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MEMORANDUM FOR ERSKINE BOWLES

z
_ FROM: Sally K;;W

SUBIECT: Heaz{s»-up on Report on Benefits and Costs of Federal Regulations

3

o
This afternoon there will be “on display” at the Egderal Register s drafi report to
Congress from OMB discussing the cosis and benefits of Federal regulations. It will be

published in the Federal Register on Monday.,
3

This report was mandated by a Stevens-Levin amendment 1o last year’s Treasury-Postal
appropriations bill {this provision had in ¢ffect been lifted, but substantially streamlined, from
earlier comprehensive reguiatory reform bills) with strong bipartisan support. One of the
requirements is that e make cur report available for public comment before it is actually filed
with Congress; that is the step we are taking today (in other words, this is a draft, and we will
have an opportunity to make further revisions as necessary before we go final),

Earlier versions of this draft report were circulated to all of the agencies and 1o everyone
we could think of in'the White House. Most of the comments we received were tughly
supportive. The document itself has the “flavor” of an academic picce that discusses the
limitations of the available data and limitations on the yse of existing data. Nevertheless, the
careful reader will find that our measure of the total annual monetized benefits of Federal
regulations in 1997 is $298 billion, while the total annual monetized costs are $289 billion. If we .
limit this measurement to “environmental and other social regulations” (i.¢., excluding economic
regulations}, the benefits are $298 billion and the costs are $198 billion.

Thase whe want more information should read the report; | have attached the report’s
exccutive summary. | would be happy to answer any questions (5-4832),
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Draft Reporz to Congress on the Costs and Benefits of Federal

Regulations
|

|_ ’ fntroduction

The Federal Government affects the lives of its citizens in a variety of ways - zhmugh
taxation, spending, grams and loans, and through regulation. Crver time, regulation has become
increasingly prevalent in our society, and the importance of our regulatory activities cannot now
be overstated, '

Both proponents and opponents of regulation have resorted to grand characterizations of
either the benefits or the costs of regulation, without much substaptiation and very linle
agreement on the underlying facts. In order 1o help funher the debate on the nation’s regulatory
systern, Congress adopted Section 645 of the Treasury, Postal Services and General
Government Appropriations Act, 1997 (P.L. 104-208) on Sepiember 30, 1996. Section 6435(a)
directs the Director 6f the Office of Management and Budget 1o submit to Congress, no Jater than
September 30, 1997, a report that provides --

“{1} estimates of the total annual costs and benefits of Federal Regulatory programs. including
quantitative and nonquantitative measures of regulatory costs and benefits;

“(2) estimates of the costs and benefits ( including quantitative and nonquantitative measures) of
zach rule that is likely 1o have a gross annual effect on the economy of $100,000,000 or more in
increased COS1S;

“{3) an assessment of the direct and indirect impacts of Federal rules on the private secior, State
and local governmett, and the Federal Government; and

“{4} recommendations from the Director and a description of sigmficant public commerus w
reform or eliminate any Federal regulatory program or progtam element that is inefhi c;cm.
ineffective, or is not a sound use of the Nation’s resources,”

The request for this report reflected a consensus that it could be productive to assemble
the information available, and acknowledpe the data paps and the Jimits of the information &t
hand, all for the purpose of improving the quality of the debate. The goals of this statutory
charge are worthwhile and important, but also very ambitious. Having spent a considerable
amoum of time, we must acknowledge at the outset that what we present is neither a complete
response 10 the mandate, nor in many respects as much as we would have liked to have done had
we had more time and resources. But it is. we believe, a useful step in the process and will’
enable, we hope. a more constructive dizlogue on this issue.



64’

To be more specific, we found encrmous data gaps ip the information available on
regulatory benefits and costs. Accurate data i particularly sparse on benefits, a fact that has
been noted ofien by commentators in the literature and analysts in the field We werenot
surprised by this finding. First, the Jimited quantified or monetized data is partly a result of the
obvious technical difficulties, many of which we will discuss below (e.g., the problem of
establishing baselines or valuing qualities not generally traded in the marketplace). Just as
impontant, however, are the significant “cultural” or “philosophical” barriers to reducing values.,
equities, and & myriad of physical or emotional effects to dollars and cems. There are few agr&d
upon conventions for doing this, and agencies are understandably reluctant to spend scarce timé
and resources on what may be perceived as 8 not very informative exercise. Thisis com;mz:z:iéd
by the belief of some that it is morally or politically difficulr or wrong to engage in such '
seemingly uncaring calculations. Some also fear a tyranny of numbers - that is, “if it is
quantified, the decision will necessarily be determined solely by the numbers.” Their
understandable response is not to quantify or monetize.

Nevertheless, the fact remains that explicitly quantifying and monetizing benefits and
costs significantly enhances the consideration of allemative approaches to achieving regulatory,
goals, ultimately producing more benefits with fewer costs. As explained more fully below.,
President Clinton"s Executive Order 12866, “Regulatory Planning and Review,” recognizes and
incorporates 1his principle. requiring agencies to quantify both costs and benefits 1o the best ofi
their ability and to the extent permitted by law. This report 1akes up the challenge of the
Executive Order and Section 645 and candidly presents the available information on both the
1otal costs and benefits of regulation and the costs and benefits of the recent major individual
regulmions, We hope that this is just the beginning of an important dialogue to improve our
knowledge about the effects of regulation on the public, the economy, and American society.

This document is only a drafl of our report. Section 645(b) requires the Director of OMB
1o provide public notice and an opportunity to comment on the report before it is submitted o
Congress at the end of Sepiember 1997, Accordingly we seek comments on all aspects of ﬁm
document. but in particular are intexested in comuments and suggestions pertaining to the
following:

. The validity and reliability of the quantitative and gualitative measures of the costs and
benefits of regulations in the aggregate, as well as of the individual regulations discussed;

. Our diseussion of the direct and indirect effects of regulation;

. Any additional studies that might provide reliable estimates or assessments of the annual
costs and benefis, or direct and indirect effects, of regulation in the aggregate or of the

individual regulations issued berwcen April 1, 1996, and March 31, 1997, that we
dlscuss, and;

. Programs or program elements o which there is objective and verifiable information that

.




. 5.

would Jead to a conclusion that such programs are inefficiemt or ineffective and should be
eliminated or reformed.

All comments received will be carefully considered in prepaning the final report that will be
submitted 10 Congress.

The draft report is divided into four chapters: chapter I sets the context and provides the

- background for the ncxt three chapters. [t discusses the development of our regulatory system
and demonstrates the breadth of activity that is called regulation, which ranges from sconomic
regulation such as price supporns of agricultural products 10 social regulation such as the
protection of workers and the environment. It tracks the use of benefit-cost analysis to evaluate
specific regulations, with the recognition of the limits of quantification and its permitted use
under the law. Chapter | concludes by presenting the outline of the “best practices™ guidance that
the current regulatory review program under Executive Grder 12866 uses in conducting
economic analyses and estimating costs and benefits of economically significant regulations.

In accordance with Section 645(a)(1), chapter 11 presents our best estimate of the to1al
costs and benefits af Federal regulation. We use a well recognized, peer reviewed study {(Hahn
and Hird 19%1) for the cosss and benefits of regulations as of 1988, supplemented by an
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) report 1o Congress (Cost of Clean 1890); we then add
information about costs and benefits from agency regulatory impact analyses (RlAs) for
regulations that have been issued since 1988, In almost all cases, the RIAs have gone through
notice and comment and been reviewed by OMB for accuracy and reliability. The figures
derived are approximately $200 billion in annual costs and $300 billion in annual benefits for
environmental and social regulation and about 390 billion in annual costs and nominal benefits
for economic regulation. While this information is useful, we cannot over emphasize the
limitations of these estimates for use 1n making recommendations sbout reforming or eliminating
regulatory programs. As discussed in this chapter, aggrepate estimates of the costs and benefiss
of regulation offer little guidance on how to improve the efficiency, effectiveness or soundness of
the existing body of regulasion. This chapter also discusses the possible indirect effects of
regulation on the economy as directed by Section 645(a)(3} and concludes that the effects are
ambiguous theoretically, not well understood empirically, and offer littie content for makzng
recomumendations about regulatory policy.

i

In fulfiliment of Section 645(a)(2), cka;xer 1 provides data on the costs and benefits of
cach of the economically significamt regulations reviewed by OMB under Executive Qrder 12866
over the period from April 1, 1996, to March 31, 1997, These data were developed by the
agencies as requirzd by the Executive Order. For the most part, these data were subject to notice
and public comment and reviewed by OMB. We conclude that although the agency analyses
described in Chapter 11T provide much useful information on Federal regulatory programs and
provisions of regulations. there should be further improvement in providing high quality data and
analyses before decisions about modifying regulatory programs can be made.
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Chapter IV provides recommendations aimed at further developing the information.
methodologies, and analyses necessary for improving the efficiency, effectiveness and soundness
of regulatory programs and program elerents as required b} Section 645(a)4). We also propase
several ways for the agencies and OMB 1o work together to improve the quality of the data and
analysis found in the economic impact studies submitied to OMB under Executive Order 12866,
including “best practices” training sessions and interagency peer reviews of selected regulatory

programs.
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OEFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUBGET
WASHINGTON, 0.C. 20503 March 11, 1997

{House Rules}

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY

{THIS STATEMENT HAS BEEN COORDINATED 3Y OMB wiTH THE CONCERNED KGENCIESR )

| (’I‘alcnt (R)MO}

The Administration supports the goal of encouraging agencies to use electronic submission,
maintenance, and disclosure of mformation m order 10 reducs paperwork burdens on small ‘
businesses and other members of the public, Although icgsiatzon Is 1ot necessary 10 accomplish
this goal, the Administration has no objection to Houge passage of HR. 852, as reported by the
House Small Business Committee.

The Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (P.L. 104~13) and the Information Technology
Management Reform Act of 1996 (P.L. 104-106) already encourage and direct agencies to collect
and use informarion through electronic and other technical means where it makes programmatic
and gconomic sense (0 do 6.

