
NATURAL RESOURCES, 


ENVIRONMENT! AGRICULTURE 
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APPENDIX A 


Spending/Revenue Options 


REQUIRE DEPARTMENT m' ENERGY TO 

RAISE RATES FOR FEDERAL HYDROELECTRIC 


POWER TO SPEED DEBT REPAYMENT 


Agency: Energy Functional Code: 271 

Enforcement: 
Source: 
Structure: 
Budget Fund: 
Category: 

Rating: 

PG-E 
CBORP 
elB 
EF 
UF 
2 

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

CHANGE 

EFI<'ECT OF OPTION 


(Dollars in Billions) 


Cumulative Six-C year Deficit1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 
Impact 

Revenue -

Budget Authority -
(+ or -) 

Outlays (+ or ,.) 
 '().26 . .().2S0.00 -0.24 -0.22 -0.97 
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Proposed Pro:ram - Would require DOE to assess electric power rates on utilities serving customers 
and certain large industrial electricity users in the Pacific Northwest to repay the current hydroelectric 
deht of$14 billion with fixed annual principal and interest payments, The federal government, through 
its five power marketing administrations, sells about 45 percent of the nation's hydroelectric power. 
The federal facilities from which hydroelectric power is marketed provide relatively inexpensive 
electricity for consumers and industries in several regions of the United States. [CRS] 

Arliu.menls for PnulOSJll - Curren! regulations generally require that the cost of constructing federal 
power projects be repaid to the Treasury by the end of the project's useful life. DOE defers making 
any principal payments to the Treasury on many hydroelectric projects until 50 years after they have 
gone into service. Even after increases. rates in the Pacific Northwest would rank among the nation's 
lowest. The TVA is also heavHy dependent on hydroelectric power, but it has made annual principal 
payments on its outstanding Treasury debt since 1960. The subsidized lower rates are inconsistent with 
the government's conservation objectives, [CBO] Fifty percent of BPA's load is direct retail service 
to heavy industry -- primarily smelters. BPA has negotiated rates with companies to keep factories open 
in the Pacific Northwest and in the U.S. BPA presently repays principal on the highest interest raJe 
debt first, often allowing repayment of principal on low interest rate debt to lag fur 50 years, If BPA 
had to repay all principal on a fixed term basis, they could not reduce interest payments by gaming the 
system. Reagan/Bush proposed this change plus increasing the interest rate on debt to levels closer to 
the government's cost of money. This increase could nearly double the yearly level of savings. 

Awmeols Against Prollosal - Pacific Northwest electric ratepayers would face greater power costs, 

SllIte and I..ocallmllact or PrOllosal - None directly. 

Any Political Laudmjnts Associated with Proposal? - Pacific Northwest legislators would actively 
oppose, The region has just been hit by the listing of salmon under the Endangered Species Act, 
requiring greater stream flows, imposing additional power costs. Conservation assistance or limits on 
BPA wholesale rate increases might defuse some opposition. 

Camllaien Positions Ibat Affect Ibe PropllSJIl - None, Included in Ross Perot's budget plan, Not 
mentioned specifically in United We Stand, except under the heading "Eliminate Special Favors' he 
stated, 'In general, we should adopt user fees for many public services that benefit only a portion of 
the population,' Included in John White's summary of the Perot plan, 

t'undin: Sununary - Change amounts shown above are from CBO, but with a one year delay. Current 
Services amounts are for the Bonneville Power Administration fund. 
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PROI'OSED LEVEL ~ CURRENT SERVICES PLUS PROI'OSED CHANGE 
(Dollars in BiUions) 

I Cu.mulWve Six·, -_.19% 19971993 1994 1995 1998I , 11I1paL'!, 

C.ucrmt Scrvk::~ 

Revenue - --
, 

iI, Budget Authority 0,160, II , O,ll 0,15 0.670.14 
, , , I ,, ,, ,0,10 0,15 0,20 0,43 , LtgOutlays 0.30 

Proposed Level 
,

Revenue - , -­, , i 
,Budget Authority - - -- -- , ­

I"l_OS 0,06 0,21 0,21Outlays: 0,10 -0.11 
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APPENDIX A 

Spending/Revenue Options 

REDUCE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY ACQUISITIONS O~' 


CRUDE OIL FOR THE STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RFllERVE 


Agency: Energy Functional Code: 274 

Enforcement: 
Source; 
Structure: 
Budget Fund: 
Category: 
Ratin8: 

DOM 
CBOHF 
CIS 
GFEF 
SC 
2 

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

CHANGE 

EFl<'ECT OF OPTION 


(Dollars In BilUons) 


Cllmutati'fC Sb:. 
year Deficit1998 .19971993 1994 1995 1996 

Im_ 

,-­ -,Revenue -- -

, . 
-0.06 -0.06 -0.06 , -0.06 .-0.06 -0.30 

: (+ or -) 
! Budget Aulhofl!Y .· · · , 

-0,16 .().16OutiaYli ('t' ilt ~) ..0.01 -0.22 -0.82-0.2' 

Proposed Pnleram ' Would limit the SPR fill rate to only 20,000 barrels per day -- half the average 
rate supportable by the current funding levels. The SPR was established to protect the nation against 
a repetition of the economic dislocation caused by the 1973,74 oil embargo. [CRS) 
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Arguments foc Proposal - The principal advantage of this option is the short-term cost savings to the 
government. DOE currently has approximately $800 million in unspent funds (as of FY 1992) for 
purchasing oil for the SPR to support oil acquisitions of nearly 40,000 barrels per day. The nation's 
readiness to meet energy emergencies would not be greatly diminished. With acquisitions of 40,000 
per day, the SPR would contain 650 million barrels by the end of 1997; with acquisitions halved, it 
would still have 615 million barrels by that time. [CBO] 

An:umenls Against Proposal - Supporters of greater acquisitions would argue that this will increase 
the final cost of filling the SPR and will leave SPR significantly short of (he target of 1 billion barrels. 

Stale and Local Imnact of Proposal· None. 

Any Political Landmines Associated witb Proposal? • Under current law, filling the SPR at rates 
below 75,000 barrels per day triggers shutting-in of the NPR, which would cost more than reducing the 
SPR fill to 20,000·40,000 barrels per day. It would be nocessary to obtain the cooperation of SPR 
supporters to remover the "Elk Hills trigger. II The states of Louisiana j Mississippi and Texas are 
interested in construction over 6-8 years of additional storage caverns with one final 250 million barrel 
storage ineremont at a construction cost of $1.4-2.0 billion. Stopping or slowing fill of the SPR could 
open the Administration to criticism in Ihe event of another oil emergency. Finally, Rep. Sharp (D-IN), 
Chairman of the Energy and Power Subcommittee, made a similar proposal during consideration of the 
Energy Policy Act in May 1992, hut lost by 100 votes. Strong 'administration support might make it 
possible to switch sufficient votes to enact this provision. 

Campaiin Positlo!!S that Affed, the ProWJSlll - None. 

Fuuding SuIWIllIn • Chllnge amounts shown above are from CBO, but delayed one year. Current 
Services is the total amount for the SPR petroleum account. 
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PROPOSED LEVEl, = CURRENT SERVICES PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE 
(Dollars in Billions) 

Cumulative: SIx. 

