | ............... 158

I'NCREASE’ MEDICARE-B PREMIUM FOR THOSE WITH INCOMES » $125000 .. .. ... ... ... 16¢

INCOME SECURITY . ... ..o iiniinnnasass B SN 4

PROVIDBE HALF-CGLA TO EARLY FEDERAL RETIREES . .. .. ... ... ... et e 163
REDUCE CIVILIAN AND MILITARY RETIREMENT BENEFITS OR LIMIT COLAS

TO FEDERAL CIVILIAN AND MILITARY RETIREES FORS YEARS .. ... . ... .uan 165

END LUMP SUM PAYMENTS OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES' RETIREMENT BENEFITS .. .. ... ... 168

REDUCE SPECIAL PURPOSE HUD GRANTS .. .. .., ek et e e e e e e et Fi0

EXTENI)CUS’TQMSUSERF?ES,.,.,.”..““,‘..,,,*,,l,,:“,\ ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 180
CUT WHITE HOUSE STAFFICUT CONGRESSIONAL STAFEF .. ... ... v 182
KEHANGE REVENUE SHARING FORMULA FOR FEDBRAL LARDS . .. . ... ... . ..., L., 185
REDUCE INTEREST COS8T OF FEDERAL DEBT BY SHOR’I"E&%\EIN(} MATURITIES B R REE 187
ELIMINATE 100,000 FEDERAL EMPLOYEES . ... i it man s s rccecn 192
MCL?’? 3R FROM ADMINISTRATION . ... o i i i aes R 195
REDUCE OVERHEAD ON FEDERALLY SPONSORED UNIVERSITY RESEARCH .. .. ..... T
FREEZE SPENDING ON FEDERAL CONSULTANTS .. ..., ... ; e . 201
CAP ON NON-SQCIAL SECURITY MANDATORY PROGRAMS .. ... ... oo i oot 203

REDUCE THE NUMBER OF FEDERAL COMMISSIONS . . . ... ...y Y 1

£l

v



APPENDIX A




DEFENSE/INTERNATIONAL




REDUCE DEFENSE SPENDING:

PUTTING PEOPLE FIRST NUMBERS ~ MORE SPECIFI( PATH OPTIONS FOLLOW ..., ... 1

ASPIN MO e e 4
APPROXIMATES NUNK PLAN . . e et e e e e e e e e e e e e é
ASPIN "B ot e 8
ASPIN "A e 15
BROOKINGS (KAUFMAN/STEINBRUNER FORCE I . 0. v vt ittt it e e ee e 12

CUT INTELLIGENCE BUDGETS . . o\ttt et et et et ettt e e e e e 14

REFORM DEFENSE DEPARTMENT INVENTORY SYSTEM . o0 vcnnnnennnnn. .. e 17

CANCEL THE B-2 STRALTH BOMBER . ... .......... e e 19

TERMINATE THE SEAWOLF SUBMARINE PROGRAM .. ... .. .. e e 22

REDUCE SECURITY ASSISTANCE TO BASE-RIGHTS COUNTRIES ... .... s . 25

CONSOLIDATE THE OVERSEAS BROADCASTING SYSTEM . .0 vttt ie e ive s cseneenns 28

REDUCE EXIMBANK CREDITS . .. ... . o oo e e Per s s veae 30



APPENDIX A
Spending/Revenue Options
REDUCE DEFENSE SPENDING

PUTTING PEOPLE FIRST NUMBEKS
MORE SPECIFIC PATH OPTIONS FOLLOW

Agency: Defense Functional Code: 050
Enforcement; DD

Source: CG CBO HF #HP IM¥E BR N-D

Strugture: OPB CiB

Budget Fund: GFTF

Category: sC

Rating: 1

NOTE: All options rounded to the nearest $10 million. For example, $68 million would be shows as $0.97 billion,

CHANGE
EFFECT OF OPTION
{Dollars in Billions)

i
— e ————— -—= b — —___’
ar e e s . ——

Revenue e

Buslget Authority -— N/A NiA NiA N/A NiA N/A

{+ or = _

Oaglays {4+ or «) e -11.00 -12.50 -14.30 <2050 NiA -A8.50
over 4 years

gram - This page summarizes the overall defense reductions in Pusting People First and

re;}resents zhcsc savings as a change in outlays. The above numbers include the cuts set out m Putting
People First for "Imtelligence Cuts,” "Reform Defense Department Procurement Management” and
"Reform Defense Depament Inventory System,” but are shifted one year later. Discussions of the
latter three options can be found st the end of the overall defense options,



en Proposal - Recent geopolitical and military events suggest that defense threats have
Zeﬁsefzad in zeceni years and spending reductions will be possible within the context of newly aligned
defense missions. CG recommended a $58.5 billion cut in defense spending over 4 years; HF
recommended a $30.2 billion cut in defense spending over 5 years; RP recommended defense spending
cuts of 540 billion over 5 years in addition to reductions proposed by Bush; BR (Charles Schulize)
recommended $47 billion in defense spending cuts in 1997 prices below current level and $94 billion
with successful international force reduction agreements (Stembz‘unez‘}, angd N-D recommended
$290 billion in defenss spending cuts over 10 yeazs

sal - There will be regional and local impacts from base closings and military

zrzcizzszz‘y cutbacics

State and Local Impact of Proposal - Some State and local tax bases will be affected, as well as local

employment and economic activity.

£ HACS ASsos kal? - House Armed Services Chairman Aspin and
Senate Armed Semces Qkazrmaﬁ Nazm witl have: to be consulted closely on any plan. House and
Senate Defense and Military Construction Appropriation Subcommittee Chairs will also have to be
consulted, Need to coordinate with defense conversion initiatives,

Ampai ngifi ¢ . sal - Reductions included in Putting People First. Ross
Pe:mt proposed annual 1.6 percent re:al defense reductions of -$1.1b (FY 93}, -$3.6b (FY 94), -$6.8b
(FY 93), -$11.4b (FY 97), for a 5-year total of $40.0 billion. Perot names two programs he would
eliminate: the B-2 and the Seawolf submarine.

g Summary - Savings listed above are from Puiting People First (beyond Bush). These
numi}érﬁi refer to a different base and are therefore not directly additive with the numbers in the
following table. The Current Services numbers shown below are from the CBO November 1992 re-
estimate based on the Bush FY 1993 plan,



http:estim.te

PROPOSED LEVEL = CURRENT SERVICES PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE
{Doliars in Billions)

T Cumulative Six-

‘ 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 year ggra
Revenue e - - - — - ——
Budget Authority N/A N/& NiA N/A N/A NiA Nia
Outlays 289.90 282.20 282.60 286,70 289,60 293.20 1,723.70
Progosed Level
Revenue — — - — - — —
B;adget Authority NiA NIA MiA NiA NiA NiA N/A
Dutlays N/A N/A N/A Z*ii:}ww NiA N/A N/A
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Spending/Revenue Options

'APPENDIX A

REDUCE DEFENSE SPENDING

ASPIN "C*

Agency:  Defense

Functional Code; (50

Enfurcament;
Source:
Structurs
Budget Fund:
Category:
Bating

21D

tHouse Armed Services {HASC)

OPB (1B

OFTF
SC
i

NOTE: Al options rounded to the nearest $10 million. For example, $68 million would be shown as $0.07 billian.