L R
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
CFFICE OF MARNAGEMENT ARD BUDGET
WASHINGTON, D.0, 20503

THE DIREGTOR ; Pebruary 26, 1997
M-97-08 |

MEMORANDUM FOR HEADS OF DEPAR

FROM:

SUBJECT: The Census 2000 Long Form

In December 1992, the Office of Management and Budget, with the assistance of the Bureau of
the Census, initiated & comprehensive survey of Federal agency needs for data from the decennial
census short and fong forms. 'We have been working with the agencies since that time to clarify
ang update their decenmai census data requirements. By April 1 of this year, the Bureau of the
Census must submit to the Congress its recommended fist of topics for inclusion in Census 2000,

The Attachment « cem;mres the data collected in 1990 and the current draft of the data to be
collected in 2000, according to whether it is “mandatory,” “required,” or “programmatic” You
have previously provided information on how you would use long form data. As part of our
continuing review, we need complete and up-to-date informstion regarding the consequences to
your agency and its programs if data in the current draft of the Jong form were not collected in
Census 2000. Specifically:

- 1f the data were not collected in Census 2000, would your agency need to initiate new
data collections to carry out mandated responsibilities? 1If so, include estimates for the
budgetary costs and the public burden of these collections, and describe their utility for

CRITYIng Out your programs.

- I the data were not collected in Ceasus 2000, and if the data could not be obtained
through other means, how would the absence of this data impact the sgency's ability to
carty out its program responsibilities?

Piease provide your agency's response by March 14, 1997, to Katherine K. Wallman, Chief
Statistician, Office of Management and Budget, NEOB, Room 10201, Washington, DC 20503;
with a copy to Marths Famsworth Riche, Director, Bureau of the Census, Washington, D.C.
20233,

If your staff have any guestions, please contact either Nancy Kirkendall {Office of Management
and Budget at 202-395-7313) or Louisa Miller (Bureau of the Census at 301-457-2073).

Thank you for your continued cooperation in this effort.

Attachment
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Summary of Federal Agency Decennial Census Data Needs
{Population Subjects)

: ! POPULATION SUBJECTS

STATUS

100-PERCENT

S L

2000

Attachment |

February 1987

Are

X

Ao

Sex

Relationship

Race

Hispanic Origin

z |z |z |z

NINIININ IS

Muarita! Status

&

Place of Birth

Citizenship !

Year of Entry

Education %

Language Spoken at Home

Veteran Status

f
Journey to Work

Place of Work

3

Income '

Grandparents as Caregivers' N

Support Expenditures and

M
M
A
M
M
M
M
M
M
M

Potenti
M

Health Coverage®

<

.,

RIS INININISISIN S

NSNS IS IS N IS IN IS

' Added based on Public Law 104-193 and would include questions to identify grandparents who
have primary responsibility for care of grandchildren.

*Teo anp!emem the proposed redefinition of poverty, this subject would tnclude questions on child
support and aizmony payments and health insurance coverage.,

=



Summary of Federal Agency Decennial Census Data Needs
{Population Subjects)

Reguired (R) - Data on topics are required:

1} by law {although not specifically decennial census data}, and decennial census data are 1
only source, or the source historically used or

2 to gif case law requirements imposed by the U.S. Federal court stems,

he

Nl SAMP LE
POPULATION SUBJECTS STATUS 1990 | 2000
Ancestry R v v
Disability . R v v
Rcsiltitzzca 5 Years Ago
(Migration} R o v
Labor Force Status R " <
Industry ) R ol v
Occupation R v v |
Class of Worker R v s |
____________________ Work Status Last Year R J v v
}%;gmmmaac (F) — Data are used for program planning, implementafion, evaluation, or to provide legal
evidence.

[The (7) indicates that these subjects are considered most likely to be excluded fmm the 2000 census because
they do not have an explicit legisiative requirement. The Bureau plans to evaluate each subject below on s

__case-by-case basis to decide whether to recommend the subject in 2000.

| | 160-PERCENT SAMPLE
POPULATION SUBJECTS sTATUS | 1990 | 2008 [ 1990 | 2000
Children Ever Born (Fertility) l 2
1 P /
Year Last Worked® N . 9

? Used with guestions on industry, occupation, and class of worker to sereen out people w;?m do
not need to answer these questions and to identify the specific segment of the population classified a5 the

experienced civilian labor force.




February 1997

Summary of Federal Agency Decennial Census Data Needs
(Housing Subjects) ,

HOUSING SUBJECTS STATUS [| 1990 2000 1890 | 2000 -

! w |

Rooms M 2 sample v /

i

Tenure (Owner or Renter) M v 4 e s |l
Farm Residence’ M 1
Vehicles Available M v : v
Year Structure Built v 7

Housshold Noncash - Potential E

Benefits’ M NEW

' To implement the proposed redefinition of poverty, this subject would include questions on
public housing, fond stamps, school lunch programs, and energy assistance.

Page 3 of 4



Summary of Federal Agency Decennial Census Data Needs
{Housing Subjects)

Required (R) — Data on topics are required:

1} by law (although not specifically decennial census data), and decennial census data are the
only scurce, or the source hisiorically used or

2} to fill case law requirements imposed by the US. Federal court system .

iai}-?ERCEN'Em Swr}wl\vf?l‘%m
| HOUSING SUBJECTS STATUS | 19908 § 2000 1996 | 2000
=
Units in Structure : R | v m?;,p;, f e 7
= | T
Value of Home R l v s::gpfg xd v
o
Monthly Rent R e v v
Bedrooms K v 7
Plumbing Facilities R v v |
Kitchen Facilities R ol 7/ l
Teiephon? o R 7 v l
House Heating Fuel R v o '
Year Moved Into Unit R o ' I
Shelter Costy (incl. Utilities) R na o I

Programmatic (F) - Data are used for program planning, implementation, evaluation, or to
provide legal evidence.
[The (?) indicates that these subjects are considered most likely to be excluded from the 2000 census
because they do not have an explicit lepislative requirement. The Bureau pians to evaluate each subj ject
below on a case-by-case basis to decide whether to recommend the sublect in 2000.] !

HKO-PERCENT S.&MP{J‘: ‘
e e = =

1

HOUSING SUBJECTS 1990 2000

Source of Water

Sewage Disposal

Condominium Status

]

Page 4 of 4




EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASHINGTON, D.4. 20863

THE DIRECTOR February 26, 1897

M-97. 07

MEMORANDUM FOR HEADS OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS AND ESTABLISHMENTS

FROM: Franklin D. Raines M :

SUBSECT: - Multiagency Contracts Under the Information Technology Management
Reform Act of 1996

This memorandum authorizes agencies to enter ito multiagency contracts for information
technology and sets forth good management practices to be followed by agencies that do so.

Authority:

Section'5124(a¥2) of the Information Technology Management Reform Act of 1996 (ITMRA),
40 U.8.C. 1424(2)(2), states that an Executive agency may “enter info a contract that provides
for multiagency acquisitions of information technology in accordance with guidance issucd by
the Director." The accompanying Conference Report, H.Rep. 104-450, states that "the
reguirements and limitations of the Economy Act, and other provisions of law, apply to these
multiagency acquisitions.” Accordingly, 1o the ¢xtent practicable, and consigtent with the
requirements of the Economy Act, 31 U.S.C. 1535, and other relevant provisions of law,
agencies may permit use of their contracts by other agencies and award contracts for
multisgency use.

4
H

This guidance s limited to multiagency contracts issued by agencies pursuant to

Section 5124(a)(2) of ITMRA. Under Section 5124(a}(3) of ITMRA, 40 U.S.C. 1424(a)(3),
the Director may authorize an agency 1o enter into & multiagency contract for procurement of
com:zzercmi stems of mformation technology that requires each agency covered by the contract
gither zo procure the iterns under that contract or to justify an alternative source of the items.
Szmiiarlv under Section S112{e) of ITMRA, 40 U.S.C. 1412(e), the Director may designate
one or,more heads of Executive agencics as cxeantive agents for government-wide acquisitions
of information technology, The CIO Council is encouraged to identify appropriste candidates,
This guidance does not apply to contracts under Sections 5124(a)(3) and 5112{e).

Policy:

The ITMRA provides agencies the flexihility to acquire information technology cffectively and
efficiently. Mulliagency contracts permit aggregation of agency demand to encourage vendors
1o offer the best possible prices, and they serve to reduwce the overhead associated with multiple
acquisitions, particularly by smaller agencies. In order to realize these benefits, @ management



commitment commensurate with the potential size of the contracts is essential, This is
especially important because customer demand can be difficult to anticipate, and could
potentially exceed the agency’s ability 10 manage the contracts, which could disrupt business
relationships among agency customers and vendors.

Agency heads must, with regard to multiagency contracts:

« assure that their Chief Information Officers and Senior Pracurement Executives work together
to assign resprmsz ibilities and establish clear lines of accountability;

» see that the agency component conducting the acquisition has established ceffective contract
mazzagemem systems and has an adequately trained and sized staff available (o administer the
resulting contracts;

» monitor the progress of the contracts and ensure that adequate management resources
continue & be devoted, particularly if the contracts prove (¢ be unexpectedly popular or
otherwise begin to strain existing management resources;
) -
» assure agency compliance with Federal Acquisition Regulation section 16.504{a) by setting
an initial dollar or quantity limi{ on such contracts; and,
]

» consider placing an initial limit on the amount of interagency usage, subject to periodic
adjustment (either upward or downward) depending on the agency component’s demonstrated
ability o adequately manage the contracts in light of the volume of orders received,

?!}” ]{E ation:

If vou need further information regarding this guidance, please contact the Office of
Information and Regulatory Affairs, (202) 395-3785. If you nieed information regarding
procurement-related issues, please contact the Office of Federal Procurement Policy,
{202} 395-3501,

OMB continues to review procurement-related matters on the use of multiagency contracts and
will issue additional guidance in the future as appropriate. This memorandum supersedes OMB
Memorandurn M-96-36, issued August &, 1996,



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OEFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND RBUDGET
WASHINGTON, D.¢, 20502

THE DIREGTOR' MARCH 29, 1995

H
OFFICE MEMORANDUM 95-20

' MEMORANDUM FOR OMB STAFF

FROM: Alice M. Rivlin
Director ‘
SUBJIECT: Branch Organizational Structure in GGF

i have approved several changes in the branch organizational
structure in the General Government and Finance Resource
Management Office. The new structure is as follows.