"'""'"'"1m""" 

..­
1.20 

1,98 

Propos~d LeYd 

Revenue -
i Budget Authority 0.90 

, Outlays, 1,16, 

19941993 1995 19% 1m 1998 
,,, ,, ., ,CWJ:C"' Servlm ,,, 

_.. ...Revenue , ­ ..­,,, 
,, Budget Authority 0,22 0,25 0,260,23, ,, ,, ,,
:: Outlays , I 0.33 0.35 0.43 0.41 

!, _.. , -

0.200.19 

0,250.22 

, 

- -
0.16 0.17 

0.26 0.19 
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APPENDIX A 


Spending/Revenue Options 


TER,'I1INATE DEPARTMENT 011 ENERGY ACQUISITIONS 

OF CRUDE OIL FOR THE STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE 


Agency: Energy Functional Code: 274 

Enforcement: DOM 
Source: CBOHF 
Structure: CIB 
Budget Fund, GF EF 
Category: sc 
Rating: 2 

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

CHANGE 

EF'FECT OF OPTION 


(DoUa... in Billions) 


. CQtQulat:i"~ Six- t 
year Defki.t '1995 1m 19981993 1994 1996 1m""• . 

_.. ... ...Revenue, -- -
I,, 
. 

-Q,22 -Q,23 -Q.24 -Q.2S -0.26Budget Authority ·1.20 ,, 
(+ or -), ,. 

.Q.47Outlays (+ or -) -Q.33 -Q,35 .0.40 ·1.9B·0.43 
i, 

Proposed ~ram • Would eliminate Department of Energy acquisitions of crude oil for the strategic 

petroleum reserve. See preceding option. 


Amments for Proposal . 


Auuments Aaainst Prturosal • 
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SUite and 1'&<:01 Impact of Proposal - None. 

Any Political landmines Associated with Proposal? - None. 

Campai~n Poi,itions lbat Affect the PrOllosal - None, 

}Undin~ Summary - Change amounts shown above are the total amounts for the SPR petroleum 
accoun~. Current Services is the total amount for the SPR petroleum account. 

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

, 
Cmnnlative Six" : 

1m 1994 1m " 1m 1997 1m }eat' Deficit , 

1m.... 

Current Services 

Revenue , - ­ _. _. _. .­ - " 

Budget Authority' 0.22 0,23 0,2' 0,2$ 0.26 1.20 

Outlays 0,33 . 0,35 0,40 0.43 0.47 1.98 

~dl&ffiI 

Revenue --­ - - ... .­ -­
Budget Authority 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0.00 

Outlays 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 
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APPENDIX A 


Spending/Reve"ue Options 


IMPOSE USER FEES ON THE INLA:'IOD WATERWAY SYSTEM 

Agency: Transportation, CO!]Js of Eng. Functional Code: 301 

Enfor~nt: PG-E 
Source; CBORP 

Structure: CIB 

Budget Fund: TF 


, Categtny: UP 
i Rating; 2 

NOTE: AU options rounded to the nearest $10 million. For example, $68 million would be shown M $0.01 billion. 

CHANGE 

EFl''ECT OF OPTION 


(Dollars in Billions) 


I i,, Cumulatbe Sb;.I 
1997 19981993 1994 1995 1996I ''''' """" 1m"",I i 

,, ,,
ii Revenue , --- ­ i,, , I , i, 

-- ,III1 Budget Authority , -, I 
I,, 

, I 
, 

' (+ or -) i , ," -{l.35 -{l.36 -{l,)8 -{l.39 -{lAI -1.90:: Outlays (+ or ~) I 
I I,. , I I 

Proposed Pro2ram - Would impose fees on inland waterway users high enough to recover the cost of 
operation and maintenance (O&M). 

Ara:umenls [;lr Proposal - The CO!]Js of Engineers spent about $300 million for O&M in 1991 and 
about $500 million in construction outlays. An inland waterway fuel taX covers about 20 percent of 
federal outla)'s for construclion costs. All O&M expenditures are paid by general tax revenues. 
Reducing subsidies would encourage shippers to choose the most efficient transportation mode and 
route. 
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An:uments Aaainsl PruWlSll!· An argument in favor of federal subsidies is that they promote regional 
economic development. 

State and Local Impact of I'm.Ix>saI . 

Any Politieal Landmines Associated with Proposal? - Agriculture and energy industries are the 
heaviest users of barge transportation and they and their Congressional supporters will likely complain 
loudly. Rep. Obey (D-Wl) might lead the fight against the proposal. 

Campaien Posilions that Affect ·tbe Proposal· Ross Perot included this option in his budget plan. 

Fundine Summan: - Change amounts shown above are from CBO, but with a one year later starting 
date. Current Services is the Corps of Engineers Inland Waterways trust fund. 

PROPOSED LEVEL = ClJRREST SERVICES PUiS PROPOSED CHANGE 
(Dollars in Billions) 

Cwtlulnti'e Sh· !,,yeAr Ddkit ,1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 
1..­ , 

Cum;nt Smir§ 


Revenue 
 --- - - -
Budget Authority 0.t3 0.14 0.14 0.15 0.16 0.72 ,, ,, ,, ,
Outlays 0.13 0.150.14 0.14 0.16 0.72 

Proposed Leyel 

_.Revenue - -- - -
_. ..­Budget Autoor'ky - -

-Q.22 -Q.24Outlays -Q.ll -Q.l4 .0.25 ·Ll8 
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APPBNDfX A 


Spending/Revenue Options 


IMPROVE PRICING ~'OR COMMERCIAL USES OF' PUBLIC,LANDS 

Agency: Bureau of bud Mgml. 
Bureau of Reclamation 
USDA Forest Service Functional Cude: 301 302 • 

Enforcement: PO-E 
Source: eRO RP HF 
Structure: elB 
Budget Pund: TF 
Category: UP 
Rating: 2 

NOTE: AU options rounded (0 the nearest S10 million. For ~ample. $68 million would be sbown as $0.07 billion. 

CHANGE 

U'FECT OF OPTION 


(Dollars in Billions) 


Cumufathe Six· 
)'eat'Ddldt19981993 1994 1995 1m 1m 

Impud 

-Revenue - - -
Bud1:Jet Authority -- -

,(+ or -) 


Outlays (.f' or -) 
 .(l,09 .(l,ll.(l,03 .(l,11 .(l,ll -0.45• ,, 
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Proposed Proenun - Would raise fees on hard rock mining claims_ grazing fees, and charges for 
federal water assessed, respectively, by the BLM, the Forest SelVice, and the Bureau of Reclamation 
as suggested by the CBO option_ The Heritage Foundation would go further by increasing the diligence 
requirement fmm $100 to $1,000 for hard rock mining claims, and ending all new Bureau of 
Reclamation water projects and federal water subsidies at a savings of $O_lb (FY 94), $0_2b (FY 95), 
$O.3b (FY 96), $0.5b (FY 97), $1.lb (FY 98). for a five-year total of $2.2 billion. 