CHANGE

EFFECT OF OFTION
{Dollars in Billions)

Camuiative S
1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 year Deficit
impact
R R AR AR AR AR AR AR oottt it sttt
Revenue e — _— — _— o —
Budget Authority KiA NiA N/A N/A KNiA NiA NiA
i+ or -}
Qutlays (& or - 8.00° 2,30 -7.85 -14.00 ~18.60 «16,80 59,50

Eropoved Program - The Aspin ™

C” plan includes fewer active and reserve military personnel than the

Bush plan, equivalent lift/repositioning, and includes readiness and weapons systems for a Desért Storm
equivalent, an air defense of Korea, a Panama-size operation, and a humanitarian/evacuation operation.

sal - This option offers savings through modest reductions in manpower, carrier-

has&d gr{:up& otherwarshlps and submarines while preserving a wide range of military operation
options short of global war.




w4

_ coposal ~ The tmpact on deficit reduction is minimal, largely by not wking
advamag& of fzzrther O&M reduction potential,

al? - House Armed Services Chairman Aspin and

Senatez\rmed Semces(’lhamnan Nunn {D«GA) will have fo be consulted closely on any plan. House
and Senate Defense and Military Construction Appropriation Subcommittee Chairs will also have to be
consulted,

PROPOSED LEVEL = CURRENT SERVICES PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE
{Daollars in Billions)

Crmulutive Six-
1994 1998 1996 1997 1948 yuar Deficit
hopact
Current Services
Reveme — - — — — - - g
Budget Authority NiA NIA N/A NIA Min NiA N7A
Qutisys 289,90 282,20 282,60 286.20 289.60 293.20 L7230
Propused Leovel |
Reveous n . e e s - o
Budget Authorily N/A NiA NiA NiA NiA NiA MiA
Qutiays 2R5.80 279.90 274,80 272.20 pAERLE 276.40 1,664.30
s AR A e
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APPENDIX A

Spending/Revenue Options

REDUCE DEFENSE SPENDING
APPROXIMATES NUNN PLAN

Agency:  Defense Functional Code: 050
Enforcerant: O-1D )

Source: CG CBO HE RP IMF N.D'

Struvtare: P8 CIB

Budget Fund: _ GF TF

Cutegory: sC

Rating: i

NOTE: All oplions rounded 10 the nearest $10 million. For example; $68 million would be shown #s $0.07 billion,

CHANGE
EFFECT OF OPTION
{Dollars 1o Billions)

1943 19%4 1995 1996 1997 1998 yeur Deficit
Ravenue - wmen — - — — o
Budget Authority - N/A N{A N/A NiA NA N/A
(4 cr =} -
Outlays {+ or -} — “71.30 -7.50 10,40 -14.10 ~18.00 -57.30

Proposed Prograns - A 5 year gradual bulkd down consistent with Sen, Nunn's thinking with an impact
spread across procurgment, manpower, G&M, ROT&E, and other accounts. This option preserves the
C-17, ¥-22, Defense conversion, strengthened Reserves, and an active manpower level of 1.4 million,
and therefore is consistent with Clinton-Gore campaign statements,



nents for Proposal - This plan 1s the most measured and steady course of reductions, with the
%}xgge:r :zfxiuciwrzs realized in FY 95-97. 1t is similar to Pusting Peaple First, but it is more detailed.
It is similar in direction, levels, and intent to Sen. Nunn’s plan,

\LEummnents Agd gsal - It saves $57.3 billion in outlays, which is similar to the sz‘mg People
First savmgs total but it achieves the savings over 3, not 4 years as in Puting People First, The
amount for Sealift may be inadequate to meet the Clinton plan objectives as the out-year funding Jevel
is modest.

AT ps Associate y Proposal? - House Armed Services Chairman Aspin and
Senate Armed Services Chmrman Nunn (D GA) will have to be consulied close] y on any plan. House
and Senate Defense and Military Construction Appropnation Subcommittee {Z?zazrs will also have to be
consulted. ‘

PROPOSED LEVEL = CURRENT SERVICES PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE

{Dollars in Rillions)
————— S " o rTT——————————
Cumulative Six-
1993 1994 1995 | 1996 1997 1998 year Deficit
Impact
Curreni Secvices
Revenue s e - - e o wvn
Budget Authority N/A NIA NIA NIA NiA NiA N/A
Outlays 284 .90 28276 282.50 28620 288.60 283,30 1,723.70
Revenue . o e e —_ o —
Budget Authority N/A N/A N/A NIA NiA NA 1T NA
Quilays 289.90 314,90 275.18 275,86 275.56 27528 1,666.40
[ bbb SRR . 1.1 St e ——




APPENDIX A

Spending/Revenue Options

REDUCE DEFENSE SPENDING
ASPIN "B”

Agency: Defense Functional Code: 050

Enforcement: : D-1D
Spurce: HASC
Structure: {JPH CIB
Budgst Fumd: GFTF
Category: 5
Rating: {

NOTE: Al opticns rounded o the nearest $1G million, For example, $68 million would be shown as $0.07 billion.

CHANGE
EFFECT OF OPTION
{Dollars in Billions)

by S——— v
Cumulative Six-
1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 year Defick
hmpwt
Revenue o — . ca- - — ——
Budget Authority NiA N/A N/A N/A, NIA N/A Nia
‘ {4 or -} :
Chitleys (+ or 4 .00 «1.60 ~18,30 -29.70 »39.60 -34.80 -1 30,80
———— ———————— —“—

Propgsed Program - This option has greater force levels than Aspin "A” by adding additional capability
10 carry out a Panama-size npez‘ath} in addition to the Desert Storm and humanitanan/evacuation
equivalents. .

' coposal - Provides for more flexibility, fewer manpower drawdc-wns, and
izﬁ}reposmoamg thzn Aspm TALC




sal? - House Armed Services Chairman Aspin and

Senaze e‘&rmed Semces Chmrmanszn (DGA) will have 1o be consulted closely on any plan. House
and Senate Defense and Military Construction Appropriation Subcommittee Chairs will also have to be
consulted.

PROPOSED LEVEL = CURRENT SERVICES PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE
{Dollars in Rillions)

. Camulative Six-
1593 1994 1995 1995 1997 1998 year Deficit
Imigact

Lurrenl Servives
Revenue . - o= e e o - —
Budget Authority NiA NiA NiA Nia NIA N/A NiA

28030 . 28220 28260 286.20 283606 28320 1,723.70
Pudget Authority N/A K/A NI& N/A N/A MNiA NIA
Cutlays 289.50 274.60 264.40 256,50 250,00 258.40 1,593.80

——————— oo e i



http:1.593.80
http:1.723.70

Spending/Revenue Options

APPENDIX A

REDUCE DEFENSE SPENDING

ASPIN A"
Agency: Department of Defense Functional Code: 030
Enforcement; B-in
Source: HASC
Structure: OPB CIB
Budget Bund: - GFTF
Category: SC
Rating: §
NOTE: Al options rounded to the nearest $10 million. For example, 368 million would be shown as $0.07 billion,

CHANGE

EFFECT OF OPTION
(Dollars in Billions)

Cumuolatiee Six- I
1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 your Deflelt
Tt
Rewvennae —— — - o o e o
Budget Authority N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A NiA
{+ or -)
Outlays (+ or -) 0.00 -+ | -10.60 | -24.30 -38.70 51.60 46 80 17200

Proposed Program - This option corresponds to Aspin’s most aggressive cost reduction plan which
provides force levels equivalent to carry out a Desert Storm size operation or a humanitarian/evacuation

such as Somalia, as well as maintain adequate sea and air it capabilities.

weapcng systems to mmt most of the Clinton plan objectives.

10

al - This option maintains adequate force levels, readiness, lift, and non-nuclear



weapons for multiple commgenmes or global scale nuclear or now-nuclear war.

PROPOSED LEVEL = CURRENT SERVICES PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE
{Dollars in Billions)

al - This option does not maintain adequate force levels, readiness, lift and

Comulstive Six- i

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 3"‘?;:3‘:“
Current Servies
Revenue e s — e — — ———
Budget Authority NiA N/A N/A NiA NiA MNIA N/A
Outlays 289,90 282.20 282.60 288.20 288,60 283.20 1,723.70
Froposed Level
Revenus o o — - e o —
Budget Authority NiA N/A Nia N/A NiA N/A NiA
Outlays 289,50 2160 258.40 24150 238.00 246,40 1,351.80

i1

SRR e




APPENDIX A

Spending/Revenue Options

REDUCE DEFENSE SPENDING ]
BROOKINGS (KAUFMAN/STEINBRUNER FORCE H)

Agency:  Defense Functional Code: 050
Enforcement; G-

Source: Bi

Structore: OPB, €18

Budget Fund: GF TF

Category: 8§C

Rating: H

NOTE: Al options rounded to the nearest $10 million. For example, $58 million would be shown a3 $0.07 billion.