Transportation, Commerce, Justice and 8§rviaaa pivision

Kan Schwartz, Deputy Bssociate Director
Transportation Branch (Branch Chief vacant)
Commerce Branch {Branch Chief vacant)
Justice/GS8A Branch {David Haun, Branch Chief)

L
Bousiny, Traasury and Pinance Division

Alan Rhinesmith, Deputy Associate Director

Housing Branch {(Steve Redburn, Branch Chief)
Treasury Branch (Haryy Meyers, Branch Chief}
Financial Institutions Branch (Branch Chief wvacant)

Vacancy anncuncenments for the vacant branch chief pogitions
will be posted immediately.

P



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
’ WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

THE DIRECTOR, March 28, 1995

; OFFICE MEMORANDUM %5~19

l

¥

MEHORANDUHM FCOR OMB STAFF

FROM: Alice H. Rivlia@}

director

SUBJECT: Changes in the Front Office

In an effort to increase the effectiveness of OMB and the
gfficiency of my own office, I am asking three people to take
on major new responsibilities. The three "new faces," however,
are ones that mest of you already know. ‘

First, Jack Lew is moving from his pogition of Associate
Director for Legislative Affairs to Exegutive Associate
Director. This is a position with a long and distinguished
history, and it has been pivotal in Lhe operation of CMB. In
his new role Jack will be working on policy issues across-the~
board and should be copied on all substantive paterial that is
sent in fto me. Jack will continue to reside in 243 OEOB and be
reachaed on X547%0., :

!

Second, Chantale Wong is returning to OMB after .a short
stint at the £PA assisting Carocl Browner. Chantale will be
working directly with me on planning and organizing my schedule
and priorities, as well as helping manage my activities
generally. She will be located in 251 OFEOB and can be reached
on x59180. ’

Third, Jill Blicksteln is coming across the street on
detail from the Health Division. Jill will be aszaisting me -
with research and writing, developing policy issues, and
generally helping Jack, Chantale and me keep on top of things.
Jill will also be located in 251 OEOB and can be reached on
X55883. .

Please join me in welcoming these outstanding OMB veterans
to the Uirector’s Office and offer them any assistance you can
in getting our job done more effectively.



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
LFFICE OF MAG&?MENT ﬁf\?ﬁ QUGGET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20843

March 29, 1935

Cirgular No. A-~76 {(Revised)
Transmittal Memorandum No. 14

70 THE HEADS OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES

SUBJECT: ' Performance of Commercial Activities

" This Transmittal Memorandum updates the Federal pay raise
assumptions and inflation factors used for computing the
- Government’s in-house persgonnel and non-pay costs, as provided in
the President’s Budget for Fiscal Year 1936.

The folliowing factors should be applied‘per paragraph ¢
pages IV-6 and IV~7 of the OMB Circvular A-76 Supplemental Cost
Comparison Handbook {August 1983} .

anzazign;zgggggs
civilian

Janusary 1995 2
,January 1996 2
" January 1$87 3.
Janyary 1398 ' 2
‘January 1899 2
 January 2000 P

Geographic pay differentials received in 19%5 and prior
years shall be included for the development of in~house personnel
costs. The above pay raise factors shall be applied after
consideration is given to the geographic pay differentials. The
pay raise factors provided for 1596 and beyond shall be applied
to all employees, with no assumption being made as to how they
will be distributed between possible locality and ECI-based
increases. ’



These revisions are effective as follows: all changes in
the Transnittal Memorandun ars effective immediately and shall
apply to all cost comparisons in process where the Government’s
in-house cost estimate has not been publicly revealed before this

o f@,\

Robert E. Litan
Associate Director for r
General Government and Finance
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
S SWASHINGTON, D.C. 20603 . P

THE DIRECTOR | - March 28, 1935
M-95-08 -, ‘ _ : .,:'
MEMGRANBUM FOR THE HEADS OF EXECWVE*I)EP&RTMW? M AGENCIES

FROM:» " f"" ‘ ;AIIC& M. Rivlin \Q&/ L - M A T
" oo . . . B, - e

U A v s vn

SUBIECT: 4.+ - -Performance Partnerships N . T e T A

o

-

“*The Pz‘esmen{ s FY 1996 Budget includes several proposals that dramatically change ﬁw
way the Federal govemment works with States to achieve the goals we share. . These .
*Performancs Partnerships,™ which we have proposed in the areas of environméntal protecuorz P
public health, and housing, among others, represent a fundamentally new way of doing
business. Nexzh&r the block grants of the early 1980s and the myriad narrow categonical
programs that exist today integrate flexibility and accountability. In contrast, Performance
Parmnerships are an opportunity for the Federal government and the States to.exchange funding
restricgons for a new, incentive-based focus on performance and outcomes. :

Performance partnerships work besi: (1) when the Federai Government intends that .
services be delivered at State and local levels, (2) where there is shared agreement among -
Federal, State and focal partners about national goals and objecuves, and (3) where progre:ss
toward the goals and objectives can be measured.

- Performance partnerships consolidate funding streams and eliminate overlapping -
authorities, create incentives to reward desirable results and reduce micromanagement and
wasteful paperwork. They begin to move programs away from process and focus on outcomes
and outputs as the basic measure of success., The partnerships seek to empower communities 1o
make their own decisions about how to address their needs, and to be held accountable for
resulits. :

During the ‘second phase of reinvaming govemment, one of the- major questions that we
are’asking is whether or not the work we do In Washington can be done better by States,
iocalities or private citizens. You should use the attached "Performance Partnerships - -
Summarv and Quiding Pnnczplcs as a set of "rebuntable preswmptions”™ as you design

‘ performance mersths in your-agency. e

- Our goal mast be to dramatically restructure the reladonship between the Federal »-

- Government and the States and localities to create stronger partnorships.  Performance . -~
~partnerships pmvzde a new opportunity to provide States and localities more flexibility to solve

their problems,’m return for-more accountability for results. : e

3

Attachment
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PERFORMANCE PARTNERSHIPS

SUMMARY

*

»"-,S'WHM IS A: PERFORMANCE PARTNERSHIP? ¢ =« vnmm ez s ny iy, -

—
.ot
ey

- CONSOLIDATED PROGRAMS. wz’m N e LR n e
A INCREASED FLEXIBILITY j‘:j‘ S RS
_ Acccmme:mw ma pmmmmce S e

WHERE DO THEY MAKE SENSE?

» IF PROGRAMS ARE DELIVERED AT STATE AND LOCAL LEVELS,
. THERE 1S SHARED AGREEMENT ON GDALS AND OBJECTIVES, AND

® YOU CAN MEASURE RESULTS,

2
1

HOW ARE THEY DIFFERENT FROM BLOCK GRANTS?

® . . QUTCOMES (NOT PRGCESS! ARE THE PRINCIPAL MEAS%JRE OF SUCCESS,
AND

® - FUNDS AND FLEXIBILITY ARE TIED TO IMPROVED PERFORMANCE

HOW ARE-THEY "PARTNERSHIPS"? ' D

4T

. FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS AND PROVIDERS. JOINTLY
~-DESIGN THE PROGRAM AND MEASURE PROGRAM RESULYS _ =

P oy

x .
-

*  PARTNERS WORK TOGETHER TO REMOVE BARRIERS TO SUCCESS



'PERFORMANCE PARTNERSHIPS ’
Guiding Principles - e
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Current ?ederal gram system,

e T *
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R great deal i}f the current:grant
system has bmken down in a tangle .
- of gaad mtentmns gene awry., There .
‘aré 106 many “funding categzzneé. R
suffocatmg Yregulations and : o

e gl e

. e

- AR
T
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remed:atmg raziser than preventing .

T :, ;:;mbiems, and no clear focus on
.measurable outcomgs The system

T stifles initiative and squanders
‘:esgurces without achieving sufficien?
results. Performance partnerships
offer improvements 1o the current
system,

What is a performance
partnership?

Performance partnerships provide
increased flexibility on how a program
is run in‘exchange tor increased
accountability for results. -

. Increased flexibility includes: -

conso lidated ﬁmzimg
streams

4  elimination of micre-

" manggement, ‘ )
devolved decision- makmg
{nationa! goals and .

, ohiectives, with much

: more flexibility for State

and loca! partners o

determine HOW these are

achieved), and -

o

paperwérk ‘misdirected emphasis on A o

A number of key characteristics
should be considered in designing and

increased accountability, for

results means the partners, will:, . -

+

- f-*‘,%.\»x—'-. .ot

e

begm to treat outcomes..

- “:and outputs as the basic.: .

“medsure;of success fe. Gur <

e taenage pregnancy rate
iratber ‘than nuinber. of

| visits t6a clificl, and T

~ create funding andfothar

.. incentives 10 rewarci .

desitable results ang,
performame towards
results, ’

Where do performance
partnerships make sense?

Performance partnerships work best:

When the Federal Goyémmem
inntends to deliver services at

.Btate and local lsvels,

Where there is shared -
agreement among Federal,
State and locs! partners about
national gaa s and objectives,
and

Where progress toward the

i

- goals and {;i}jscnves can be
measwed A

~ Checklist of Gut{img F’rmcs;;ies; ,
tor Designing a Performance .
Partnership ‘

v . - reduced wasteful = implemanting perfermance

paperwork,

partnerships: o
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“Program consolidations ' 1.- Program consolidations

1
.. 2.  Partnership S -
- 3. increased Flexibility - - —- ~a&  Proposals should restructure -
4, im’{}f{}\}ed A‘CCQUﬁtab”it? current gra;}t program
- §.  Measuring Performance - . authorizations to consolidate
o BV R L, B.. Perfc&fmamﬁ Incentives - W i 07 WS programs andior funding . ve
~5~ e RN ?“' »~Shiftinthe Locus of “ - 7 =% igtreams and sliminates - :
- Decision-making = . BREE overiap;}mg authcrzz es:
- N - S Adngzszratwe Simpl zfmanon J . PR -
CL oL g 8 ey Administrative Savmgs . AL S Evefy effort shfmid be e
o nmn, 10 Cimplementations. o R .‘made to ‘merge funding s
PR R ‘?3, Entitlement Programs~ . cw» s, ..o :streams which nowforce U
P o R e . recipients to wastefully
N SRR & - - .. .- isolate administration and
“The checkiist which follows contains - s .- delivery of one program
s prm{;;g}ies whlch build. upon the . S = e from another to avoid 2N
description 0% the Administration’s six being penalized by
proposed “perfarmance parinerships” " auditors.
in the Prasident’s EY 1896 Budget :
{see pages 152-154}, The guiding 2. Partnership
principles should be regarded as ' )
¥ © - "rebuttable presumptions”: ’ . Federal, State and focal

partners should jointly design
the partnaership and the
strategies to implement it.