AI1!UmeDts for ProlWSal - Numerous legislative proposals have been considered in recent years to 
increase government receipts for these fees for rights on federal land, Increased fees would provide 
a better return, Under current policy, the hard rock mineral industry pays no royalty to the federal 
government for the privilege of extracting resources from federal lands. Critics of this polky consider 
this a giveaway of publicly owned resources, because the charges associated with keeping a claim active 
and obtaining a patent are nominal. Introducing a royalty payment system would have an adverse 
economic effect on hard rock mineral producers but would tend to increase output in the rest of the 
economy and promote a more efficient use of natural resources. Legislation has been introduced in 
the House and Senate to increase revenues from hard rock mining on federal lands (H.R.' 918, 
sponsored by Representative Rahall (D-WV), and S. 433, sponsored by Senator Bumpers (D-AR)). 
Critics of the current mining pricing system argue that the law is inconsistent with other federal natural 
resource polic.ies, and that there is no evidence that without free access minerals would not be 
developed. Currently, mineral producers may hold minerai claims indefinitely without producing the 
minerals. In some instances, the claim on patented land has been used for purposes other than mineral 
development. Critics believe tllat many claims are held for speculative purposes. [CRS] 

The law the governs the mining of gold, silver and other "hard rock" minerals from federal lands 
dates from 1872. Under the law, miners can stake claims on federal land and for minimal yearly fees, 
eventually take title for as little as $2.50 and acre, and then pay no royalty fees on the minerals they 
extract. Over the years, miners have taken possession of 3.2 million acres in this fashion. According 
to a "conservative" estimate by the GAO this year, $65 billion in hardrock reserves remain on federal 
land. [Washington Post] 

Grazing fees do not cover the costs of Forest Service and BLM range management! leading some to 
believe that ranchers are being subsidized by low fees. Conservation groups support the increase of 
grazing fees which would decrease overgrazing and deteriorating range conditions. [CRS] 

The cost to graze caUle and other stock on Forest Service and BLM land is now $1.92 a month per 
animal. By the BLM's own accounting, it cost more to administer the program than is gained in 
revenue. [Washington Post] 

The water projects "are expensive and often cause enormous environmental disruption. Water 
subsidies. mQreover, benefit a very few iodividuals at the great expense of all tax payers." [HF] 
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Awmeuts Against IX_Rosal - Users would face greater costs. Profits and employment in the hard 
mineral industry would decrease. Mining industry officials argue that modern hard rock mineral 
exploration requires a continuous effort using vast tracks of land and sophisticated and expensive 
technology_ The current government pricing system enhances a company's ability to bring an economic 
deposit into production, In the view of industry officials, if the pricing system were changed. the 
incentive to develop would be 105t l long~run costs would increase, and the industry and the country 
would suffer. [CRSl Some ranchers may he put out of business. [CRS] 

Opponents argue that many TUral counties which would be most affeeted by these increased fees are 
heavily dependent on federally owned natural resources, Isolated and with only a tenuous rail link to 
the outside world, they can offer few inducements for industry beyond the quality of life. With few 
new employment opportunities, most of the students who grow up in these rural areas move and the 
population continues to age. [Washington Post] 

Slate and LOClillmllllct of lXoposal - Parts of the U.S. which rely on hard mineral mining industries 
would be adversely affected. In many western states,' federal lands are a large portion of the state and 
federal grazing is very important to local economies. [CRS] The cumulative effect on water, mining 
and graz.jng could cause serious economic distress in many rural towns, which could be eased by 
transition assistance. 

Allf Political Lao.dmines Associated with lXon.sal? - Mining, livestock and water irrigation interests 
in the West would oppose. ' 

C.mllllicn Positions that Affect tbe Proposal - None. In his budget proposal, Ross Perot chose all 
four parts of the COO proposal affecting user charges for commercial and n:creatjonal use of federal 
land. In addition to increased fees for hard rock mining claims, grazing fees and federal water, Perot 
would also include the CBO option of increasing recreational fees for national parks and other public 
lands. The Perot proposal would increase receipts by $O.2b (first and second years), $O.3b (third, 
fourth and fifth years), for a total of $1.4 billion over five years. 

fluuUna Summary ~ Change amounts shown above are ftom eBO, but with a one year delay. Current 
Services amounts will have to combine appropriate BLM, USDA Forest Service and Bureau of 
Reelamation tmst funds as base. 
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PROPOSED LEVEL = CURRENT SERVICES PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE 
(DoUal'S in BiUions) 

1993 1'194 1995 1996 1m 1998 
Cumulati"e SR· 

year tM1cit 
1m"", 

Current Seryices 

Revenue - ­ - ­ - ­ - -­ -­
Budget Authorily --­ -­ -­ - - ­ -

Outlays 

fl:mJomi wet 

Revenue 

Budget Authority 

Outlays 
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APPENDIX A 


Spending/Revenue Options 


ELIMINATE BELOW-COST TLMBER SALES 

FROM NATIONAL FORESTS 


IIAgency: USDA Forest Service Functional Code: 302 

Enforcement: DOM 
Source: cao HF N-D 
Structure: cm 
BUQget fund; GF 
Category: SC 
Rating: 3 

NOTE: All oplions f{}unded to the nearest $10 million. For e:uunple. $68 million would be shown as $0.07 blllion. 

CHANGE 

EFFECT OF ORION 


(DoOars in Billions) 


, ! 
1993 

Revenue 

Budget Authority 
{+ or ~) 

Outlays (+ or -) 
i 

- -

1994 1995 11996 

-­ -­ --­
i 

-<l.O) I -<l.04 -<l.GS 
I 

-<l.O2 -{l.G) -{l.05 
, 

Cuuudative ~-

1997 1998 Yl'M' "[)dW:lt 
tmpilltt 

l -­ --­ -
, 

-<l.O? -{l.OS -<l.26

I I 

i -{l.06 -<l.OB i -{l.23 

I .. i-

fuJ>llJie.d Pr!J&£lll1l- Would eliminate so-called 'below-cost' timber sales in severnl regions. The U.S. 
Forest ServjC(~ seHs a substantial amount of timber, especially in the Rocky Mountains. at prices that 
do not recover the costs to administer sales. [CRS] This would reduce FS outlays by $110 million 
annually by 1997, including savings in the timber road budget. Annual timber receipts would be 
reduced by about $35 million for a net savings over the five years of about $230 millio~. 
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Af&uments for ProposaJ - In seven of the nine National Forest System regions, annual cash receipts 
from federal timber sales have consistently failed to cover the FS's annual cash expenditures. On 
average over the past decade, cash expenditures in the Rocky Mountain, Northeastern, and 
Intermountain regions, for example. have exceeded cash expenditures by a ratio of 3 to 1. Below-cost 
timber sales increase the deficit, deplete federal timber resources through uneconomic harvests, diminish 
recreational u~:es, and interfere in private timber markets. [eBO] Could save $0.5 billion between 
1993 and 2002. [N-D]' 

AD!umelllS AeaillSl ProDosal - Reducing timber sales will damage community stability in federal 
timber·dependent communities. [CBO] 

Siale and Local Impact of &:!1l1<llial - Reduced receipts would affect revenue sharing to timber­
dependent communities. rCBO] 

AIU' Pl!Iitl!:ll1 Landmines Associated with /'roposal? . Expect regional opposition from timber areas, 
absent effective industry and employee transition assistance. 

Qunpaien P!lJiilions thai Affect the &:lIPosal - Putting People First advocates worker retraining. 

Fundine SUmmao" - Change amounts shown above are from CBO. but with onc year delay. Current 
Services wHl have to include Forest Service road account and timber receipts account. 

PROPOSED LEn:L = CURRENT SERVICES PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE 
(Dollars in RiUions) 

I,, ,,,,, 

CUrrent SerrkCi 

1993 1994 1995 19% 1997 1998 
Cumulatit'e ~ 

year Deficit 
Imp&£t 

Revenue - ... - - - ... 