CHANGE
EFFECT OF OPTION
(Dollars in Billions)

Lymplative S
1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 year Deficit
fmpart
o — — e i e w—t
Revenue - - —_ e e e -
Budget Authotity N/A N/A NiA N/A NIA N/A
{+ or -}
Outlays (+ or -10.70 26,10 52,70 -79.60 53,80 26230
s ittt ————

opased Program - This option envisions subszaaﬁal manpower and weapon gystem procurgment
r&da{:ﬁz{mg in ii’ie FY 94-95 time frame, as well as majar restructaring of force posiure and the Defense
industrial base and acquisition process as well as including the START + reductions in nuclear weapons.
As such, it represents the most aggressive proposal fnr cost savings suggested by credible defense
analysts. The numbers shown are shifted one year fater than in the published plan.

12




£ 3 _ poasal - This option would have a major impact on deficit reduction. However, it
is csmrf;}vcrszai wzzh msg;&:f::i to whether 1t mamtains adéquate defense capability. The restructuring of
the Defense acquisition process and industrial base cnnforms to recommendations from the Packard
Commission and several Defense Science Board and Defansg Manufacturing Board Studies.

puments Aeaiast Propuosal - The force capability contained in this option is marginally adequate for
Smaﬁ z’&gwmé operations, It is also questionable whether tempo and readiness could be mainiained in
the near-term while the long process of restructuring was carried oul.

; olilics 1dmines Associnted with Prop - House Armed Services Chairman Aspin and
Sanaie Azmeﬁ Servzces C?zazman Nww {}3 GA} wzii have 1o be consulted closely on any plan. House
andd Senate Defense and Military Construction Appwprzatma Subcommittee Chairs will also have to be
consuited,

PROPOSED LEVEL = CURRENT SERVICES PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE
{Dollars in Billions)

rr——
Cumualative Six.
1993 1994 1998 1996 1997 1598 year Deficit
Impact
Carrent Services
Revenue . . . — - — ——
Budget Authority N/A NiA NiA NiA NiA NiA N/A
Outlays 289,50 282.20 282,460 286.20 285.60 263.20 1,723,710
Eroposed Javel
Revenus - - — —_ — — —
Budget Authority NIA N/A ~ N/A N/A NIA NiA NIA
Cratheys 279.20 256.10 229.90 206,60 185,80 172,60 1,330,208 |

13




APPENDIX A

Spending/Revenus Options

CUT i%?’ELLIGKNQE BUDGETS
i

Agency:  Defense, CIA, NSA Functional Code: (S84
Enforcament: DA

Source: (o]

Structure: QOPB

Budget Fuod: GF

Category: sC

Rating: 1

NOTE: Al optinns sounded &0 the aearest $10 million,  For example, $68 miflion would be shown as $6.07 hillion.

CHANGE
EFFECT OF OPTION
(Doflars in Billions)

A R A S i
Cumalative N
1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 yeor Defici
! Irepact
Revenue —— — — - - . %
Budget Authority NIA N/A KiA MIA N/A NiA
{(+ or -}
Outlays (+ ot ) -1.00 -1.50 -1.50 ~1.50 -1.75 .25
——— =

|
5 gram - This proposal is subsumed wzthm the "Reduce Defense Spending” proposal.
aneihgen{:e ameﬁms requine op secret clearance and are not shown in public budget arrays.

14




Argument gsal - There may be unnecessary overlap in the operations of the various
mwiizgenm erz,amzaaans Technical systems used in rwann&zgsaace may be provuding more data than
the U.8. can collect and analyze. Furthermore, somc of our znteiizgeace gathering activitics and
equipment may not be necessary now that there is an improvement in superpower refations and now that
the former Soviet Union has reduced its presence and operations in other.countries. For some years,
many observers have argued for greater central direction of the intelligence community. They now see
the end of the cold war as underscoring the need for a|smaller, leaner and more tightly organized set
of agencies. [CRS] Both the Senate and House Inzcifigenae Committees cut the NFIP by 5 percent in
the FY 93 Bzzcigct They probably will sustatn the §evei over the next four vears, unless unforeseen
international crises or increased demands for m{}mwng treaties such as a non-profiferation or chemical
WEAPOns ooour.

s nents Azainst Proposal - Opponents of this program argue that 2 more decentralized structure
ensures compeunve analyses and better serves the needs of disparate intelligence consumers. [CRS]
Redundancy has valuable benefits, Intelligence can belprovided in a form and time more useful than
would be possible by a centralized effont, and there is opportunity for "competitive analysis” whereby
senior officials are provided with a range of interprewations of often ambiguous data by different
agencies, If only one interpretation were provided by t?w intelligence community, policy makers would
be hostages to a single, and, quite possibly biased vzwz [CRS] Both the renewed interest in
constraining nuclear proliferation and chemical wea;x}fzs proliferation could require costly additions for
monitoring/verification if the mqmmmeazs £0 i}eycfid destruction and dismantlement of declared
facilities, sites or warheads to require capability to find sum‘eptitwus activity or hidden facilities. For
example, it would not be improbable to find a $250 mi lmn price tag for monitoring rather than a simple
Chemical Weapons Convention. This 18 not just a pnce tag for technical means, but also for increases
in on-site inspection forces and other human resources,

afe ane cal | 1 of Proposal - None directly, except certain reductions in top-secret facilities
acc&zzzms w&zk} affect zha ;sropipse.é move of certain CIA facilities to West Virginia, the state of Senate
Appropriations Chairman Robert €. Byrd (D-WV). {}ﬁ‘zar states which could be affected include:
California, Virginia, Marviand, Colorado, Washmgmn, and Hawail. The relocation issue is more
complex than it has often been presented. The intellipence arm of the government has a number of
desirable and expensive leased properiies in the Washington metropolitan area. The recession has kept
the cost of those leases steady, but an improving econdmy could likely result in increased lease rates.
Relocation 10 less expensive areas such as West Virginia could result in cost savings.
olitica) Associated with | .-.. ~ See reference to Senator Byrd in preceding
s&c&az‘; ’E‘i}e {:esi ‘of any fa{:zizz;cs mkx:azwn howcver; may be an insignificant portion of the estimated
$30 billion intelligence budget, Senator Glenn (D-OH) has adamantly stated his opposition to any cuts
in inelligence.

Campaign Pesitions that Affect the Proposal - Included in Putting People First.

Funding Summary - Not available. Subsumed in othe,r accounts, Change numbers listed above are
from Putting People First, but are delayed by one }rf:ar,
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PROPOSED LEVEL = CURRENT SERVICES PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE

éw—- ot 1 4414144130431111. s AN
T e~ bbbttt st 12
'

!

{Dollars in ﬁi}iions}

£wmeniative Six-

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 year ﬁﬂ
Current Seryvies
Revernue x — - o —- — o

- | Budget gmhorny N/A NiA NIA NIA N/A N/A
Qutlays NiA N/A N/A NIA N/A N/A
Ravenue ‘ - — e e - o
Budset Authority NiA NiA NIA N/A N/A NA |
Outlays N/A N/A N/A NiA N/A NiA 2
— S—— :

16




REFORM DEFENSE DEPARTMENT INVENTORY SYSTEM

Spending/Revenue Options

APPENDIX A

Agency: Defense Functional Code: 0350
Enforcement. D103

Source: G

Structare: aPB

Budget Fund: GF

Category: he

Rating: }

NOTE; Al options rounded to the searcst $10 million.  For sxample, $68 million would be showsn as $0.07 billion,

for a more sweeping approach to reform. [CRS]

17

o

CHANGE
EFFECT OF QP‘TION
{Dollars in Billions}
Comlative S
1993 1994 1998 1996 1997 1998 year Defickt
mpact
Revenue — —— -— S — -
Budget Authority - — — — - -
{+ ar )
Outlays (+ or =) -5.70 0.00 0.00 0.0 400 515

- Spending savings for this proposal may be subsumed in "Reduce Defense

; opasal - Since 1981, Congress has passed sweeping legislation o reform the defense
acqazszzmrz pmc&ss However, critics have faulted the

"piecemeal” approach to reform and have called




52l - Should lead to a mszmcwmg of defense procurement contractors cost

tneentwes 'I‘he MﬁCGwiz;} a general maaagemem consulting firm,. issued a study in which it
concluded that many of the prior statutory and r&guiaﬁory changes to defense procurement had a

significant detrimental effect on defense industries by encouraging a low-cost, low-risk mentaiity.
[CRS]

litical Landn - Savings on this proposal may be difficult (o
achieve in first year, dcpendmg on how the equipment|sell-off is structured.

al - Included 1n Pusting People First.