{al Irn any policy arena in which
there is a strong national
interest and a history of Federal
grants and other assistance 10 .
State and local governments,
agencies should give strong
consideration {o developing {:»zw
or more performance
‘parinerships.

Performance parnnerships
should accommadate different
program stratsgies with
different State and local
partners,

() If a proposed performance - 3.: Increased Flexibility

partnership is not consistent . ) -
with a particular principle, there -~ Performance partnerships
- should be a-compelfing - should: . i
argument about how the R ) \ .
program is otherwise A - Promote muluple
addressing local needs, stops " P app_mygphes‘ 1o ’meetmg
micromanagement, and holds . national objectives,

its partners accountable for - Allow .federaziy»z‘mdad
L resuits. . activities 1o be fully-

‘integrated with State,

[
i
] ' 2
i



" “local, and provider
oo e - @clivities, and
- TAliow Hexibility s0o that
State and local
institutional forces and
incentives achieve the
¥4 desired “results,

Ar Kemes . S
[ haet ¥
< o -~

S “rnuttipled" State Plan”

- .»?"*"*”*““”raqwremerzts should be -

SR TN e rep!aced with one “community-
‘ -based strategic plan.” Such a,

ptan would outline basic

strategies and tactics, and

™oL T el B accommodate much more

T e diversity from community-to-

Co community ang state-to-state

than existing approaches.

. -
EE ST
- Y

»* LEN]

* Partnerships should:
- " Minirnize "reguired”
» sErvice requirements, and

— Provide multi-year
tunding.

4, Improved Accountability

. Federal agencies and State or
locaﬁpanners should develop,
cofimunicate, and monitor

- measurable program ‘goals and.
repo:t progress toward
achzevmg them:

vere ‘Fhmk in terms of shared
. | BRI accountah;h{y

Ferformance partnerships
should tocus on outpuis and
- outcomes (real results) rather
than detailed assessmem of the

“If. State plans are necessary, .

CEY envzm{zmental

-2 TE w0 educational goals are > -

L]

vy

inputs and process used by

T States.and localities:, o

- - - - . ru

-~ An emphasis on resuits
means, for example,

o cc}fwentratmg on’ get’:mgwww

Wt wa c | Eleaner-air inot the | .
existence of State
- ke
S
mgaiatmns) or whezher

s t}elng achieved (not the’
— o dlevel af:szhaol
i ﬁexparzditures}

*‘thw;thstandmg zncreased

fiex:hlhty, perfarmance
partnerships will maintain -
Constitutional and critical,
national public policy
requirernents:

- Non-discrimination
requirements, for
exampie, will apply.

Measuring Performance

" Performance partnerships
should be structured, managed,
and evaluated an the basis of
resuits (i.e., progress in'terms
of agreed upon measures of
performance).

Parformance maasures will
typically include a mix of -
outcome and cutput measures,

. including both measures.of =~

progress toward national goals
and measures of-important
negative consequences that are
fikely to result from program
activities,

o
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o Partnerships should focus on - n | - QOVernmants, providers and

outcomes (not process) as the  © - = gonsumers, develop and update
principal critera by wiich to . %7 Tessue lor deterninng Sreor
measure success. progress toward the national goals
_ . and objectives.”
. Authorizing legistation should . © | _ | N
o7 ,.inclyde a statementof: . . - . AR - Lo mtemome
T TN e T e RN S &acordmgi?e pecformance . - oo
orssm ;- UNational'goals and s v e e :“ measures and targets. e
SEE T gt}bgéctwes that the T 'should. be' «{M‘*. *“f‘ et “*;“*h'
T .,partnersth seeks to baip I
N 2 . '}ach eve; and . T Mumally dev&?oped by« ,-é; f
S 0 S - . Tt T -.the partners, o .-.a.
SR G LI FOr‘exampie: Sparentat © - . . o ‘-’“”* y . In the case of cenain
' TEET - responsibifity.t - T L e gore mdwawrs, - R
: RPN B T - . o2 - developed by the Federal
s mprmetieee 2 TTypes of "performance (- - 0 gy 2 Governmentdn - <= r 7L
. = .- coinformation” thatwould - - o - - | L sapsultation with™ ¢ e
~indicate what types of ) grantees, and -
informatisn would . supplemented with,
indicate progress toward . indicators mutuaily
j the national goals and - agread 10 by the
objectives. . : graniees,

- Refined over ume-in
consultation with the
grantees.

For example: Tpaternities
established” :

The Federal agency should be
aythorized 1o develop national
goais and objectives where the

Performance measures require
specification of at least the

authorizing legisiation does not toflowing:
specify them.-
: {1} Type of
For example. "“{he Secretary shall, in ?mwrma;nce
conjunetion with the States, logal : _information,
— .t governments, providers and : .. {2} Data.source for
"~ consumers, davelop national goals - sources)... ]
andjobjectives.” ! {3} Accepiable levels of~
. . . .- : recision and o
* Porformance measures” and zccuracy L
performance targets should not -« L
X : S : {4}  Domains of
belincorporated in authorizing -

{eaistation astimations {e.qg., States,
4 S counties, gto.)

+ : ) g . . _ r
For exarple; "The Sscretary shali, in — 5} F eauency” °f data
- - ) ca%ieczmn

=~ coniynction with States, loca!

5 R
|
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. Performance agreements: .
H

(8}
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-

_~1ime period
covered.

For gxampie: for ” paternz!ses
established” .

- {1,1} Percentage of new
weliare cases for which
-paternitigs have heen.
e B established, for.each

vwl

o e e oo figeal yoar cohort of new

welfare recipients. .
1.2 ,Percentage of the total
welfare caseload for
. wihich paternities have
“--been sstablished, as of
:* -the close of pach fisaat
© year,
Selested welare sysiem
.Case records and \
information obtained o
through extgrnal guaiity
eormirel review,
Totat estimation error
ol 1o exceed 7% a? the
" eounty level andfor 1%
at the State fevel,
The gample dasign must
support precigion ang
ateyracy requirements
tor State {countyl level
\ estimates or for the
. pogutation genaraliy
: fe.g., the gntire sample
may b allocstad across
. 0 the Siate. "n” casas
: aliocated per county, of
. even “n” cases per ©
« 1,000 per countyl:
£8)  Annually.
{8 The st fiscgé year.

L
'io

ot
<
Faz g

n
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(4]

- ~ . Federal agencigs should
" develop individual
ipariarmance agreemem&
.with each State/locality
recewmg fur}ds

-
£

A e

s

.

B

T

E

E

o _m"i'he authcnzmg ’

Lt

A
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, . Asgéssing progresst

For example: ”?be Stzczezary
shali, in conguact:on with the
Siates, lovst governmenis,
providers and consumers,
deveiop individual
pertormancs horeements
-~ whigh specify the. ‘program
. g:}a 5 and :zb;ectwas 4program
. “Performancs- measwes P
performance targets:andg- ih‘s
- timeirames for achzevmg the «
R perfmmam:e w!gets Dare ”,r“ Lt

LR wi oo,
ot s oW ST
TR . R

PR

e

.
LN

B “.a" § e

v‘.( . . -
. P
1«-;

legislation should include
-8 requiremeant thait the

V

.¢

: M&edera I agency work with

. o

,f:n

. the partners to deveiop 2
system for assessing the
extent of progress

- towaerd national
objectives,

For exampte: "The Secretary
shall, in eonjunction with the
Staies, locsl governments,
providers and consumers,
develop a system for
assesging the exteny of
grogress toward the naizanal
objectives.”

At least annually, the
pariners should assess
the level.of performance
achieved, the extent 1o
which performance
meets or-exceeds agreed-
on performance targets,
~and the extent 1o which
performance has changed
over time, These reports ¢
"should acknowledge the
influence of important
external factors that-may



H

+ have affected the
v . performance levels
' achieved. L.

~ +  From time to time, asm%ual

- performance rEPOIEST L
oo shouid 'be supplemented

- . . m»<¢4 -

g R TadBgEatinet Ahy program’ evaluations«
that estimate the net ...
St L iy o - program impacts caused -
[ S D "”.:‘w «by the program. These

¢ e . [ S50 prcgram evaluatmns
. e ‘ﬂ.r, Tl Sl - wsuié use research +7& " . ..
x DG SRS o TP IRE T »ciaszgnsrw estimatesthe’ |

L. .”“"l".'f LA B
o " - [

‘difference that the g
‘program makes lile., the
difference betwesn (a)
the ‘actusl performance
levels achieved, and (bl
the performance levels
that would have-been
achieved in the absence
of the program).

Y

. v - a0

g DRata collection:

The pariners will have w0

wentity or deveiop data
systems 1o define and
assess “results” and
“improvement in resuits.”

‘For exampie: "The Secretary
iz authorized 1o withhaid up to
B percent of the amount
appropriated 10 the program 1o
support the devslopmeant and

a updating of deta sysiems ted

: ciosely to.the natipnas! goais;

the develppment of

petiormance agreements with~.

.- States; and data quatity
assurance and dato quality
irprovement; asd reseacch
and dgevelopment of

- . . performance measurernment methodology,”

* . .,n;w»

.8

»

e Partners should consider
whether and how to get
data that is generalizable,

ard consistent among
and within States
- overtime,

- w ;--..-

. T

] '-e.. S

-Refmmg the measures»aver« ;
firme: :

- -+ V}’!‘*"f*‘“ ."
[

oo It ise expected that the
C = performance-

'_MJ-‘ I

ST g asuremants pfOCeSS;
ST -3’. T

r#E-o o and-indicators will evci g

T, pver time, as Federal

- agencies and grantees -

-~ Jdevelop greater.

. - experiente with this. - -
approach,

- Performance Incentives

Agencigs should consider
whether funds should be
aliocated in part on
nerformance {but other factors
such a8 need may aiso be
determinants, including
popuiation, poverty, disease
incidence, morbidity,.and
mortality, as approptiatel.