Budget Authority 

Oullays 

Prooosed Level 

Revenue 

Budget Authority 

Outlays . 
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APPENDIX A 


Spending/Revenue Options 


SUBSTITUTE PRIVATE n,,\,ANCING mR GOVERNMENT 
tlNANCf;'iG OF THE SUPERFUND PROGRAM 

Agency: EPA Functional Code: 304 

Enforcement: 
Source: 
Strudure: 
Budget Fund: 
c...gory; 
Rating: 

DOM 
CBOHF 
CIS 
TF 
UF 
2 

NOTE: All options rounded to the nearest $10 million. For example, $68 million would be sJrown Il$ SO.07 billion. 

CHANGE 

E .... 'ECT OF OPTION 


(Dollars in OUlious) 

• 1" 

1993 1994 
. 

1995 1996 1997 1998 
Cumw.nlhe Sb• 

y.:at' Pendl 
Impact 

Revenue 
.-­ - - -­ - -

Bud.get Authority 
(+or -) 

-0.45 .Q.47 .{J.50 -0.37 -0.32 -2.10 

Outlays (+ or .) .{J.OS .{J.I? .{J.ll -0.27 .{J.28 -1.10 

ProDosed.r[OI:rlll!l - Would draw on Superfund for cleanup only when the collective resources of a 
site's 'potentially responsible parties' (PRPs) are insufficient to cover the total costs. The EPA would 
forgo the option of funding a cleanup and then seeking reimbursement .and it would avoid PRP 
settlements that covered less than 100 percent of cleanup work and past costs. 
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Arguments for Proposal - Proponents of this approach argue that it would better reflect the 'polluter 
pays' conception of fairness that is a guiding principle of the Superfund law and it would reduce the 
overall cost of hazardous waste cleanup by taking more full advantage of the efficiency of the private 
sector. [CBO) 

Areuments AgaillSl Prollosal - Opponents argue that further emphasis on leveraging private dollars 
will be inefficient because of enforcement costs, persistent health and environmental risks, and that aU 
PRPs cannot be found for some sites, leaving an unfair burden for the remaining PRPs to bear the full 
eost. [eBO]. 

State and LociII ImDlle! of Pro,posal - None. 

Any Political Landmines ASSIlCiale!l with Prntlosal? - Could delay some deanups. 

Campaien Positions Ihal Affect the Proposal - Putting People First advocates 'polluter pays' 
principles, 

Funding SummaI'! - Change amounts shown above are from CBO, but with one year delay. Current 
Services is the Hazardous Substance Superfund appropriation. 

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

1m 
Cumcdative Si.x~ 
,~1l<IIdt191>3 191>5 191>6 1997191>4 

1m"", 

Current 5ro:il:t:i 
•• 

• · Revenue · -- · - ­ --- · -­· · · · · · · · · · · 
9.33Budget Authority 1.73 1.80 1.86 1.93 2,01 

1.74 1.80 1.91 8.60:: Outlays LSI 1.64 
· 

Proposed l&,e! 


Revenue 


Budget Authority 
 1.36 1.56 1.69 7.23 

Outlays 

1.28 1.33 

1.43 1.45 1.43 1.53 1.63 7.50 
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APPENDIX A 

SperuIinglRevenue OptilJns 

CU1' 1'HE MARKEl' PROMOTION 

IN HALF OR ELIMINA 1'E IT 


Agency: USDA Functional Code: 350 

Enforccment: 
Source: 
Structure: 
Budget Fund: 
Category: 
Rating: 

PG·E 
CBOPO 
OPB 
GF 
SC 
4 

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

CHANGE 

EFFECT OF OPTION 


(Dollal'll in BilUons) 


1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 
CumulatH'e Six-

year Deficit 

...­
I Revenue 

Budget Authority 
(+ Or -) 

.(l.OS .(l.IO .(l.W .(l.W .(l.IO -0.45 

Outlays ( ... or -) .{l.OS .(l.1O .(l.1O .{l.IO .{l.W -0.45 

.• 
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Proposed ProCOIW - (The figures shown above are those for cutting the program in half. Eliminating 
it saves twice thaI.) 

The Market Promotion Program was established under the 1990 farm bill to assi't the U.S. 
agricultural exporters. Payments are made to support the eosl' of market building and commodity 
promotion undertaken by state-related, private for-profit firms. The program is mainly targeted on 
crops such as fruit, oats, fruit grains, tobacco, meat, eggs, and others. The proposal would cut the 
program in half. 

Aawments for Proposal - The assisted groups benefit directly from tJle market development activities 
and should bear more of the costs. Besides, marketing funds are also provided through other USDA 
activities, such as those of the Foreign Agricultural Service. Private activities promoting exports of 
nonagricultural goods do not receive similar support. This program has been criticized as a special 
interest subsidy, with a large share of the budget going to California. 

ArlWweols Acains! Proposal - Redoing or. eliminating the program could place U.S. exporters at a 
competitive disadvantage. The program is sald by its proponents to be a useful tool in developing 
markets for these preducts. 

Slate and Local IWlIDel of Proposal ­

Any Political i.aodmioes Associated with Pr!wosal? • Affected interests likely to resist, especially 
California agribusiness interests. It should be noted that a significant beneficiary of this program is 
Tysons Foe<!, located in Arkansas. 

ClIlIJlIDian Positions lbo' Affect the Proposal· 

klmdjna Summao: . 
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PROPOSED LEVEL - CURRENT SERVICES PLUS PROI'OSED CHANGE 

(Dollars in Billions) 

1993 1994 

Cuum. S;:rylc~ 
,, , ,, , 

, Revenue , 

, Budget Authority ,, 
Outlays 


frmlOsed l&yd ,, I 
,, I,,Revenue , 

I, , Budget Authority 

, Outlays, 

1995 

,, , 
, 

, 

i, 
,, 


1996 

Cum.w.lve SU· 

year Def.:ii1997 1998 
Impart 

,, ,,,, 
,, 

,,, 
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APPENDIX A 


Spending/Revenue Options 


RESTRICT ELIGIBILITY }'OR BENE}TIS FROM PRICE SUPPORT 

PROGRAMS AND REDUCE THE PAYMENT LIMITATION 


i 
: Agency: Agriculture Functional Code: 351 

, Enforcement: PG-E 
; Source; CBORPBR 

Structure: OPB 
Budget Fund: GF 
Category: SC 

Rating: 2 


NOTE: AU options rounded 10 the nearest $10 millioo, For example. $68 million WQuid be shown as $0.07 billion. 

CHANGE 

EFFECT OF OPTION 


(Dollars In Billions) 


CutuulaUw Sh:~ 
)'e,ar Thlrd1m1m 1994 1995 1996 1m 

1m..... 

I 

- I 
, 

­
, ,, ,,1, Revenue -, ,, i, , 

-0,)1 .{),16-0,18 -0,15 -0,73 ,Budgel Authority I -om , I,(+ or -) 
,, ,(),16Outlays (+ or M) ~O.15 -0,17-ll.O7 .(),18 -0.73 
,,, 

ProPosed Proeram - Would disqualify eligibility for federal price support programs for people whose 
gross revenue from commodity sales exceeds $5001000. Other options include limiting payments to 
$50,000 per person, limiting payments to $40,000 per person and disqualifying people whose adjusled 
gross income ',"coeds $100,000, 

74 

i 



!ueumcnts for PrOJlOSllI - Support for these changes could be ba>ed on'the belief that current payment 
limits are too high. If reductions in program spending are required. they should come from relatively 
large farming operations rather than relatively small ones. In addition. rcdudng the limit on direct 
government payments would reduce their influence on the production decisions of operators of large 
farms, causing them to be more responsive to market returns. Operators of smaUer farms, who are 
more likely to need government assistance, would continue to receive program benefits as before, 
[CBO] Charles L Schuhze'estimates that agricultural subsidies can be cut by $10 billion (1997 value) 
in the chapter "Paying the Bills" in the book, Setting Domestic Priorities, What Can Go}'(!mment Do? 