Mg_s_u_mm Not available. Cost of DoD inventory system is not a single identifiable Ting-
item, but is subsumed in numerous procurement accounts znd line-items. The change number above
is from Putting Peopie First, bhut is delayed by one year

PROPOSED LEVEL = CURRENT SERVICES PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE
{Doliars in Billions)

* Complative Sige
1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 year Deficlk

Engact

Re\fenue - — E T . — —
i

Budget Authority MIA NiA NiA NIA NiA N/A
Outlays ’ N/A N/A NiA N/A N/A N/A
Proposed Leval
Revenus — - it - — —
Budge? Authority N/A N/A K/A N/A N/A N/A
Cutlays N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

18




Spending/Revenue

APPENDIX

A

Options

CANCEL THE B-2 STEALTH BOMBER.

Agency:  Defense Functional Code: 051
Enforcemant: D10

Source: CBO RP

Structure; OPB

Budget Funh GF

Category. sC

Rating, 4

NOTE: All options rounded to the nearest $10 million, For example, 568 million would be shown as $0.67 billion.

|

CHANGE

EXFECT OF OPTION
(Dollars in Billions}
;m “mew«%
I Cambative Six- 1
year Deficit |
1993 1994 1995 l”ém, ' 1597 1998 frapact |
Revenue - - - - o —

Budget Authority -1.8¢ 5.00 -5.30 -5.00 -4, 350 -23.40
{+ or = J
Qutleys (4 or =) 0.18 -1.16 2,89 406 | -4.59 288
e " T T—— e mwmw;

aram - Would terminate the B-2 stealth bomber pr&grém at 15 aircraft.

15




Arguments for Proposal - Fifteen B-2 aircraft "would havc as great a payload as the entire F-117 fleet
and could deliver the munitions at several times the rar:ge of the F-117." The B-2 is unnecessary o
protect against threats from former Seviet republics, and the B-2 may have technical problems which
could increase the cost of the B-2 or limit its capabzizty ICBOY Cntics of the B-2 argue that the B-2
is much (0o expensive and will probably not be *;;ecc&sary as the prospect of superpower mzizm‘y
confrontation is lessened. They further argue that the patential use of the B-2 in conventional roles is
wasteful and unrealistic, [CRS)

reuments Against Proposal - The B-2 is potentially useful in conventional bombing missions. The
Aw ?{}me could maintain an operational squadron of 14 to 16 planes if it had 20 planes in its inventory
even if 2 planes were lost. [CBO] Extensive rescarch and development costs have already been paid
for, and the B-2s currently being lested are performing well, [CRS]

The Straiegic Arms Reduction Talks Treaty heavzly]famr& the B-2 by counting rules that consider
these bombers as only carrying one warhead for START purposes, even though the B-2 could carry
about 16-20 weapons. [CRS]

State and Local Impact of Proposal -

. SUnAry wtal of the Aireraft procurement, Alr Force
account. The accounts totals for Research, development, test and evaluation, Alr Force are: BA
$14.68b, O $14,36b (FY 1994); BA $15.18b, O $14.83b (FY 1995); BA $15.71b, O $15.36b
{FY IQ%}, BA $16.26b, O $15.90b (FY 1997).

20




PROPOSED LEVEL = CURRENT SERVICES PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE
(Dollars in Billions)

21

W
Cumplative Six-
1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 year Deficit
fmpact

Surreng Services
Revenue — s - - — —
Budget Authority 11.42 11.81 12.20 12.62 13.00 61.05
Outlays 11.20 11,12 11.17 11.54 (1.66 56.69
Revenus — —— e - - —_
Budget Authority 7.62 6.81 6.50 7.62 8.70 37.65 |
Cutlays 11.02 9.96 8.28 7.48 7.07 a8 |




Spending/Revenue Options

APPENDIX A

TERMINATE THE SEAWOLF SUBMARINE PROGRAM

Agency: [Defense Functional Code: 051
Enforcement: 2-iD

Source: CBO RP

Structurer OrB

Budget Fund: GF

Category: SC

Rating: 4

RNOTE: Al options rounded to the nearest $10 million, For example, $68 million would be shown as $6.07 billion.

CHANGE
EFFECT OF OPTION.

{Dollars in Billions)

Comulative Sis.
1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 year Deficlt
Jmpanct
Revenue = o - s e -
Budget Authority 270 2.80 2.50 -4.90 -4.00 -17.30
4 oy -
Cutlays {+ of - 031 -0.74 -1.22 -1.70 72,35 5.32

roposed Program - Would cancel the SSN-21 (Seawplf class) submarine program, including 2 of the
3 sui‘}mamcs already approved by Congress and all future procurement and research, The Seawolf is
a nuclear-powered attack submarine proposed to succeed the 1688. The SSN-21s will cost more than

two-hillion dollars each in FY 1992 dollars.

[CRS]

22




Arguments for Proposal - Soviet submarines are the only submannes which pose a substantial threat
to the U.S. The SSN-21 program has been justified pnma.nly in connection with the Soviet military
threat, and in particular with the need to counter the Sowet s new generation of improved submarines,
[CRS] The former Soviet republics are unlikely to conunue producing new submanncs due to their
economic problems. [CBO} |

Opponents of the SSN-21 argue that it is too expenswe in an era of declining defense budgets. [CRS]
The cost of the SSN-21 is so high that the U.S. can afford to purchase only one SSN-21 each year.
Such a low rate of procurement, could force one of the two submarine construction yards to drop out
of the SSN-21 program, thereby eliminating the possibility for using shipyard competition to control
procurement costs. {CRS]

Arguments Against Proposal - The Seawolf has capabzlztzes other U.S, submarines do not have,
including the ability to dive deeper, carry more weapa:ms operate mere quietly at higher specds, and

better detect enemy submarines. [CBOJ] The Navy helzeves the SSN-21 will be about three fimes a3
capable as the 688, and there is no more space and wazghz for additional imoprovements to the 1688,
fCRS] Because the Soviets have more submarioes than the U.8., U.5, submarines must be qualitatively
superior. Before the demise of the Soviet Union, Soviet Submannes continped to improve and were
expected to be a maich for the 1688 by 19595,

Cther potentially hostile countries, including China, operate 250 attack submarines, Many of those
submarines are modern and capable units that can pesc a serious challenge in their coastal operational
areas, {CRS]

The SSN-21 will have lower annual operating and support costs than the 1688, [CRS]

i 3 ' ; - Qeneral Dynamics Corporation, General
Eiacine Cﬁr;mratwn, Wcsimghozzse Corporatzoﬁ a.nii I’xewpgri ?\Eews Shipping and Dry Dock Ce. can
be expected to oppose, [CRS]

Lampaign Position: 4 aposal - Proposed for cancellation by Ross Perot in Unired We
Stand. ’f‘he {?&at was ref:ommended by the Bush FY 1903 Budget. Production was supported by Clinton
during the campaign.

Fupding Susnmary - Current Services is the account total for shipbuilding and conversion, Navy.
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PROPOSED LEVEL = CURRENT SERV

(Dollars in Billions)

ICES PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE

, Crmulative Six-
1993 1994 1998 1996 1997 1998 year Deficit
fmpact
Current Services
Hevenus - - —— . o o
Hudget Authority 10.54 ©11.31 11.69 . 12.04 12.45 58.48
10.37 10.86 10.91 11.13 11.38 54.56
Revenue - - _— - o -
Budget Authority 8§14 8.51 8,79 7.19 8.45 41.18
| Outlays 10.06 10.06 9.69 9.43 9,00 48,24
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APPENDIX A
Spending/Revenue Options

REDUCE SECURITY ASSISTANCE TO BASE-RIGHTS COUNTRIES

Agency:  State Department ) Functional Code: 150
Enforcement: D-1D

Source: CBO PO

Structure: OPB

Budget Fund: GF

Category: 5C

Ruting: 4

NOTE: Al options rounded o the pesrest $10 miflion. For example, $68 million would be shown as $0.07 billion.