Partners should be recognized
and rewarded for success -
both high. performance and
wnproved-performance.
Recipienis should be rewarded
for achieving ambitious, rather
than readily-attainable,
performance targets.
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- @ Some portion of the funding -~ A requirement to shift

: should be based on actual : . funds into practices
ey e 13 e performance: ' o e o sz $UCCRSSEUlY Used by high
| perforring States and
- Some portion of funding localities, or
. wermes - oo Should be available to the . ... -~ .. Requirements for
AR ‘Iﬁmngxﬁ-t‘:t‘f,'; i Federal agency as.en . N5 ~35% =L additional cammztmenis
R - GO 2 mcemwe for States and | -J.j.x toT. ,;" of State or local - B w:. ;
O "',.j';:;.,, RN lecai;tzes that make . e ms{;»wces “or v+ - ,
Crr eTpEane Sy L AETI w;m;’;mvement AL T, Raductlcn or;z»srmmazzon ’
R e ‘j‘; ,; T . S o » el Federa? fﬁndmg
L s For exampie “The Secretary IR . AR Te
T L RTR AT i v issauthorized 1o reserve up te - . o o 'Partners shzmid avoid pizmﬁhmg
t-»; R e _:u w1} ; «%:,v;?:q-« JO percent of the funds o 233 “’ o ,,», lnncva‘{zi}n ﬂnd exﬁ%ﬂmﬁﬂtation
o ) e vuged for performance . -
mcemave awards for fer:fplents > = .
RREERE ':“ BRI mﬁkmg process toward. e = Keepin mmd -no one, is |
B T SNUUR meenng nationat goals.” .~ .. Ll s . accsmwbie for resutm
° e e e e A © 2. new under the' cwtam -
' -~ . Lip to” ;s mpartanz system.
since it will first be
- nacessary to gat a . Since there is shared
M e wi-SENSible measurement - ~accountability for.resuits, . -
sysiem in place, before ’ Federal agencies should aiso
s . attempting to award . respond to problems by
wos v e e o -wperformance incentives, .. providing technical assistance

. about promising practices:
o Rewards should not be

directed toward only . For exgmpie: *The Secretary shall
"exceptional” ] provigg technical agsistance to the
performance, but allow States w0 hellz them expand and
the Secretary to reward IMPTOVE e
.h'g? of zmﬂpm:&ed. o L States and localities should be
- pertorma (:e *‘“‘{ held harmless for cases whére
" : p;ggrgss o?a | -gutcomes are not achieved
ac ieg;ng navona - despite the use of best x
o e sogeEsh Lo practices {given the current
. ‘ . - state of knowledgel. '
. - ® High-perferming States and . - ge) -
SR localities shauld be rewarded” C Arcee 3
. = with additional flexibility or 7. gﬁ'ff in the 1?«52“5 of
- reduced matching requirements. eciston-making -
. Similarly, disincentives should .. The partners S{Eo“ié ffemde
- : include reduced-flexibiiity: - largely on the "What” and leave ..


http:there.is

most of the "How"™ 1o

States and localities.
» Performance partnerships
should seek t0 empower
czzmmumtles o' make their cwn

- w"'cie{::ismns ghout how-to address
1«#%«»

- 4 oye e o
1

o tReir needs, and to be held . .7
e e accauntabia for, results

e iy

+ "wss-& - -~
. o .
o el o “ - e ‘.'

RIER st R A : - .t gnd expenditure reporting
R REEE Sy S TR me«tzne, iocallevel prowdars e et : requirements.-should-be, ¢ 7
U M shglid have:greater flexibility. . ©. """ ¢ eliminated or simplifiedito »: .
wmb Tt LI LS T g0 g FESponsibility for service . . permit comprahenslve Service -
S NEDE L ey aéesjg“m delivery, and results. -, delivery: N S T
RN ' Partherships should permit " " The focus should be “Is .-
.o PEERem AL v dystomers and beneficiaries to- . - ¢ ¢ Lsa - o oo the community achieving. - r.
© v FTU-ighdneiprograms 1o better mateh - v “.measurable results that- ...
their individual ngeds - by indicate progress toward
. giving them voice, choice, and national goais?“ -- rather
* the 'means to integrate services” than "Were the dollars
- from multiple providers, - o spent on the identified.
. ’ groblem?”
& Racipient jurisdictions should _
have flexibility to set local e @ - Pgderal agencies should, 1o the -
benchmarks that are consistent extent feasible, establish or
with national progeam goals. | negotiate performance targets,
‘ rather than specify the manner
8. Administrative . -of compliance that States or
Simplification focalities must adopt.
» Partners will seek to reduce - . Reporting and monitoring.
hariers 10 Success. should focus on performance
' _ {outcomes and oulputs that -
e . Partnerships should resemble ~- indicated progress toward
- “performance contracts" {i.e., ~ - strategic goals) rathzr than .
T contract for measurable results) . inputs. ' “
. ! rather than traditional cost- . ‘ _—
reimbursement, "level 2}? effort 8. Administrative Savings=.
g:aﬁzs _
&~ Administrative savings should
.. ””‘Performance partnerships - be realized through-

shcﬁuid reduce Federal
ragulazm of nputs, and avoid ¥

micro-management, and
wasteful paperwork:

Rigid and costly program
restrictions should be

L P

e
.&&vﬂiwo -ty ﬁ e -
?tocedura -detaiied, apphcatzon,

-+« - financial management, auditing.

-consolidation and program and
administrative simplification:

eliminated., - ca -

- R - -
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o Consolidated planning
- requirements, for
c semsw s e - pxample, should enable . -
moree integrated services
with less war!}ead,

-ai--xe-\u -

o,

&

Jum T ..u ““Pwpasats should consnder, -
wow aSRE . La o T T L Lt -
ZELN e T T Phasedin -
"’ e E- ot Himplementation, - -
T mrtoe - tinitially, shifting towardi L.

Sty

&—

syt TF R4 e A ) - o

- SRR bt p&#ormance paf‘{z’iershlpﬁ

LRI -t ;‘1‘ " ““r
S, LT wnh self-gelected - or. -2
- Tleme 7w “volunteer” States/local
.
T Ll " partners that are: ready
g Partnership proposals should

accommuodate different degrees
of develution between Federal, -
and various State and Ioca!
governments,

11. " Entitlement Programs

. Performance partnerships for
entittement programs might:

-~ Initially allocate furds to
States to match what
© -they currently receive,.
-~ Adjust over time for
‘ ) gz{awth of povarty
~ 7 epepulation and inflation, -
- e ™ Authorize the Secretary
. to provide exira funds to
- "+ States during economic
- downturns, ‘
' S As an incentive since
- - funding levels are fixed},
permit high-performing
- States 10 re-direct their
. . matehing funds,

e
-

Y

. Eligibility may ﬁée:?:i‘to be
simplified, for example, to

- wontransformopublic assistence

offices from bureaucratic
eligibility cﬁicgs imo family
s = L SUPROrt and job preparation

AT G*“Implementatmn LT EYERGe EeelTh L centers, imkmg.amnge -of
.ol ‘sarvices. .. oo WA

LRI N E I I

I . 2 ::‘There may be & nesd 1o set

P

L« specific commaon measures, but .

- allow for flexibi zty for locat .
© gircumstanges:. e oL .

. m
s -

B ' i‘{ased“* frnoE oL

S

P e ;‘w_‘ _ Measwezs ahoulti be beth *-'4' ._.. .-
T p{zpuiatlon and cf;ent-

.y s
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OMB Sequestration Update Report
to the President and Congress
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20500

}
THE DIRECTOR
August 19, 1954

|
Tha Presé&enﬁ

The White House
Washington, DC 20500

Dear #Mr. Prasident:

Encloged please find the OMB Sequestration Update Report to
the President and Congress. It has been prepared in accordance
with the requirements of the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficir Control Act of 1985 (Public Law 99-177}, as amended by
the Balanced Budget and BEmergency Deficit Control Reaffirmation
Act of 1987 {(Public Law 100-118}, the Budget Enforcement Act of
1%30 (Public Law 181.-508), and the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act-of 15383 (Public Law 103-68;.

As required by law, the report includes updates of the
discretionary spending limits, a summary of enacted legislation
affecting direct spending and receipts, calculations of the
maximum deficit amount, and compariscons with the estimates
provided by the Dirvectory of the Congressional Budget Office in
his report. The report estimates that no sequestration is
necessary based on legislation enacted as of August 16, 1954.
Whether gecuestration may ultimately be necegsary depends, of
course, on subsequent Congressional action. A final
segquestration repoxt will be issued 15 days after the Congress

adjourns.
Sincerely,

Q. ial L

Alice M. Rivlin
Acting Director

Enclosure

f
i
|
1

Identical Letters $ent to Honorable Alber: CGore,
and Honorable Thomas 8. Foley



I. INTRODUCTION

The Budget Enforcement Act of 1880 (BEA)
was enacted. invo law as part of the (Omnibus
Budget Reconcilistion Act of 1880, Through
fiscal year 1945, the Act estsblished snousl
iimits on discretionsry spending, & pay-as-
you-go requirement that subsequent legislation
affecting direct spending or receipts not in-
crease the deficit, and maximum deficit
amounts. Compliance with these three con-
straints is enforced by across-the-board seques-
tration {reduction) of non-exempt spending.
The BEA ‘requirements for discretionary
spending and pay-as-you-go legislation were
extended through 1998 by the Omnibus Budg-
et Reconcilistion Act of 1983 (OBRASI).