Augments Aeainsl ~ - Large and possibly more efficient farmers could be harmed re!atively, 
Until subsidies for foreign producers are reduced, exposure of the most efficient U.S. farmers to market 
forces could hurt the long term prospects for the farm sector. [COO] 

SIBte and IAl£allmDlI!!l pC ProDQSlII - None directly. 

AllY PoUtieal Laodmjnes Associated with PropQSlII? - Again, as with other farm price reduction 
proposals, this proposal would be difficult, . 

Camlllli&!! po;;itloo.s Ibal Affect tbe ProIlOSllI - In his budget plan, Ross Perot selected the option of 
disqualifying eligibility for those with gross revenue exceeding $500,000. In Uniled We Stand, under 
the heading "Eliminate Special Favors" he states. ·We should eliminate our entire system of farm 
subsidies for giant agricultural corporations." Perot aJso chose the CBO option of limiting payments 
to $40,000 per person, This option would save in BA and outlays $0, 13b (lst year), $032b (2nd year), 
$0.27b (3rd year), $030b (4th year), and $0.29b (5th year); for a 5-year total of $1.3 billion. 

t)mdioe SUID!!llI!:l: - Change amounts shown are from COO, but with a one year delay. Current 
Services will have to combine several agricultural price support programs, 
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PROPOSED LEVEL = CURRENT SERVICES PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE 
(Dollars in Billions) 

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 
Cumulative Slx­

year Deficit 
Impact 

Current Seryi('~ 

_Revenue 

Budget Authority 

Outlays 

--­ --­ --­ --­ --­ --­

Proposed Leyel 

Revenue 

Budget Authority 

Outlays 
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APPENDIX A 


Spending/Revenue Options 


REDUCE DEnCIENCY PAYMENTS TO FARMERS PARTICIPATING 

IN USDA COMMODITY PROGRAMS 


Agency: Agriculture Functional Code: 351 

Enforcement: PG-E 
Souocc: CBORP 
Stnlt;tuJ'e: OPB 
Budget Fund: EF 
Category: SC 
RAting:: 2 

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

CHANGE 

EtTECT OF OPTION 


(Dollars in Billions) 


1993 1994 t99S 1996 1997 1998 
CumulaO" Sb~ ,.... """" ""_ 

Revenue - - -­ .­ -­ -

Budget Authority 
(+ or -) 

-0.44 -1.55 -2.15 . -3.20 ·5.95 -13.25 

,,,, 
Outlays. (+ or .) -0.44 -1.55 -2.15 -3.20 ·5.95 ·13.25 

, 

PrQPOsed I'rQcram - Would reduce deficiency payments by reducing target prices by 3 percent per year 
slllrting with the 1994 crops. 

77 




Ar:uments for ProDosal - An advantage of reducing target prices is that it would increase the degree 
to which farmers respond to market prices1 rather than to government program benefitst in making 
production decisions. The bulk of deficiency payments go to larger, usually wealthier, farmers. Many 
ecouomists believe our current farm policy benefits neither farmers nor consumers in the long-run. 
[CRS] 

Ar&uments A~.ins1 l'I:oDlllial - Lower target prices would reduce farm income by reducing direct 

, government payments, Despite an improved outlook for agricultural markets, many farmers are still 


facing financial difficulties. Further reductions in target prices would intensify these difficulties. 

[CBO] 

Slate and Looillmpact of Prol'lllial- None directly, 

AU! fIllitical Landmines Associated with Proposal? - Farm assistance programs are a political 
landmioe, but the JX,ltentiaJ budget savings are great. Ross Perot suggested major reductions in several 
agriculture assistance programs, According to CBO, other options exist. Proposed cuts may be too 

large to be politically viable. 

CampaiaD fIlsilian. that Affect the 1'I:0llosal - Included in Ross Perot's United We Siand. 

flIudlu SUlIllllll.Q - Change amounts shown are from CBO, but with a one year delay. Current 
Services amounts shown are the Commodity Credit Corporation Public Enterprise Fund. True current 
services base probably should include other commodity programs, 

PROPOSED I,EVEL ~ CURRENT SERVICES PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE 
(Dollars in Billions) 

I!WJ 1994 1995 19% 1m I9!lS 
Cl.IWuIati.e SU:­

year Def:itit 
I...... 

Cuuent Senig:; 

Revenue - -­ - - -­ -
Budget Authority 

Outlays 

,,,,, 

9,58 

9,23 

7,58 

7,22 

8.14 

7,74 

8,34 

7,89 

8,01 

7,57 

41.65 

39,65 

I'rll!!osed l&vl:! 

Revenue .­ -­ --­ -­ --­ -
Budget Authority 9,14 6.03 5,99 5.14 2.()6 23,41) 

Outlays 8,79 5.67 559 4,69 1.62 26,40 
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AI:PENDIX A 


SpendinglRe"nue Options 


REPLACE DEnCIENCY PAYMENTS 

WITH DECLINING DIRECT PAYMENTS 


Agency: Agriculture Functional Code: 351 I . 

Enforcement: pa·E 
Source:: CBORP 
Structu~ OPB 
Budget Fund: OF 
Category: SC 
Rating: 4 

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

CHANGE 

Et'FECT Of OPTION 


(Dollars in Billions) 

. 

Cumalatin SU:4 
year DWcit1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1m"". 

_.... ... ...Revenue - -.,,,, 

.(l.11 -<l.U;Bud,get Authority -Q.2S -Q,24 -Q.25 ·1.15 
(+ or .J 

Outlays (+ or -} -Q,II -Q.26 -<l,25-Q.28 -Q.24 ·1.15 

Proposed I'rOKTllm . Would replace deficiency payments in the wheat, feed grains, cotton and rice 
programs with declining direct payments, 

Areumeots for Prollosal· Declining direct payments would reduce government influence on production 
decisions and increase responsiveness to market signals thereby avoiding excess production and 
increasing the predictability of agricultural budget costs. The U,S. economy would benefit from a more 
efficient use (If farming resources. [eBO] 
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A~umenls Aeainsl Proposal - Declining direct payments would lock in current distribution of benefits 
which is perceived as inequitable, "Most analysts feel that aggregate farm income would fall under [this 
program] and that landowners could experience losses on the value of their property," [CBO] 

Stale and Local ImDact of Proposal ­

Any Political • ..andmines Associated with Proposal? ~ Problems resulting from declining farm income 

and/or land values may cause distress among farm area members of Congress. 


Campa;:" PllsilioQ5 Iha! Affect Ihe Pro,p05al - Included in Ross Perot's budget proposal. 


Fundirn: SUmllll!!:l - Change amounts shown above are from CBO, but delayed one year, 


PROPOSED LEVEL = CURRENT SERVICES PLUS PROPOSED CHAI'GE 
(Dollars in Billions) 

Cumulative Sb:­

1993 1994 1995 1996 1m 1998 ,..... -Im_ 
Currmt Senice5 

Revenue ~ -­ - - - -
Budget Authority 

Outlays 

Proposed Level , , 

Revenue -
Budget Authority 

Outlays 
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APPBNDlX A 


Spending/Revenue Oplwns 


ELIMINATE TIlE HONEY PROGRAM 

Agency; Agriculture Functional Code: 351 

Enforcement: PG-E 
Source: CG CDO HF 
Structure: OPB 
Budget Fund: EF 
Catesory: SC 
Rating: 1 

NOTE: All (;ptions rOunded ttl the nearest $10 million. For example, $68 miUion would be shown as $0.07 billion. 