CHANGE
EFFECT OF OPTION
{Dollars in Biiliians)

Cumnlative Six-

1553 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 ¥ ":;:"gf“

 Revenue

Budget Authority
{4+ or )

Outlays (4 or )

25




Propused Program - After assistance to Israc] and Egypt, assistance to countries with U.S. military
bases 18 the largest compenent of security assistance. InjFY 1992, the U.S. provided $1.1 billion 2 year
i foreign military financing and 5300 million & year in economic support funds as grants and loans to
foreign base-nghts countries: Turkey, Greece, the Philippines, and Pertugal. This proposa! from CBO
and {he Panctta budget options would cut and gradually eliminate assistance to these countries over 2
five year period. The CBO book scores this as a savings of $3.4 billion in BA and $1.6 billion in
outlays in over five years. That, however, is off the FY 1993 baseline, and the FY 1993 appropriations
bill took some steps in this direction. Savings from the FY 1994 baseline will be lower,

Arguments for Proposal - In light of the end of the CoIé War and the collapse of the Sovigt threat,
there 13 hitle need 1o retain this assistance 1o Portugal and not a strong case for retaining it to Turkey
or Greece either.  The Philippines, where a democrancally elected government faces an ongoing
challenge may be a different story.

puments Arain gsal - An abrupt reduction in aid cazzié harm relations with these countries.
Alsa the Ru%zan situation is urzstabie, and a new ﬁzmi gould arise. Given the pownnal threat base-
rights countries need a strong military capacity, and i)ecaizse this defense burden ig out of proportion
to thetr economic capacity, they need continued U.S. secumy assistance.,

Any Political Landmines Associated with Proposal? - Given the political situation, one cannot reduce
aid to Greece without rcducmg aid to Turkey and vicejversa,

There is an imgomg threat in the Philippines and cutting aid there could be mntwvcrszal This could
be handled by applying this option only to Portugal, Greece, and Turkey,

26




PROPOSED LEVEL = CURRENT SERVICES PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE
{Dollars in Billions)

27
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Lamslative Six-
1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 year Deficit
Taepinct

Current Services

Revenue

Budget Authority

Cratlays

Propesed Loval

Revome i
| Budget Authority |

Chutiays ||
B A A T 4 T it 1 ————




APPENDIX A

Spending/Revenue Gp!}‘aus
i
CONSOLIDATE THE OVERSEAS BROADCASTING SYSTEM

Agency:  US Information Agency (USIA) , Functional Code; 154
Enforcement: 24D

Source CHO, OG, HP

Structure; OB

Budget Fund: GE

Category: 8¢

Rating: H

NOTE: All options rounded to the nearest $10 million. For example, $68 million would be shown as $0,07 billion,

CHANGE
EFFECT OF QPTI()N
{Dwollars in Biilions)
. Lumplative Sy
1993 1994 1995 1996 1957 1998 yamr Deficit
Impact

Hovenue — — ——— - - o
Budget Authority .08 £.18 0.26 -0.27 0,28 -1.07
{(+or 4
Dutlays {+ of +} 0.1 -0.20 0.3 -0.32 0.3} ~1.04

|
reposed Program - Would combine the operations of Radio Free Europe (RFE), Radio Liberty (RL}
azzé zhe V{}zw {}f America, and eliminale jelevision bmaécasuag and unnecessary capital construction.

28
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Argnments for Propesal - With the dissolution of the system of Soviet supported regimes in Eastern
Europe, some officials question the rationale behind U.5. bmadczstmg to those countries. [CRS] Some
operations of REE, RL and VOA overlap. They ali bmadcast to the former Soviet Union and Eastern
Europe. Some overlap could be consolidated or scaled back. Some current projects such as the
construction of a radio transmitier in Israc! for broadcastlto the former Soviet Union and Asia could be
stopped without affecting current services, Cable News Network (CNN) has brnght world news on
television via sateliste, reducing the need for U.S. televzsmn broadeasting services. [CBO]

Arguments Against Proposal - Opponents of this cut arlguc that democratization is a slow process and
that even if savings could be achieved, services should be expanded to China and Africa which have

government-controlled radio stations, [CBC}] The disparate missions, organizational styles, and
admimnistrative relationships now existing in U.S. bmadcastmg services may prove 0o diverse 10 be
integrated into a single organization. [CRS} In the short term, the costs of merging the broadcasting
services might exceed savings. [CRS]

State and Local Impact of Proposal - None.

¢ large constituency,

osal -~ Included tn Putting People First,

Funding Summary - This account is the Board for Inmmatzonai Broadcasting, Grants and Expenses
and the Israel Relay Station. Change sumbers above are from CBO, but de! ayed onec year.

PROPOSED LEVEL = CURRENT QER‘&";QES PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE

{(Dollars in Billions)
E

Cuerent Seryices

Revenue - e . - =-n e

Budget Authority 0.23 0.23 .24 0.25 0.26 1.21

Outlays . 0.26 0.30 .30 0.28 0.29 1.43

Bropesed Level

Revenue e v - - n -
i Budget Authority o.15 0.08 0,02 .02 0.02 .34
L‘ Outlays o oets | 00 0.01 0.04 002 | 0,39
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Spending/Revenue Options

APPENDIX

A

REDUCE EXIMBANK CREDITS

Agency. Eximbank Functional Code: 135
Eaforcement: DD

Source; By

Structure: OPB

Budget Fund: GF

{ategory: 5C

Rating: 4

NOTE: All options rounded to the nearest $10 million. For example, $68 million would be shown as $0.07 billion,

CHAHG?Z
EFFECT OF QPTION
(Dollars in Billions}
T AL o A AWt — g —— T N
. Comulative Six- II
1993 1954 1995 199% 1997 1998 year iﬁfﬂ

Revenue o - e e —- e

Budgel Authority 0.21 L) 022 .23 .24 ~1.10

{+ or -}

Outlays {+ oy -) .03 ~0.08 Q.13 4,17 -3.20 .62
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Proposed Program - Would cut Eximbank’s projected subszdy by one-third and direct the remainder
of the program to the private sector in middle-income, modcraiamsk countries with growth potential.
Eximbank ig an independent 1.8, government agency that is charged with financing and promoting
exports of U,8. goods and services, To accomplish s guals the Bank’s authority and resources are
used to assume commercial and political risks that ﬁx;x}rters or private institutions are unwilling or
wnable to undertake, {CRS] However, it may also be pesszbie to increase the interest charged on Ex-Im
loans rather than cutting Ex-Im credits to achieve savings. This would redirect Ex-Im credits to users
who need the ¢redit to mitigate commergial or ;mimc:al risk, rather than the subsidy value of low inferest
Taies.

Arguments_for Proposal - The Eximbank promotes U 8. exports by providing ﬁnancmg to foreign
buyers of U.S. goods. The bank pmvzées direct foans wzth below-market iterest rates and guaranices

of private lending without receiving full comperzsan(m for the contingent liability of future losses.
These subsidies are shared by the U.S. exporter and tbf: foreign buyer In the 58 years since its
creation, Eximbank has lost £7 billion on its f}peratzz:}nsf practically all in the last 15 years. Baseline
projections of new subsidy costs are $60 million per yclar [CBO}

Argurpents Against Proposal - Supporters of Emmbarzk say that the subsidies @t provides offset
subsidies provzéed by fnrelgn governments, and that ei;mmazmg therm would put U.S, exporiers at a
disadvantage, These subsidies, they argue, increase ;3 8. exports, thereby providing jobs to U.S.

workers, Supporters also argue that the bank’s subsidies help increase the output of high-technology
industries and allow these industries to achieve econsmles of scale, Critics of Eximbank dispute these
ctaims. The bank does not limit credit to exports facing forelgrz -subsidizedd competition. Little evidence
exists suggesting that the credits create jobs. Finally, since the United States encourages the creation
of free-markel economies throughout the world, pmvadmg subsidies to promote exports is contrary to
free-market policies that the United States hag advocated, fCBO]

mines A afed w alZ - Supporters of Eximbank will argue that a cut
will cost U5, ;{}233 and mzernatwaai wmpenzwezzess Opponents of Eximbank must argue that other
programs wiil better aid U.S. competitiveness. .