'
1

The BRA requires OMEB to issus seqguestira-
tion reporis pericdically during the vear for
discretionsry spending, pay-as-you-go legisia-
tion, and the deficit. This includes a sequestra-
tion wupdste report that i3 to be issued
no later than August 20th of each vear.
This report provides OMB's updated estimates,
reflecting legislation enacted and signed into
law by the President as of August 15,
1994, As reguired by the BEA, the estimaies
use the same sonomic and technical asyump-
tions contained in the President's FY 1895
Budget, which was fransmitted to Congress
on February 7, 1904,
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II. DISCRETIONARY SEQUESTRATION
REPORT

Discretienary programs are, in  general,
those that have their funding levels estabe
lished annuslly through the appropriations
process. The scorekeeping guideiines accom-
panying the BEA identify accounts with discre-
tionary rescurces. The BEA lmmits budget
authority and outlaye =nvailable for discre-
tionary programs. Appropristions that cause
either the budget suthority or outlay lmitew..
also known ‘ss caps—to be exceeded trigger
a seyuester to eliminate any such bresch,
There is no requirement that the full amount
aveilable under the discretionary limits be
appropriated. Table 1 is a summary of all
c¢hanges to -the eaps since they were el
in 1990,

z&djmtmerim to the discretionary lim-
ite.~Table 2 shows the impact on the discre-
tionary limits of adjustinents permitied by sec-
tion 251¢h) of the BEA. Adjustments author-
ized under section 251(bX1) include those for
differences between actual and projected infla-
tion and for changes in concepts and defini-
tions. These 'adiustments were shown in the
sequestration preview report included in the
President’s FY 1995 Budget and are included
ir; the preview report limits in Table 2,

Section 251(6X2) of the BEA authorizex
adiustments that can be made sfier appropria.
tions huave been enscied. Table 2 includes
those adjustmenis that can be made now
due to legislation enacted te date, as well
‘88 adjustments that would be made assuming
enactment of the President's preposals. The
actual adjustments to be included in the
final sequestrstion report at the end of this
yenr's sessionn of Congress carinot be deter-
mined until all appropriations have been
enacted, The section 251(bK2) adjustments
inciude:

+ Internal Revenue Service (FRS} funding. —
Funding for the RS compliance initiative
gbeve the Congressional Budget Office
(CBO) baseline levels entimated in June
1990, Adiustments are limited to the budg-

et authority and outlay amounts gpecified
in the law.

¢ Emergency wpproprictiong—-¥unding for
amounts that the President designates as
“emergency reguirements” and that the
Congress so designstes in statute. Since
the February 7ih preview report, an addi-
tional 310.7 billion has been enscted and
designated by the President and Congress
a8 “emergency requirements” Most of
these funds are reiated to emergency relief
folowing the Northridge, California earth-
Guake,

The BEA aleo provides special sllowarnces
for budget authority and sutlays. Two separate
budget authority allowences may be provided
for 1994 and 1995, together with an adjust-
ment for outiays associated with one of
the allowances, caleulated using spendout
yates coniained in the BEA. For 1994 through
1998, the BEA also provides for an additional
budget authority sllowsnee equal to (.1 per-
cent of the adiusted limit on total discretionary
budget puthority for the budget year,

Another adjustment is the special outlay
sllowance. The doller amounts of the special
outlay allowance for 1991 threugh 1985 are
specified in the BEA, The annual allowances
for 1994 and 1995 are 385 billien. The
cutlay allowances through 1895 are reduced
by the outlays sssuciated with the budget
authority allownnces. For 1996 through 1968,
the outlay allowances are equal to (0.5 percent
of the ndhusted discretionary outlay lmit,

Status of 193 discretionary appropric-
tora--Table 3 summarizes the status of en-
scted 1994 discretionary asppropriations rel-
ative to the discretionary caps. Enacted budget
suthority and outlays are within the caps.

Status of 1995 discretionary appropric-
tions,-Tabie 4 shows preliminary OMEB scor-
ing of the latest House, Senate, and completed
action for 1985 appropriaticnie bifle. Discre-
tionary budget authority and ouilays based on
OMB scoring of House sction to date are below

3
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the caps for 18G5 by $10.3 billien and $1.1
bhillion, respectively. Basod on Senate action,
budget suthority is $8.9 billion and outlays

are $0.5 biliion below the caps. No sequester

would be required if the levels deseribed here
were enacied.

In aceordance with section 255(h) of the
BEA, the President has exempted military
personnel socounts from sequestration in the
event that & sequester is required.

Comparison betweenn QMB and CBO dis-
cretionary limiis.—Section 2Z54{8X5) of the
BEA reguires an explanstion of differences be-
tween OMB and CBQO estimates for the discre-
tionary spending Hmits, Table 5 compares
OMB and CBO limits for 1984 through 1998
CBOQ uszes the discretionary Hmits from OMB's
Februsry 7th sequestration preview report as
u starting point for the adiusizvents made in
its sequestration update report.

OMB and CBO have different estimates
of budget authority for emergency funding
enncted since February. CBO scores budget
authority for contingent appropriations { in
the fiscal vear in which i is appmpmai&d
OMB scores budget asuthority for only thoee
contingent appropriations officially z‘equesbed
for release by the President and des:gnszed
by the President as emergency requmemcm.s

OME and CBO siso have different estxmaites
of the outley effects of the emergency fzmdmg
enscted since February. The largest dlfferezzms
in 1994 and 95 are in the Federsl Ema?
gency Management Agency’s Disaster Reliet
Fund. OMB assumes & faster spemiwzl of
the emergency appropriations for this program
than does CB{. Additionsl detail on emer
geney funding estimating differences between
OME and CBO iz svailable in the sepm*ate
report issued February 17, 1994, wbmuent
to enaciment of the bill providing emergency
relief for the California earthquake.
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Table 1. SIIM.&'{ARY OF CHANGES TO DISCRETIONARY SPENDING LIMITS

(In billions of dollare}
1981 1992 1993 1994 1985
TOTAL MSCRETIONARY
Sistutory Caps es Set in OBRA 1990 ... BA 4917 503.4 5116 Blag 531737
O Bi4.4 5245 530 634.8 3408
M}m&n&n‘z& for e&anges in e&mpﬁs and defini-
31 5 OO SV OPUV R : . . 17 82 22 88
N 4 9 1.0 44 24 3¢
Adjustments for changes i inflation ..o BA “ =05 ~5.1 ~8.8 -311.8
0L ~0.3 ~2.5 5.8 -3.8
Adjustments for credit reestimates, IRS funding,
debt forgiveness, and IMF .....ovvnmmiecnrecnnnsnineans BA 0.2 0.2 13.0 (L6 0.5
QL 0.3 1.3 08 0.8 07
Adjustments for emergency requirnmente ... BA 9 8.3 4.6 111
OL i1 i8 54 #1 58
Adjustmentn for spenial sllowsncen
Thseretionary new budpet suthority .. e BA - a5 28 28
01, 14 22 28 1.3
Qutlay aﬁwm BA eemrmntrs erresacenveras cavrevensaer
. 0L Ze 1.7 4.8 08 e
Subtotal, ad;nstmems exciuding  Desert
Shaideeaert Storm. BAa 1.1 19.2 236 133 2.5
QL 3.9 5.9 8.8 9.6 20
Athuatments for Operation Desert Shmldt‘[)esert
Sm BA 44.2 4.0 HA * *
Qi 33.3 4.2 18 28 1.1
Totn! 2diuBONEDtA .o ncrvrnermrmirrssrrmrses meere A 454 33z 242 183 ~2.5
’ OL 32 208 164 124 30
B e R
Ligsiute report discretionary spending limits ... BA 5311 £36.8 5357 7~ 8162
OL G518 545.7 5504 B47 .1 5438

* Lesx then $50 miliion.
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Table 2. DISCRETIONARY SPENDING LIMITS
{Ins milione of doliars)

1954 1095 1996 1097 1998

Tatal discretionary spending limits, Feb-
ruasy 7, 18 Preview Report ......ccocvveeee. BA - B13:363  B15,IT8  5I8H3) 57588 630,082
’ OL 542,708 539636 547,318 546,879 547,055

Admustments:

Emergency m;z;%lament.al appmpnam (P Ja
103-211) .. TRV : 1 B069 v s .
' Ol. 3536 A3.700 1,143 533 41
Contingent emergency sppropriationg relessed  HA IBE e SOV OUIORURN. FOP
O L2420 502 145 73 14
Subtotal, adivstments ... . BA MATIZ o i awrmenscnenn
) ¢ OL 4,441 4202 1288 652 {55

Update Report discretionary limits .......... BA 624076 515178 518631 527,555 530,092
OL  DB47,143 B43.838 0G4BB06 B47.561 547110

Anticipated further adjustments for the

Final Sequestration Report;
IRS funding ... reenerron BA o 11 R, N
- ' ') A 1.7 SR, .
Special AHOWABEES. ...coooruversmonrromarsmnssimirs BA onreevenes 2217 ORIV SO
s PR 1,438 753 494 134

Estimated discretionary spending limits for
the Final Sequestration Heport b ....ooccvvuven BA B24075 BIB246 SI1R631 B27.555 530,092

. 0L 54,149 545460 B4B,358 647,907 HeT24

#Phe February 7, 1964 Praview Heport alse dwplayad s.zz setimated sdjuatment for the proper secounting of retirment

mmmmmmgwhchwsupmdy Adsinintration, would result in 5 cap adjustment nfter
ensrtment of the implementing lepislation. '

Table 3. STATUS OF 1994 DISCRETIONARY

- APFROPRIATIONS
{In miilions of dollary}
. BA Onitlawe
TOTAL DISCHETIONARY

Adposted diseretionary spending fmitat . 524,075 £47,14%
TOLa) BHBEIRE ..ocovves v ererrrrresrns smarins s acerers srssmnrssoves S0 159  ba6.544
Appmpriatinns overfunder («} spending lmite 14918 wER NS
18 mt&adumdmmtwmzmﬁidzheBm,mmm

mitlion far specinl cutiay allowance.
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-¥