CHANGE 

EFFECT OF OPTION 


(DoUa... In Billions) 


,, 

, 
1993 

, 

, Revenue , , 
, 

, 
1994 

, 
1995 1996, 

, 

, 

-­ - -

·0.02 -0,02 .­

, 
C1UIII1blive Six· 

1997 i 1998 year DIIficit , 
Impact 

- -­ -

, 
-0,04, -­ .­, 

I , 

, Budget Authority 
(+ or .) , 

, 
-<l,04Oullays (+ or ..) -<l.02 ,(),02 

I 
, , , ,, 

, 

I 
.­

lXQpgsed lXO&rnw - Would eliminate federal governmenl price support of honey. The Heritage 
Foundation also suggests the elimination of federal government price support for wool and mohair. 

Ar&Qwents Cor lXopooal - Critics of the program, including the GAO, claim that price supports are 
no longer necessary to provide crop pollination services. [eBO] The program lends bcekeepers money 
at one rate and allows them to repay at a lower rate. The subsidy is about eight cents a pound. 
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AllIumenls AeBins! Projl2Slll- The program was founded in 1952, not as a prop for honey production, 
but to ensure enough bees to pollinate the nation's fruit and nut crops. There arc an estimated 3.000­
5.000 beek""pers, mostly in North Dakota, South Dakota, Montana, California, and Florida, 

(Washington Post1 "Chinese beekeepers, who are paid a dollar a day, would put American apiaries out 
of business. Honey can be imported -- pollination cannot. ~ [American Beekeeping Federation] 

State and Loral Impact of I'rQPosal - None, directly. 

Any Political Landmincs Assuciated with Proposa!? - This program has been protected for years by 
House Agriculture Commillee Chairman E. "Kika" de la Garza (D-TX). Congressional delegations 
from North Dakota, South Dakota, and Montana, and agricultural arcas of California and Florida, 
would likely oppose this cut. 

Camlllli:n Positions tbat Affect tbe Prop....1 - Program elimination included in PUlting People First. 

tundiQ~ Summary ~ Change amounts shown above are from CBO, but with a one year later starting 
date. This program is subaccount, so identifying current services level wi11 require special research. 

PROPOSED LEVEL = CURRENT SERVICI:S PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE 
(DollarS in BilliOns) 

Current Services 

t993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 
Cumwtbe Six· 

"'*' DdidI..­
Revenue 

Budget Authority 

-­ - ­ - -­. -­ -

Outlays . 

ProPOSed Ltvd 

Revenue 

Budget Authority 

OuUays 
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APPBNDIX A 


Spending/Revenue Options 


END ~'EDERAL CROP INSURANCE AND 
REPLACE IT WITH STANDING AUTHORITY 

~"oR DISASTER ASSISTANCE 

Agency: Agriculture Functional Code: 351 

Enforcement; PO·E 
Source: CBO N·D 
Structure: .OPB 
Budget Fund: EF 
Category; SC 
Rating: • 
NOTE: All options rounded to the nearest $10 million. For eXl'lmple. $68 million would be I;hQWtl as $0.01 billion. 

CHA]I;GE 

EFFECT m' OPTION 


(Dollars in Billions) 


CumWatiy~ ~.,_DdIdt1995 19971993 1994 1996 1m 
1m""" 

... ,Revenue .­.­ ,, ,, , 

..().64-0,89 -0,65 ..0.67 -3,50Budget Authurity -0.63 
{+ or ~) 

Outlays (+ or -) -0,62 -0,65 -0,66-0.21 -0.64 ·2,85 

Proposed Prmll'lllll - Would end federal crop insurance. 
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An=uments for Proposal - Replacing federal crop insurance with disaster assistance would reduce 
expected federal outlays by providing benefits only in the case of sharp losses to a county. [CBO] 
Could save $3.2 billion between 1993 and 2002. [N-D] The federal crop insurance program has 
operated with a large operating loss in every year since 1980. Widespread dissatisfaction with the 
program among crop producers has led to the enactment of ad hoc disaster assistance bills which have 
authorized more than $6 billion in direct payments since 1988. [CRS] Many policy makers maintain 
that the federal budget cannot continue to support both a subsidized crop insurance program and ad hoc 
disaster payments. Many farmers waive insurance coverage, because they view the program as having 
inadequate coverage, expensive premiums, and administrative problems. Then, when a disaster occurs 
they apply strong politicaJ pressure for ad'hoc disaster payments. [CRS] Losses have been particularly 
high in recent years, because the program attracts producers whose operations are susceptible to natural 
disasters, while those who are a marginal risk tend to waive insurance coverage. A primary advantage 
of permanent disaster assistance proposal is its potential for simplicity and relative ease of operation 
compared with the current crop insurance program. USDA analysts projected that a permanent disaster 
payments program would cost approximately $500 million a year, significantly less than the average 
$1.4 billion spent each year on crop insurance and disaster payments since 1980. [CRS] 

A~uments A~ainst Proposal - Individual farmers could no longer use crop insurance to control the 
risks they face in farming. Replacing crop insurance with disaster payments could strip producers of 
individuaJ protection from disasters. Consequently, opponents question the validity of the contention 
that the plan would end political pressure for ad hoc disaster payments. Disaster relief payments may 
encourage farmers to put into production land which is particularly susceptible to disasters. [CRS] 

State and Local Impact of Proposal -

Apy Political Laodmioes Associated with Proposal? - The Appropriations Committees would most 
likely oppose establishing permanent disaster assistance appropriations. Farmer advocacy groups, 
agricultural bankers', and private insurance companies oppose the program. [CRS] 

Campaien Positions that Affect the Proposal -

Fundine Summary - Current Services amounts are the sum of the Federal Crop Insurance 
Corporation's administrative and operating expenses account and the Federal Crop Insurance 
Corporation fund account. 
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PROPOSED LEVEL =CURR&'iT SERVICES PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE 
(Dona ... in Billions) 

. -

I Cumulative Sbi· 
year Oef"lCit1!I93 1994 1995 1m 1!I981996 , , hu"". 

CUtTenl St:r!lg~ 
, 

,
Rcv.:nue - -- , 

,, 
0,60 0.62Budget Aulhorily 0.55 0.S7 0.S8 2.92 

,, i 
, 

, , , 1.01 1.04, Outlays , 0.93 
, 

0.96 0.98 4.92 

Proposed Leu! 