Campaign Fositions that Affect the Proposal - None.

Fonding Summary - Deficit reduction estimates above are from CBO, but delayed one year, Current
Services amount shown is account total for Export Import Bank loan program account.
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PROPOSED LEVEL = CURRENT SERVICES PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE
{Dollars in Billicns)

=1
Cuntulative Six-
1993 1994 1985 19%6 1907 1998 year Deficit
Impact
,

Revenue —— — - — —— —_
Hudgel Authority .68 071 0.73 §.76 G.79 3.07
6.46 0.60 .69 2.72 G.84 3.31

Budget Authotity (.47 .50 4.51 0.53 T Q.55 2.57
Outlays G.43 451 4.56 ~6.55 0.54 2.69
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APPENDIX A

Spending/Revenue Options

CANCEL THE SUPERCONDUCTIRG SUPER COLLIDER

Agency:  Energy . Fanctional Code: 251
Enforcement; DOM

Source: CBO HF

Structurs: CiB

Budget Fund: GF

Category: 2

Rating: 4

NOTE: Al options rounded to the nearest $10 million. For example, $68 million would be shown as $0.07 billion.

CHANGE
EFFECT OF OPTION
(Dollars ini Billions)

nmulative Bix.
1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 year Delielt
fmpact
Revenus ‘ - — e - o -
i
Audget Authority -0.50 8,82 43,583 £3.58 43,57 «2.05
(+ or -} f
Outlays (+ or = .20 -&42; .52 {354 A58 w2, 26
Proposed Program - Would stop work on the Superconducting Super Collider (8SC) program, The:

SSC will be the world's largest and highest energy \particle accelerator, and will expand the frontier of
particle physics research beyond the capabilities of exigting machines, [CRS]




Arguments for Proposal - The 88C is extremely cosziy and is taking resources away from other xignce
research.  Funding for S8C might approach § pez‘cem of the wial federal civilian R & D budgst in the
future. [CRS} Some analysts have estimated that anmzai operating costs after construction 1s completed
may be as much as $500 million per year. [CRS] |

The S5C is not likely to produce usable science or technology in the near future, and is not likely
to frain many graduate students. Furthermore, zhe S8C has not been able to attract much foreign
funding. [CBO] By funding the $5C, the United SZ&ies i5 in effect subsidizing the scientific research
of Asia and Europe. The SSC should not be fundeﬁ uniess the 8SC is able to attract international
contributions. [IEEE]

It is at least conceivable that 24 TEV electroa-posz zmn linear accelerator, which would be gquivalent
to the SSC, could be developed within ten years at substantialiy lower cost than the SSC. [CRS]

Arguments Against Proposal - Proponents of the S8C claim that the project will be the centerpiece
of high-energy physics in the United States. They allsa claim that the problems which caused the cost
increases have been solved, and that most of the cost increases have already been incurred. [CBO)

v p £ h posal? - The Texas delegation and others can be
gxpected 1o actwely oppose [hlS prcposal Majer mntracwrs subcontractors and universities have
extensive alliances in Congress which have been mobilized during funding challenges to the SSC.

Qmmmmmmmm Campzugn positions may have ruled out termination.
If so, it might be advisable to consider jngreasing fundmg in an FY 93 supplemental appropriation 1o

provide a stimulus.

Funding Summary - Current Services amount shown is the Department of Energy General science and
research activities account which includes all hlgh energy and nuclear physics research programs,
including the SSC. Canceling the program would pres:umably end the offsetting recsipts for the SSC
project from state, local and foreign governments [currently estimated at $-0.42b (FY 94), $-0. 45
(FY 95), 5-0.35b (FY 96} and $-0.24b (FY 97) by CBO.




PROPOSED LEVEL = CURRENT SERVICES PLUS FROPOSED CHANGE
(Dollarg in Billions}

|

mm.—r— ------ " %—U‘W
Crspatative Six.
1993 1994 1995 | 1996 1997 1998 year Deficil
Tmpact
Current Seryices
i
Revenue e ans L - - ——
; Budget Auiiu;:rit}; 1.57 1.82 1,68 1.74 i.81 2.42
Gutlays 1.5 1.60 1.65 1.71 AL 8.27
i
Eroposed Lovel
Revenue —— o p— —_ e e
Budget Authority 1.07 1.10 1.i8 [.i8 1.24 5.%7
Chutiays © 1.35 1.9 1.13 1.17 1.2} 6.07
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CANCEL NEW SPACECRAFT DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS

APPENIMX A

Spendingfﬂevegwe Options

Agency: NASA Functional Code: 252
Enforcement; PbOM

Source: CBO HF

Structure: OPB

Budget Fund: GF

Category: - 8¢C

Rating: 4

NOTE: All options rounded fo the nearsst $10 millinn.  For example, $68 million would be shown as $0.07 billion,

CHANGE

EFFECT OF OPTION
(Dotlars in' Billions)

Cumulstive Six-
1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 year Deficit
. Impact
e
Revenue —n - o . o o
Budpet Aumthority 015 -0-.19 0.20 -0.21 {321 106
{+ or -} '
II Outlays (+ or +) 0.10 4. 18" 20.20 .20 .21 .89




Proposed Program - Would cancel immediaely one of three programs: the Advanced X-Ray
Astrophysics Facility (AXAF) in the physics and aszmnomy program, the Comet Rendezvous Asteroid
Flyby/Cassini (CR&FICasszm} mission in the piamt&ry exploration program, or the Earth Observation
System (EQS} in the environmental observation progmm The CRAF portion of the CRAF/Cassini
project was canceled by NASA in its FY 1993 hudgei*duf; to fiscal constraints. [CRS] EOS is designed
to acquire a long-term set of comprehensive environ merzmi measuresnents of various aspects of the Earth
system. The program is to provide the basis for pxedlcttve giobal change maodels for use by policy
makers and scientists in formulating strategies to mmgatc human impacts on global processes such as
ozone depletion, deforestation, and possible global warmmg [CRS]

: nenis wosal - Canceling development nf major new spacecraft in any of these programs
need not eﬁéanger ongoing scientific work., Other soarces of data are available in the three broad fields
in which these programs are located. [CBO] These ;zro;ects are scigntific luxuries in the current budget
climate. Canceling funding for one of these projects ec:uld avoid cut-backs for on-going research, [HF)
The AXAF has encountered technical difficulties. [CRS] The EOS has recently been reconfigured
because of concerns with its cost and configuration. |”I‘he EOS may provide more data than NASA can
handle, and some Members of Congress are cz:mcerned that the project is too risky and may not operate
as NASA has promlsed {CRS] Some scientists arc concerned that EQS will take funds away from
other giobal science programs in other agencies. [QRS]

Arguments A al - Canceling new spacecmfi: dwciapment in & major program area would
zmdercut tfze zxazwn $ SCI&Z'iZiﬁC and technigal %{iershlp in that field. The CRAF project was cancelled
it the FY 1993 budget. This termination is aiready 'reflected in the FY 1993 appropriation,

"y , .

-1 Campaign positions may have ruled out EQS

termmaim

Funding Swmmary - Change amounts shown above are from CBO, but delayed one year. Current
Services amount shown befow is for all NASA accounts which comprise all of Subfunction 252 {Space
flight, research, and supporting activities),
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?R{}?{}SED LEVEL = CURRENT SERYICES PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE
{Dollars in iil!lmns)

38

T Cumulative Six-

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 yeur ;’ﬁm
Revenua - - — s == . %
Budget Authority 14.14 14.64 15,16 18.71 16,34 75.99
Outlays £3.32 14,40 14,93 15.47 16,09 74.61
Proposed Leyel
Revenue --- - . - e e
Budget Authority 13.55 14.45 14.96 15.50 16.13 4.99
Outlays 13.62 14.22 14,73 15.27 15.88 TR
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CANCEL THE SPACE STATION PROGRAM

APPENDIX A

‘ Spezzdizzgfkever{we Options

Agency: NASA Functional Code: 252
Enforcement: DOM
Source: CBO HF BR N-D
Structure: CiB
Budget Fund: GF
Category: §C
| Rating: 4

NOTE: Al options rounded $o the nearest $10 million. For example, $68 million would be shown as $0.07 billion.