Table 4. SUMMARY OF 1995 APPROPRIATIONS ACTION

(In millivns of dollars)
HOUSE SENATE
BA (utieya Ba fratisys

Agricalture, Rural Development .., e 33,014 139500 F 33 13888 F
Commeree, Justice, State and the Juézmary e SO06R 24851 F 0788 M0 F
Dofense ... rerrrrmeerannerneneennneens | OAGEER 248828 F | 248414 SB0IBR F
Digtrict of ToOBMIBIR (oo rcsreoas v srerssnssernrestssarssravsmas sncsoss 12 712 A 7i3 7i2 A
Energy and Water Dew}cmmt e ALA82  POG30 A 20482 208 A
Foreign Operations .. ... et e rere s rrrrear repmes s bra s eat 13,63 13648 A 1388 13848 A
Interior and Related Ageacwa ............................................ 13,482 13808 F 13,373 13,742 ¥
Labor, HHS, Eduﬁatwn ...................................................... 9,727 649675 F 70,089 69.7% F
Tegislative BrAneh ......ovecrrervrmmmresieississssisnsin 2,367 2419 E 2,867 2419 E
R B — 8,886 3,520 A 8,886 8520 A
Transportation and Relsted Agencies i 13,868 38160 F 13,740 36332 F
Treasury, Postal Bervice, and General Government .......  1L343 11978 F 1.7 11988 F
Vetermns Affairs, HUD, lndependent Agencies ..., TO7IT T4080 F TO,7086 73850 F
FY 19958 effects of the FY 1834 Mmmppieznenm}

sppropriations and smergency wontingency releases’ .. . 4202 | 4202
IRS complience initiative NEING .o ssarnon, 188 184 188 184
Total discretionary with TRS funding ..oveviincien B B898 544,376 BOEIRY  B44.978
Estimated end-of-gession discretionary caps ............ 518,248 5456460 518,246 545460
CONGRESSIONAL ACITION OVER/UNDER (-)

HMoten:

Petai]l may not sdd 3o totals due to rounding.
iiﬁw action .
= Enncted’

2Emaﬁm§m*ﬁib&m&u&éhf}m fmmg&aﬁ&cwébﬁk &zﬁa”ﬁmww
priations enscied or relessed site Februsry ave shown by bill below: e

1885
{ratioys
Atrlcuiwm. Rural De 235
Comumerce, Justice. Sm.e and theJndmmry - 331
Defanse | 190
Energy and Woter Dweiwi ................... 35
Interior 2nd Rai | 2
Labor, HHS, Baueation . souteerias sovmemnn EED
Framyportation and M&M MMM P TR
Vetgrans Affairs, HUD, Indepersient Agen.

ciow 2504
Total, emarpency SR TR (s 4,202

H

E

£

:
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Table 5. COMPARISON OF OMB %JND CgO DISCRETIONARY SPENDING

{In miliions of doflars)

1094 1985 1996 18897 1988

CBO Updaza Repm Lirnits:
Ba . aerinerennns et e 00498 §15,178  BIBS31  527.556 530092
oL . e DABSG1 543591 549,380 B4T6TZ 547,807

OoMB i}pdat.e Eeport hmzta
BA . e eeeneeee 004G 335, T8 518831 B27.585 530{}92

Diffemnge:
BEA oovesriinssaveenirnnasspenerarer v et b asd e s rmsTA SR AR bbeed s aY o Eamaanes - 3 3 U N
OLe v rerrmirserrrerssnmmmesressnssresrssrsssrassemrere sovsssaviratmavimssies by LOB ~247 774 i 897




III. PAY-AS-YOU-GO SEQUESTRATION
REPORT

Pay-an-you-go enforcement procedures apply
to direct Spamimg and recsipis legislation.
Direct spending is defined as entitloment
authority, the food stamp program, and budget
autherity provided by laws other than appro-
priations acts, The BEA enlorcement proce-
duves specify, that receipts or direct spending
legisiation should pot increase the deficit.
If it does, oﬁ'aettmg reductions in the deficit
must be enacted in other legislation. Other-
wige, an across- -the-board wquesiraiwn of
non-gxenpt mandatory spending i {riggered.
The sequester would occur 15 days after
Conpress ndiourns to end » session. Social
Becurity, the Postal Service, legislation specifi-
cally designated as “emergency requirements”
according to 252(e) of the BEA, and legislation
providing full funding of the Government's
deposit ingurance guaramies commitment, are
not subiect to pay-as-vou-go enforcement,

Within five days sfter the enactment of
direct apending or receipis legisistion, OMB
is reguired to submit a report to Congress
estimating the change in outlays or receipts
resulting from that legislation for each fiscal
year through 1998. The estimates must use
the same economic and technical sssemptions
contained in the most recent President's budg-
et. Each vesr in its final sequestration report,
OMEB adds the estimates in all pay-as-you-
ge reports together to determiine the need
for a sequesier. 1, In total, the combined
deficits for the budget year and the preceding
fizscal year have been increased by pay-
‘Bas-yougo legislation, that increase must bhe
offset by sequestrution.

I s ;mmew report for 1985, OMB reported
that pav-as yozzv«gn ilegislation enacted as of
December 31,'1993, had reduced the combined
1984 and 19&5 deficit by 810 billien. As
Table € shewe, OMB estimates that legislation

enacted subsequent io Jecember 3ist reduced
the combined deflicits for 1884 and 1995
by sn additions! $0.5 billion. The psy-as-
you-go balances currently available for 1995
are $1.5 billion.

Pending legislation. —Several pay-gs-you-
go bills were cleared for the President. How-
gver, as of August 16, 1994, he has vet o
take sotion. Becsuse these bills are pot vet
law, their impact on the deficit is not taken
inte pecount in this report. Current OMB esii-
mantes of bills pending Presidential action are
phows in Table 7.

Comparison with CBQO estimates.—The
BEA requires the pay-ss-you-go sequestration
update report issued by OMB to expiain the
differences between OMB and CBO estimates
of enncted direct spending and receipt legisia-
tion, Bince the CHOU report uses OMB esti-
mates for legisiation enacted prior to the cal-
endar year 1993, the only differences relate
to legislation enacted this year.

CBO estimates that psy-ns-vou-go legistation
anacted this vear deorensed ihe defeils for
1994 and 1985 by 8 total of 802 billion,
0.2 billion less than OMB estimate for
these two vears. Most of the difference is
dus ¢ the Federal Workforee Hestructuring
Act of 199, CTBO scored the impact of
the buyout program on Federal retirement
benefits, OMB considered the change in retire-
ment outlays te be indirget becsuse the
A¢t made no changes to the Federal retiremant
iaw. In sddition, CBO's estimate of Mullifam.
ity Housing Property Disposition Reform Act
of 1984 was 30.1 below the OMB estimmate,
Additional detall on estimating differences
between OMB and CBO is avmlable in the
separate reports issued subsequent to enact-
ment of each bill.
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Table 6. DEFICIT IMPACT OF PAY-AS-YOU-GO-LEGISLATION ENACTED AS OF AUGUST 16, 1994

{}n millions of dollars)

Changs in the fineal year haseline deficit

gt

Report
Nutsber A Tde 1992 1604 1995 1996 1957 1998 199408
Legislation enacted prioy to ORRA 1993
11158  Tolal impant of ol Bills:
O anbienste oo e - ~2684 1% 803 L] 4 g -3, Ti5H
EOBRCE SMBRIIREI nvcosvuvcns o ianios s oamasd am s £ 86080 4P 847 8 4L RS 5 5 5 S 2, 20 a5 351 & 4] L4 ki ¥
Legisiation snacted following OBRA 1983 to end of Isi session, 100rd Congressy
68 10 201 Totn! bnpact of pwz CBRA bills 1o end of lat sassion
OMB entimate | -18 o .88 -4h0 4688 ~1114 -1,283
(B0 entimate .. o AP A s e dn s b £ Sk faks n ey ehn En s mmR R EnnE 12 187 188 W38T 422 1028 445
Legislntion enncted in the M smsi@n of ihe 2’03::! Ctmgreu
’ 202 Fechnelogy-Telated Ansistancs for Individualy with Diasbilition Act of 1984 (L 103-218;
HR 2358
DIES SALIIIBYE 1o cverriuerrusmnms rre rrerserssressarssressesniebansnts drbdtad bbd e 14004448 0D ES PR AL phe b inhrmbrmdarmsbebirpsngrnns ey or 0 (4] [ 0 1} ) 1]
CBO estimate (CBO did not cimlfy this as PAYGO).
203 Food Stamp Program Improvements Act of 1994 (P L 103-225, 8. 1828}
OMR eatimate creasitias . i Q & 4] 8 a 11
CHC entinnte 8 ¢ f i & a 4]
NA Fedaral woridm Raamlwm Az:t ai‘ 1994 {F‘L 103-32& }“2 R. 3&5}.
OMB gutinats {If}P-m did ot t:lauaxfy this as PAYGOL B
LB asbinatdt oo e npraen g et e RS SHA et ST AR PSR IATY [4; 4] 174 98 120 188 8
204 Gople 20085 E&m&&&ﬁm&m&:&{?h i{ﬁ—w HRZ&“}:
OMB sstimate NN A8 B AR A RS E R S R TALR AT TEE g 4] & )] & i 1] £
CBO estimata .. S 8 8 8 6 o ¢ 0 &
43 National Fish mz} W&Edﬁ:&% ?‘m&am Eslabimhmem At Amendmenis {i’ L 103-323% t
8.4762 2
OMB eatimabte . AP P EAEPAE P B o g 0 G O 4 3 0
CB( estimato .. Fae Aoy Fo e 81 B 4 8 0 [+ 0 4 [} 1) '
208 Muitifamily ng F"mper't}‘ Dmiiimz Refam !u:t of 1994 {]’L 10&233 3 !299)
OMB estimato | rmerasens AR PRSP e erapaens e e ee et e brd e et R ARSI SRS 0 478 0 0 0 ¢ 476 |
CBO estimats .. e 345148585544 RS 0 410 0 0 0 6 -0 |2
201 Extending Federu‘ MI!V‘ Bducatlm I.mm Program Ells‘lblllty to Cortain Postsecondary In-
atitutions (P.L. 103-233; 9, 2004): g
OMB estimate ... mirensens o B 12 12 4 B 4% e
B0 BELUMIADE vivoivrinimmsnsrenirais sonisnas cormssns 1 mes bot ns bd bat £ 480004 404004 E4L0S Pa1 28 ELEA4 EVIRLETE 14104 #1001 i3 3 5 5 i ] 19 E;;
208 Foreign Relations Autharization Act, F¥a 1694 end 1096 (P.L. 103-236; I.8. 3385, &
OMB estimate. Y S 4 i 1 6|
CBO eSUALE 1ovoionvconvomirronvsmsmsens ¢ -2 -4 4 1 1 8 X
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Table 6, DEFICIT IMPACT OF PAY-A8-YOU-GO-LEGISLATION ENACTED AS OF AUGUST 18, 1994—Continued

(Tn miitions of dolars)
Ch. in the facal bsel
ﬁ;},’,"ﬁ, Act Tl snge in year e deficit
) ) L N8 94 1985 31998 - 1607- 1998 - 199409

ot Temporary Dustome Duty Suspanaion for Certals World Athletle Bventa (L. 108237 ILR.