Reverrue , -
.{).(16 

, 
-0.05Budget Authority .{).34 -0.06 -0.05 -0.58 , i, ,, 

, , 0.36 0.380.66 0.34 0.34, OutlaY$ .- -.. ! 
2.07 Ii 

-
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APPENDIX A 


Spending/llevenue OplWns 


REDUCE FEDERAL SUPPORT FOR AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH 

AND EXTENSION ACTIVITIES 


I Agency: Agriculture Functional Code: 352 

, 

Enforcement: DOM 
Sou~: eBa 
Structure: CIB 
Budget Fund: GF 
Category: SC 
Rming: 5 

NOTE: All orl,ions rounded to the nearest $10 million. For example, $68 million would be shown as SO.07 billioQ, 

CHANGE 

EFFECT OF OPTION 


(Dollars in Billions) 


CumulatiTe Six­
yearlJtfick\9971993 1995 19% 1998 

Impatt 

~ Revenue' 
, 

.(l.17 .(l.1 B .(l.92Budget Authority .(l.IS -0.19 I .(l.20 
,,(+ or -) 

.(l.I?Outlays {+ or -) -0.11 -O.IS -0.18 -<l.BS 

folposed I'rl!i:ram - Would reduce funding levels by 10 percent below current services for 3 USDA 
agencies: the Agricultural Research Service (ARS), the Cooperative StJl.te Research Service (CSRS), and 
the Extension Service. 
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Awments for Proposal· ARS and CSRS research grants may, in some cases, be replacing funding 
from the private sector. The private sector would be forced to finance more of its own research. A 
reduction in federal funding for ES activities would have a relatively minor direct impact on farmers. 
[CBO) Enough land-grant institutions are doing basic and biotechnological research to keep U.S. 
agriculture competitive into the 21st century. [CRS] There is a trend towards Congressional 
earmarking of grants. There is great political pressure on legislators to steer federal research funds to 
their districts leading to "park spending." [CRS] 

An:umcnt~ AQaiust Proposal ~ Research and extension activities have long played important roles in 
the development of an efficient farm sector. A reduction in federal funding could compromise the 
sector's future development as well as its competitiveness in world markets. Many states are facing 
fiscal emergencies and are having difficulty maintaining state funding for research. [CRS] Some 
research on unglamorous but persis!ent weed, disease, and pest problems that plague production 
agriculture may go into decline without federal funding. rCRS] 

Stllie lIod L<l!:l!1 Impact of emposal - None. 

Any Pl!Iiljcal !.llndm;nes Assoeialed with ProIl!!Sll1. - Many of these research projects have been 
criticized as "pork". however in rural farm areas, research into special farm crop production. disease 
or marketing dilemmas have important effects on regional agriculture and economic development. This 
program provides opportunities for federal legislators to be "players" in resolving these dilemmas. 

Campa;;" Positions that Affect the PrQPosal- None. 

fundiiIe: Summary - Change amounts shown above are from COO, but are delayed one year. Current 
Services base shown below is comprised of the appropriations for the ARS, CSRS and ES. 
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PROPOSED LEVEL = CURRENT SERVICES PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE 
(Dollars in Billions) 

~ ,,,,, 

CII!"mlI Sery~ 

1993 ,1994 1995 19% 1m 1998 
CtnUalaiinl Six­

yeaT Deficit 
lm_ 

Revenue -­ -­ --­ - - -
Budget Authority 1.63 1.69 1,76 La) 1.90 8.81 

Outlays 1,61 1,68 1,73 LW 1.87 8.69 

Proposed..Unl 

Revenue -­ -­ - -­ -­ -

Budget Authority 1,46 LSI 1.58 1,64 1,70 7.89 

Outlays 1.50 1.50 1.55 1.61 1,68 7.84 

ss 




APPENDIX A 

Spending/Revenue OptiQn5 

STREAMLINE USDA FIELD OFl<lCES 

Agency: Agriculture Functional Code: 302,351,352,371 

Enforcement: DOM 
,i Source: CO CSO HF RP 

Structure: OPB 
Budget Fund: OF 
Category: SC 
Rating: 

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

CHANGE 

EFI'ECT .m' OPTION 


(Dollars in Billions) 


1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1m 
CumwatiTe Sb­
,~ .....1m,.,,, 

-­

-0.53 

,,, 
, 

i 

I 

Revenue 

Budget Authority 
(+ Qf ~) 

-­

.o,04 

--­

.o,nB 

-

-0,13 

-­

-(},14 

--­

-0.14 

Outlays {+ o( -) -0,02 .0,06 .0, 12 .0,14 .0,14 .oAS 

II 

Pronosed Proaram - Would assume savings from consolidating or collocating local offices of USDA's 
Agricultural St,bilization and Conservation Service (ASCS), Soil Conservation Service (SCS), Farmers 
Home Administration (FmHA). and the Extension Service. The savings would allow a 5 percent cut 
in administrative funding. 
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Arguments [or Proposal - A 1991 GAO report found that the ASCS and SCS have offices in more than 
85 percent of the 3,150 counties in the United States, the FmHA has offices in over 60 percent, and 
the Extension Service has offices in nearly all of the countries. The GAO recommended extensive 
streamlining. [CBO] 

ArJ:uments Against Proposal - USDA responded to GAO report that many opportunities for sharing 
field offices has already been realized and that a reduction in funding would result in a reduction in 
services. [CBO] 

State and Local Impact of Proposal - None. 

Any Political Landmines Associated with Proposal? - Office consolidations would reduce federal 
employment in rural areas. [CBO] Rural members of Congress likely to strongly oppose. 

Campaien Positions that Affect the Proposal - Included in Putting People First. Included in Ross 
Perot's budget plan. 

Fundine SumrQ.8..0: - Change numbers shown above are from CBO, but delayed one year. Current 
Services amounts combine ASCS I SCSI FmHA and Extension Service field costs. 

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

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 
Cumulative SUo 

year Deficit 
Impact 

CUrrent Serylc!~ 

Revenue --­ --­ --­ - ­ - -

Budget Authority 1.85 1.92 1.99 2.08 2.16 10.00 

- Outlays 

Proposed Leyel 

1.84 1.91 1.99 2.13 2.40 to.27 

Revenue --­ --­ --­ --­ --­ -­
Budget Authority 1.81 1.84 1.86 1.94 2.02 9.47 

Outlays 1.82 1.85 1.87 1.99 2.26 9.79 
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APPENDIX A 


Spending/Revenue Op/Wns 


ELIMINATE WOOL AND MOHAIR PROGRAM 

Agency: USDA Functional Code: 351 

Enforcement: PG·E 
Source: CBO 
Structure; OPB 
Budget Fund: GF 
Category: SC 
Rating: 3 

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

CHANGE 

EFFECT m' OPTION 


(DoUars in Billions) 


CuwWaUve su­
year De!"ltit1\1971'193 1'194 1'195 1'196 1'198 

ImplOtt . 
,,,, 
:Revenue 

, 

0,00 0,00 0,00 0,t9 0,20 0,57B~ Authority 0.t9 
(+ or -) 

Outlays (+ or ~l 0,20 0,20 0,760,00 0,00 0.•9 0,'9 

£o>poscd l'tvl:1lIIIl • USDA supports the market price for wool and mohair. When wool price support 
payments were staned in 1954, the program was intended to encournge increased production of wool, 
which was then considered a strategic material, Wool is no longer a strategic materiaL The proposal 
would eliminate the price support program, 
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Arguments for Proposal - First, wool is no longer a strategic material. Mohair was never considered 
a strategic material. Seeond, a 1990 GAO study was critical of !his progrnm, finding that the progrnm 
does not greatly encourage wool productions or improve its quality in that the mohair program has no 
clear legislative obje<tives. A 1989 CRS study found that 41 percent of wool payments went \0 
1,5 percent of the sheep growers. Mohair payments show a similar pattern. 

Areuntents Aeajnst Proposal - These payments boost and stabiHze producers' incomes. and producers 
agree that they are needed to maintain a healthy domestic indUStry. They also agree that the payments 
contribute significantly to the economic survival of some rural 'areas and to the welfare of many farmers 
and ranchers, including Native Americans. Also, it encourages lamb production. thus lowering meat 
prices for consumers, 

State and Local Im.act of Proposal ­

Any Polit;eal Landwioes Associated with Proposal? - The largest losses from eliminating the wool 
program would be in Texas, Montana, Idaho, Colorado, California, New Mexico, and Wyoming. 
Mohair production is concentrated in Texas. Members of Congress from those areas -- and the 
Agriculture Committees ~- would likely resist. 