EFFECT OF OPTION

CHANGE

{Dollars in Billions)

s ——
. Tomnlative fix-
1993 1994 1935 1996 1997 1998 yoor Reficit
T 4
— e —— =
Ravenue — = - " o -
Budget Auttority 2.10 218 2,23 2.30 2.40 arz |
(+ or -3
Cutlays {+ or -} -1.0G3% <185 «2.20 2.2 -2.35 470
st e, —— —

Br_gmd_ﬁmgmm Would eliminate the Spam Station program, The Space Station 1§ 4 cooperative
venture among the U S., Iapan, Canada and 9 of the 13 members of the European Space Agency.
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- posal - The Space Station does not fulfill any of the traditional goals of U.S. space
poitcy -~ B0 na;zfmai manz}* purpose will be served* and civilian scientific poals could be met earlier
and less expensively with a smaller program, {Cﬁ{)]

Although the Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers (IEEE) supports the concept of a
civilian space station as an fmportant step in estai)hshmg the permanent presence of human beings in
space, the IEEE believes the space station should be a part of a program balanced with other space
applications. The IEEE questions, therefore, the proposed $30 billion cost and complexity of the
currently proposed design. The principal mission of a space station should be biomedical, including
psychological rescarch on people exposed to prolonged weightlessness in the space environment, A
smaller space station could fulfill the goal of %}mm&émai research without detracting funds from other
important space programs. The commercial value af any technology produced for the space station
would be insignificant compared to the cost of the s;}aee station, [IEEE] The Space Station is pverly
dependent upon the space shuitle which has had mechanical problems. [CRS] Eliminating the Space
Station could save $19.4 billion between the years of 1993 and 2002. [N-D}

sal - Future mzematzzmai cooperation on space programs and scientific

res&rch nghz b&c&zmpmmxsad if the U.S. reneges under its current agreements with other countries
to build the space station. [CBO] A Space Station i is needed for life sciences research prior to sending
humans o Mars. [CRS]

sal? - The program employs 70,000 - 100,000 people

: ns. that Affect the 082 program is strongly supporzczi by President Bush.
{Zampa:gn ;}esztwns may have miexi out termination ef the Spaw Station. If it is not terminated, savings
likely to be small if obtained from freeze in s;;endmg, in the order of $100 million in FY 94,
$200 million in FY 95 and 96, and $300 million in FY 97.

Funding Summary - Current Services is the total of all NASA accounts in Function 250 (General
Science, Space and Technology).
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PROPOSED LEVEL = CURRENT SERIVICES PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE
{Dollars in Billions)

Cumulative Six-
1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 year Deficit
lmpact
ITen i

Revenue — - - - - -
Budget Authority 14.14 14.64 15.16 15.71 16.34 75.99
Qutlays 13.72 14.40 14.93 15.47 16.09 74.61
Proposed Level
Revenue -- - - — - -
Budget Authority 12.04 12.49 12.91 13.41 13.94 64.79
Qutlays 12.67 12.55 12.73 13.22 13.74 64.91




APPENDIX A

Spenéizzgi&gyefwe Options

CANCEL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM FOR
THE ADVANCED SOLID ROCKET MOTOR

Agency: NASA

Functional Code: = 252

Enforcement;
Sourve:
Structure:
-Budget Fuad:
Calegory:
Rating:

NOTE: Al options reunded 1o the nearest $10 million. Fo

HDOM

CHO HE BR KD

i
GF
S

4

r example, $6& million wonld be shown as $0.07 billion,

- Would cancel NASA’s deve

CHANGE
EFFECT OF OPTION
{Dollars in Billions)
’ ’ Comulative Six.
1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 | yearDodwit o
Revenue — — - - - -
Budget Authority 03,48 {3.50 £3.51 -3.83 4,55 2. K5
{4+ or -}
[L(}u&ayﬁ {(+ or-} 0.25 .42 (.48 -0.51 .53 2. 20

lopment program for the Advanced Solid Rocket

Motor {ASRM). The ASRM is intended to replacc the redesigned solid rocket motor currently used

to launch the space shuttle to improve safety and
jaunched. The numbers from the FY 93 baseline

increase the weight of payloads which could be

start at roughly $100 million below the numbers

above. In FY 93, ASRM was funded at $360 million, having been rescued in the appropriation

conference, after being killed in the House.

¥

42




Arguments for Proposal - According to the Aerospace Safety Advisory Panel, the redesigned rocket
booster is performing well, and investments in other parts of the shuttle system would enhance safety
more than the ASRM. The only programs which wazé benefit from extra lift capability are the space
station and the X-Ray Astrophysics Facility (AXA?‘} The space station could be launched without
ASEM, and the AXAF could be faunched with an mema] upper stage launch vehicle, [CBO} Design
and production problems may increase the project’s costs and delay its availgbility, [HF] Could save
$4 % billion between 1993 and 2002. [N-D] The fxemspace Safety Advisory Panel found that it is
questionabic whether ASRM would he superior to RSRM on the basis of safety and reliability. [CRS]

- eats Against Proposal - The ASRM would be able 0 deploy the space station in fewer flights,
and w::mid reduca the mk of moving equipment frem the shuttie 1o the space station’s modules. {CBO]
NASA has stated that termination of ASRM will add two assembly flights and one utilization flight for
the construction of the space station. This will éclay occupancy of the space station by ¢ months,
[CRS] Without ASRM, sadditional spending on an tnertial upper-stage launch vehicle would be
pecessary (o launch the AXAF [CBO], and NASA wzif have 1o initlate g program to remove ashestos
from the Redesigned Solid Rocket Motor, [CRS] S:}mc Members of Congress strongly oppose ASRM
termination. A total of $1,2 billion has already been appropriated for ASRM and some Members fezl
that such an investment should not be thrown away. f [CRS]

ocal Imips asal - Lockheed Mmsules and Space Company {s the prime contractor,
and Aerq;et Spac;e Bonswrs is the major subcontractor. Jobs will be lost in Alabama, Mississippi, and
Tennessee if ASRM is terminated. [CRS)

Funding Summary - Change amounts shown ahavlc are from CBO, but delayed one year., Curreat
Services amount is for all NASA accounts which comprise all of Subfunction 252 (space flight, research
and supporting activities).




PROPOSED LEVEL = CURRENT SERVICES PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE

{Dollars in Billions}
S——— B——— i ——————
Custlative Six-
1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 year Defieil

. Tenpact
Revenu;a o p— - o - —r
Budget Autharity 14.14 14.64 £5.16 i5.7% 16.34 15.99
Qutlays 13.72 14,40 14.93 15.47 16,09 74.61
Revenue e e e o - -
Budgst Authority 3.6 14.14 14,65 i5.18 15,79 73.44
Outlays 13.47 13.98 {4.45 14.96 158.56 T2.4%
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APPENDIX A

Spending/Revenue Options

REDUCE SUBSIDIES PROVIDED BY
THE RURAL ELECTRIFICATION ADMINISTRATION

Agency: Rural Electrification Admin,

Furnctional Code: 270

Enforcement: BG-E
Sousee: CBRO RP
Structure; CIB
Budget Fund: GF EX
Category: sC
Rating: 2

NOTE: Al options rounded o the nearest $10 million, For example, $68 million would be shown as $0.07 biftion.