4063 ):

OMB 8IIBM oo srrsevensmrasrmsissisern s 0 wt e -t — 6 B

CHO eatinste ... crabettrnener - - 0 & o {0 4] 0 g
210 Marine Mammal Mm%@en Act Am&mts e!' 1994 {Fi. '£03-25€ S 183{5}‘

OME astimnto . cermrseans PR, e 8 g -* -~ -2 - | 1

CBO sstimate | e ¢ 4 a -2 wl -1 3
214 Bchool to Wark Og:portunitiea &d af 1994 {P L« ma-m HR. m)

OMB estimuts .. cewerer v bbet et s eanenar et e Ari s neR g r e chaL RS ] 1] Q & 0 g g

UBO estimate . reemreraere e e 24 e re PP A S LA et e e pRT e PEASEA £ AR e 0 & ] ) 0 G £
o1 Hio Orande De.mgnﬁimn Pwt of 1984 {P I 28‘3-342 S 3‘?5}* *

OME estimnte | sz resmmer NP e 8 0 a E4 0 & 3

CREO estimato | & Q [+ 4] 0 i i
213 ((lear Creek (?om'tty Colorade, ?’ublie La.nds m‘&r M {Pub]ﬁz: 203—-25& H.R. 1!3&)«

OMB estirnaia | o R R - 0 g 0 EH 1] 8 &

CBO sstimstn . e 4] ¢ s 4 0 L+ E4
214 Foreot Sewlca Lané Zﬁxchanne wzth ﬁsgls and Pitkm Ommiim Colomﬁxy {? L 103—255 S

Hin

OMB extimate | o - & ] a 8 0 i iH]

CBD estimatd v . L& 0 & g 0 & O
215 Froedom of &m tn Clmzc %Wm Act nf 199\{ {?L !03-269 8 8%}*

OMEE GBLHIEEE yorvirirviris vvis ensnsssssparmrinrsnes fod voeas st kbma o ses s hrsiif 5 8540141 B4 0 4554014 r b s 1] ! et _* ¥ - ot

B0 esthnats . I e — 0 ] & ) ¥ 0 1]
286 Independent Coumi mm.!wr:mhm 5:& cf 1994 (P {. 163«270; 8. 24}

TENEES SBEMUABE < onvrcvsuminrs vt orumessesen srrurst 38 p4TI4E S48 18 1003 80 XbE L0k 495 00f bog 2amaamam mFe 30 040 F 44 0474+ 0b burrna Tawade babs RFAE g 0 g 4] i £} 3]

_ CBO estimatn . erervarure g Q 2 2 2 g 5

217 Railroad Right-of Way Ca;weyma Vali&ation &x:t {‘?rivats an 1{33 2; }i H 1183):

OMB eatimaie . v b s e o AP TS AR 44S 448 P bR i e e e gy g s b Cemcsuiers s oeas { (4] 0O L4 H O £

CBO eutimeta . \ar oA RS RS £8e A B B A YA SRR £ 9488 00 e 1R P2 e ARS8 1900 vm e 0 tH G 0 i 4] @
218 Foes Under Perisizabia &griculhmi Commoditien Act {PL. 103278, H.R. 4581y

M eatirmnate | S 8 0 g 4] i )] O

B0 GALEMIBYO 11ovcveeienimcorenasnestesrbaesstarsmss wgo bk buceass sxtan oomds b s oA a4vid s PR 424 A ES S e 454 RS eA I P 002 TR BRSO OR O 80 8 0 ] i (] f &
218 BExport Administration Act Extension (P.L. 183-277; HR. 4836)

CIME @REEDBUE 1orererrivrrisrnniersesivameantabrsra: srresrosreont st kst 490 461 & 8 G & n O i
. £HO eatimsats (CBO did not clossify this as FPAYSD)
220 Twin Falls Landfill Act of 1984 (9.1, 103.281; 8. 1-102}

OMB eatimute . CetheernarmayE st st FR RS b vee s rrenrAe et e b s 1R & ] 48 1] g & g

TR ONLUIIHEO oerrsvrsnrwns ins s wssmnvmt b ot romspmtrb s o4 sp s P ioms oasba badBbEAES A E0d A4 145 S 40PR TR0 1O e prn s b RS AFE S Smch g 0 G & ] 1 8

JEOFE NOLLVALSHEODhES ODNI0A-SY-1Vd "I}

it



Table 6. DEFICIT IMPACT OF PAY-AS-YOU-GO-LEGISLATION ENACTED AS OF AUGUST 186, 1884—Continued

{In milliona of doltars)

e
Nwﬁgzz

Ant Tita

Change in Lhe fineal yesr baseline deficit,

1993

1994 1996

18

oy

1998

105498

221

Digvegarding Paymenta b Nazi Vicgine as Income for Federsl Amsistence Programe (PL.
103286, MR, 1873
OMB astimata .
For the relief of Meim Johnatm {I’nvata Law 103 3 H,R 5’?‘2}
IV astimoate | b R4 A RBP4 P b P 4 PP AT B8RS
(B0 estimuate . : '
Navy Yeooel ’Z"mz;si'er Authm'imim ﬁc‘t ﬂ" I.. i%w%&, Ei R. Mﬁ)}
GMR eatiaats .. - rarens
CEBO antimeto {C‘E{} zi;cl :'wt claesify this ge PAY(:L)}
Socis! Security Independence wnd Progrees Improvements Act of 1994 (L. 193-296; HR.
4877
OMI estimato .. VA s e AR T
CHO estimaie ., R S aarenioneens
Talernarketing und Consumer Fraud a:ui Akusa Provention Act {? L« 103—297 HE 888)
OME gutimate . e bn S (A HAS LSRR R b o OO

T T I 1]

Sublbotal, Iegtslatxm srescted in 2nd sesalsn of the 103ed {Imgmaa
{ME catimaia | e ThAR b seeerrire R e R T ad parea e SEUOROVRORN
CBO estimaie

Total, legislation enacted:
OMD estimate ..o
CBREE OUEEIMALE .o oo v svarsiares o basniss e mra et ammes 5146w i b S e 157 e RY oA

Memorandum:
Lagislation snacted sincs ORRA 83

CHMB BRI | onvocins st ieamyrecrr st vee s orass ety ns s e b #4244 SRS e b 18 BRe 1 b 4 4l KOO S0k w84 00
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.

~38
-

-2

«12
-5

~2

-6
-3a30

-3

95
4 {8

-4
~35

~1%
i

168

2,898
2482

-12
~12

T08

A
§72

~G81

~378
5

—441
-284

e 1
=5b0

-4
53

~1,168
~4. 518

-1,183
-1,516

~1.805
—-1,742

*$500.000 or less.
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Table T.DEFICIT IMPACT OF PAY-AS-YOU-GO LEGISLATION AWAITING
PRESIDENTIAL ACTION AS OF AUGUST 16, 1994
{OMB eutinates, in millions of dollara}

Bil Change i the fiscal vear baseline deficit
MNumber Act Tidle -
1904 198h 1986 1997 1995 199408
HE 2243 Federsl Trade Commiasion Act Authorisations ... t] , - . * v
HE 2735 Federsl Avigtion Adminxtration Authorization Act ... t] Q 0 4] & 0
HE 3474 Community Devriopment Banking and Financial Insti-
tutions Actt,

Note: The listing and all estimates in the table arve preliminary s subject to change. As required by the BEA, OMB will
ingue final estimates within five days of ennetnvent p®all bilia determined to b pay-58-you-go.

* $500,000 or lrss
1 Not vet avaiinbie

i




IV. DEFICIT SEQUESTRATION REPORT

The BEA specified maximmum deficit amounts
through 1985, These deficit amounts reflected
economic and itechnical assumptions sy of
the time the BEA was enacted. As allowed
by the BEA. e¢ach January, the maximum
deficit amounts were adjusted to reflect ap-
to-date economic and techpical assumptions.

The marximurs deficht amounis reflect the
“on-budget” current law levels for direct spend-
ing and receipts, and the spending limits
for discretionary programs. They do not in-
clude “off-budget” mandatory outlays for Social
Security and the Postal Service. As Table
B shows, the current estimated deficit is
below the mazimwm deficit amount for 1995,
There 18 ne excess deficit, and thuzs oo

seguester is regquired.

The BEA requires a comparisons of the
OMB and CBO estimates of the maxitmum
deficit mmount for the budget year to be
included in this report. The CRO estimate
for the maximum deficit amount is 82504
billion, $6.7 billion shove the OMB estimate.
Compared io previous update reporis, this
differenice is relatively minor. As Table 9
shows, virtually all of the difference i3 due
¢ the CBO's estimate of receipts. which
is $7.3 bilion below the OMB estimate,
While there are several offsetting outlay
differences, the net difference is only $0.6
billion. Both the OMB and CBO estimates
are baged on the economic and technical
asaumptiions developed last winter. They do
net reflect the econemic and technissl revigions
that OMB issped in July or the revigions
that CBO will isgue within a month,

Table 8. MAXIMUM DEFICIT AMOUNTS

{In billiona of dollare)
199E
Curvent Eatimated Deficit ... 2428
Lesn: Maxinum Deficit 24377
E21T 1w 7oL ) N -31
Exomss B2BI0 oo vrneanssrmeasssrarasss thams binssshte o8

Note: Ulurrent Batimoted Deficit and Madimum Deflelt smount indude

smergentios,

ik
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Table 8. DIFFERENCES BETWEEN OMB AND
CRO MAXIMUM DEFICIT AMOUNTS
{in billions of doligrs)

OMB mutini Sefioht BIDOUDNE .. .ovrvsscomsnsseesmmssrsnssvstor

Beceipts (deficit bnpact}

Cutlaye: |
Disgcretionary .

Mandstory
Cmm&xﬁﬁwdit&wm

Housing Credit liguidating soconnts ..

Depozit irmurance

Medicsre .. Bl

Yeterany benefits angd esrvicss

{iber mandatory
On-budget intorest ...

Subtotal maodatory differences ...

Total, outlay differences

Total, differences

ey

UBC Masimum defioit @nountl o e

i