CHANGE
EFFECT OF OPTION
{Dollars in Billions)
————r m
Comulative Ny
1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 yeur Deficit
impact
A A — e g
Revenue — —_— J— — - -
Budget Authority {320 -04.21 £).21 0.22 .23 -1,05
{4 or
Cutiays (+ or -) 0,03 .07 AL13 4.17 ~{132£} 4,59
T——

"rogram - Would climinate the interest *z'ate subsidy an REA and RTB {Rural Telephone

Baak} Ioaz; REA serves approximately 25 million iAm&m&ns in 46 states by lending money to rural
electric cooperatives. [CRS] The RTB lends money to cooperatives and commercial companies, [CRS])
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A wasal -~ Opponents of existing RfﬁA lending argue that the agency’s mission was
largely fulizlled by 1[’;@ eariy 1660°s when nearly all farms had both electric power and telephone
service. They argue that the cost of REA subsidies|ioday is excessive. {CRS] To qualify initially for
an REA louan, a borrower’s service area could not contain maore than |,500 inhabitants, Most of the
REA’s borrowers that are electric utilities were asziits lished in the 19305 and 1940s, and most of the
borrowers that are felephone companies were astat}ilshexi in the 1950s. Many of the communities
originally identified by the REA as rural areas are now much larger, but any utility that met the original
service requirement ¢an continue to receive REA assmtanct, [CBO] Once a rural telephone company
or an electric cooperative has qualified as an REA horrower, it remains eligible, gven if it has
subsequently been purchased by a holding company; As a result, co-ops that have been acquired by
large commercial companies such as GTE, Alhel and Caontel, are still able to borrow funds at rates
lower than those available to the rest of the company through commercial banks. [CRS] The REA has
argued that many electric cooperatives are financial iy strong enough to qualify for private credit. [CRS]
Additionally, some areas that were once rural:are zx;m suburban communities or high priced tourist
resorts such as Manassas, Virginia, Aspen, Calez*aéa and Hilton Head, South Carolina, Raising the
interest rate alone would have little effect on the aﬁlxiy rates most borrowers charge their customers,
since interest costs account for only 2 small percemage of the typical utility customer’s bill,” [CRS]

reuments Against Proposal - Supporters of exlstmg REA lending practices argue that there remains
& maed fora simng federal role in providing reasunably priced clectricity to the millions of Americans
served by REA-supported electric cmperatwes 'E‘hey maintain that it is not sufficient simply to build
electricity distribution and telephone lines in rural America; these facilities must be maintained from
day to day. Private sector, profit-driven utiliies would fail 1o provide equivalent service to the remote,
sparsely populated areas served by REA borrowers.| [CRS]

9sal? - The National Rural Electric Cooperative

Assac;azzon whlch has stmng support among rural members of Congress, has been very active and
successful in derailing past efforts to eliminate subsidies. Targeting interest rates subsidies for
climination might be more practicable.

sal - Included in Ross Perot's United We Stand.

Yunding Summary - Change amounts shown above are from CBO, include interest and loan origination
fee changes, and are for a one year delay. Current Scmms would have to estimate the present value
of interest and subsidies and loan origination fees foreggae below market rates,

H
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PROPOSED LEVEL = CURRENT SERVICES PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE
(Dollars in Billions)

1993

1994

1985

1596

1997

1998

Comulative Six.
venr Beficly
Impact

Lurpent Services
Reverume

Budget Autherity

Budget Aathority

Outiays
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APPENDIX A
Spending/Revenue Options

RAISE FEES CHARGED TO UTILITIES
FOR URANIUM ENRICHMENT

Agency: Energy Functional Code: 271
Enforcement: BoOM

Source: H¥

Struoture: L8]

Budget Fund: GF

Category: Ug

Rating: 4

NOTE: Al options rounded (0 the nearest $10 million. For exanmple, $68 million would be shown s $0.07 billion.

CHANGE
EFFECT OF OPTION
(Dollars in Billions)

AR AR AT s it
Cemdative Six-
1993 1934 1995 1996 1997 1298 year Deficit
lmpact
Revenye ) - —— - —— e o
Budget Authority
£ 0y -3
Oatays {4 or ) .18 .18 118 0,18 .18 .92
R ——————— A T —— i

l ‘
Proposed Program - Would raise the fees charged to utilities for uranium ennichment services provided
by the government’s two uranium enrichment facilities. [HF]

Arguments for Proposal - The cost of operating {the government's uranium plants greatly exceeds

current receipts. [HF] The National Taxpayers i}?imz and others contend that DOE has chronicaily
underpriced its earichment services and effectively subsidized the nuclear industry, [CRS]

48




-Arguments Agamn ' sal - The United States Uranium Enrichment Enterprise is not competitive
with farezg,n suppizcrs Currently, there is excess cnnchmcnt capacity and supply in the market which
will keep downward pressure on uranium prices, [CRS] The growth of the nuclear power industry was
grossly overastimated. Little of the new enrichment!capacity constructed by DOE or its predecessor
agencies proved necessary, and DOE's European competitors began winning much of the foreign
market. As a resuit, the DOE enrichment program was unable to earn sufficient revenue (either through
raising prices or sncreasing salesy to cover ihe msis of its unproductive investments, The DOE is
concesnad that 1t will continue to Tose market sharge in Asian countries, as well as, a significant share
of its home market if prices are increased. [CRS]

- The Energy Policy Act, ;}assed in {ctober

1992, razsaéfeesftaxes by $IS(} mxilton chargcd tcr ,utzlzzzes that had enriched uramium over the past
40 years to pay for a decontamination/decommissioning fund. Having just raised these fees, it may be
difficult to increase them further at this point,

: ypaty - Change amounts shown above are from the Heritage Foundation’s Deficit
Reéu..uea Plan. Current Services amounis are the accmmt totals for Uramum supply and enrichment
activities. Straight line method was used to estimate the 1998 Current Services amounts.

PROPOSED LEVEL = CURRENT ﬁEé{VICE‘S PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE
{Dollars in Billious)

ll

Current Services

Revenue

Budpget Authority
Outlays .
Broposed Lavel

Revenue i n— —— o - e -

Budpet Authority

{)aﬁays 0,21 £3.24 [ .10 0,17 .47 Q.51
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APPENDIX A

Spending/Revenue Options

SELL NAVAL PETROLEUM RESERVES TO PRIVATE SECTOR

Apgency: Energy Functional Code: 271
Enforcement: PG-E

Source: HF

Structure: CIB

Budget Fund: GF

Category: AS

Rating: ' 4

NOTE: All options rounded to the nearest $10 million. For example, $68 million would be shown as $0.07 billion.

 CHANGE
EFFECT OF OPTION
(Dollars in |Billions)
Cuomulative Six-
1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 year Deficit
. . Lmpact
Revenue - — - -— -
Budget Authority
(+ or -}
Qutlays (+ or -) -0.10 -0.20 -0.30 -0.60 -1.20 - -2.40

I
Proposed Program - Would sell Naval Petroleum Reserves to the private sector.

Arguments for Proposa)] - The Strategic Petroleum Reserves make the Naval Petroleum Reserves
irrelevant. [HF)
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2. A8 1l - Selling/leasing the[NPK is not a budget issue, it is really an issue of
whather o ot the adnn nistration is interested in supporting the privatization of state-owned assets when
it would yield more efficient operations, without endangering the accomplishment of other government
objectives.

Selling the NPR involves getting money up-front i in exchange for losing the net receipts from the NPR
in the future, In budget terms, it is & wash over th& long term. We now spend $200 million a year in
operating the NPR to receive about $600 million in lrecezpzs from the sale of il and gas produced from
them.

Moreover, because Gramm/Rudman considers thzs an "asset sale,” the capialized receipts would not
count, making the accounting of this fransaction a loser, unless the transaction was modified,

Thus, unless the administration were interested 1a§as;ng the sale/lease of the NPR to show its interest
in reducing the size of government, it makes little s&ns& to do on budget terms.

Finally, if the NPR were 1o be sold or leased, it would be better to lease them, with some kind of
rayalty required, and with the cash bonus payment ioccamzzg in FY 97, for exampie

| es A ated w 2 I? ~ Rep. Yates (D-1L), Chairman of the interior
Appropnazzmzs Subcommz%im would lzkeiy oppcose a lease. Furthermore, the State of California might
atempt to obiain a share of the sale or lease mcexpts

1L AU mmar above are from the Heritage Foundation’s Deficit
Raducnen ?iazz Tht: Current Services azzwzmts arethe account total for Naval Petroleum and oil shale
1eServes.,




PROPOSED LEVEL = CURRENT Siiii}‘?i{fﬁs PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE
{Dollars in Billions)

Cumaulative Six.
1953 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 yeaur Deficit

fmpact
Current Services
Revene - - — e — o
Budget Authority .23 .23 0.20 .18 0.7 -1.01
Cutlays 0.23 -0.23 . -0.21 0,18 .17 1.2
Fropused Lovel
Ravenue --- e - o — o
Budget Awhority
Dutlays .33 0.43 4.51 .78 -1.37 342
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