Camp.ian Positions that Affect the fryposa! - None known. This could accompany the Honey 
Program. 

fuudine SullllllllO' ­

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

. 
, 

i, , 
, Current Servi!:e5 

Revenue 

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1m 
CllIUulatkt" Six-

year Utfrit 

,..­ , 

Budget Authority 

,, 

i, 

Outlays 

~dL.,,1 

Revenue 

, 

, 

, 

Budget Authority 

Outlays , 
,, 
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APPBNDlX A 


Spending/Revenue Options 


INCREASE SEC REGISTRATIO"" H,ES 

Agency: S,,,,urities and Exchange Commission Functional Code; 370 

Enforcemenl : DOM 
Source: PO, Bush Budget 
Structure: OPB 
Budget Fund: GF 
Category: UP 
Ratios: 4 

NOTE: All options rounded to the nearest $10 million. For eurnpte:, $68 mjllion wou1d be shown BS $0.07 billion. 

CHANGE 

EFFECT Of' OPTION 


(Dollars in Billions) 


1!l93 1!l94 1995 19% 1!l97 1m 

Cumulaiive Si,x..-­1m",. 

Revenue 

Budget Authority 
, (+ or ~) 

, 

I
Outlays (+ or "~I 

I I 
,0, to 

I 
-O,tO 

I 
·0,10 

I 
-0:10 

I 
·0.10 

I 
-0.50 

Proposed l'rl!l:rnm • To help offset SEC costs, the Bush FY 1993 budget proposed increasing the SEC 
registration fees from 1/50 to 1132 of 1 percent of the value of an offering. 

Ao:uments IJ!r Proll!!$ll . The increase in the fee is needed to offset SEC costs. 

State and !..ocallmpact or ProIl!!$Il • Should not be any. 
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Any Political LandmiJ),cs Associated wilh I'rlllwsal? - The key political issue, apart from likely 
opposition from the securities industry, involves John Dingell (D-MI), the Chainnan of the House 
Energy and Commerce Committee. He might not oppose this option if he exercises control over the 
legislation and gets to spend the money from the increased fees. He might oppose raising these fees 
for deficit reduction purposes. He would need to be consulted on this, not surprised by it when the 
President's budget is unveiled, ' 

~lItnpaiKn PosiljQDS Ihat Affect the Pro.posal ­

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

Cvmulatin Six-I,, )'flU" Deficit1995 1996 19971993 1994 1998 
Im.­

, , 
,Cumnt Servis£!!. ,I, , I, ,Revenue ,, , ,, ,, 

,: Budget Authority ,,, ,, , iI, , 
, 	Outlays , 

1'ro00WlLm! 

Revenue ,, ,,, 
, ,Budget Authority 

:!, , 'Outlays " , LJ 
, 

...... 	 " 
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APPENDIX A 


Spending/Revenue Options 


CHANGE BENEFICIARIES FOR THE TRADE PROMOTION 

ACTIVITIES OF THE INTERNATIONAL TRADE 


ADMINISTRATION OR ELIMINATE THE PROGRAM 


Agency: Commerce Department Functional Code: 370 

Enforcement: 
Source: 
Structure: 
Budget Fund: 
Category: 
Rating: 

DaM 
CBO 
OPB 
GF 
UF SC 
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) 


1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 
Cumulo.til'e Six-

year Deficit 
Impact 

Revenue 

Budget Authority 
(+ or -) 

-0.16 -0.17 -0.18 -1l.19 -1l.19 -1l.89 

Outlays (+ or -) -0.1 t -0.17 -0.18 -0.18 -0.19 -1l.83 

Proposed PrQ~ram - Either charge fees to businesses that use the ITA's trade promotion activities in 
such an amount as to cover the costs of these activities -- or, alternatively, terminate these activities. 
The activities include export promotion, counseling U.S. businesses on exporting, and providing 
marketing services. 
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Are;umcnts for Proposal ~ Businesses that profit from these activities should defray their costs. Tu the 
extent this is not done, the ITA effectiveIy subsidizes the exports of the industries: involved. These 
import subsidies may be an inefficient means of helping U.S. businesses be<:ause they are partially 
dissipated to foreignt"fs in the form of lower prices for U.S. exports. eno also states that these 
activities do not impose the current account balance and do not necessarily increase total exports. 

Areum.nls Against ~l ­

Slate and lAcal Impact or Proposal ­

Any Political Landmin .. Associated witb PrQIIOSal? - Needs to be checked out. 

t)jndinl: Summary ­

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

Cumulative SU-
year Deficit1997 19981993 1994 1995 1996 
Im_ 

Current SeaJees , 

Revenue 

Budget Authority 

Outlays 

Proposed Wei • 

Revenue 

Budget Authority 

,,Outlays , 
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APPENDIX A 

Spending/Revenue Options 

EXTEND PATENT AND TRADEMARK FEES 

Agency: Commerce Department Functional Code: 370 

Enforcement: 
Source: 
Structure: 
Budget Fund: 
Category: 
RAting: 

PG·E 
PO 
OPB 
GFIT< tiF 
UF 
2 

NOTE: All options rounded to the nearest $10 million. For ~l1Il'Iple, $68 million would be shown as $0,07 billion. 

CHANGE 

Etl,ECT Qt' OPTION 


(Dollars in Billions) 


C Cumulati,tI Sh­_0_ 
1995 1m 1997 19981993 1994 ..."", 

Revenue 

, ,,,Budget Authority , ,,{+ or ~) 
,,,.(), to ,(),10 ,(),30 ,,(),10Out1ays (+ or -) ,,,, 

PrPP95~g frg&rJl!ll - Existing Patent and Trademark fees expire after 1995, This proposal would 
extend them. 

Arguments for Pr0llwal - These user fees are already in effect. Extending them should be politically 
feasible and secure "easy" savings. 

Ar:umcn1s Aeainsl Proposal ­
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SIale Hod Local hnpm of Prollosal - None known. 

AllY. ['oliti...1LaIIdm;ues Associated witb Prnllosal? ­

Camlll!icn PositioN thai Affeel Ibe Prngnsal . None known. This was also in the Bush FY 1993 
budget. 

PROPOSED LEVEL = CURREST SERVICES PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE 
(Dollars in BiUions) 

t993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 
Cumtdathte Six· 

yeaT Deficit 
1m..... 

Cumnt Wykes 

Revenue 

Budget Authority 

Outlays 

, 

Proposed I&!t~ 

Revenue 

Budget Authority 

Outlays: 
. 
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APPENDIX A 

Spending/Revenue Options 

REDUCE NON-PROFIT POSTAL SUBSIDY BY 25% 

Agency: U.S. Posta! Service Functional Code: 370 

Enfor\;ement: DOM 
l,Source: CHOpa 

Struclure: OPB 
Budget Fund: GFTF EF 
Category: UFSC 
Ratiog: .3 

NOTE: All options rounded to lhe nearest $10 nUllion. Par example, $68 milhon would be shown as $Q.07 billion. 

CHANGE 
EFFECTm' OPTION 

(Dollars ill Billions) 

1993 

Revenue 

8udget Authority 
(+ or .) 

Outlays (+ or -) 

1994 1995 1996 

·0.10 .a. 10 .a.IO 

C~·nJSix· 

i997 1998 yut Ddicit 
hn~t 

.a.W .a. 10 .a.50 

PrnPQsed PrQ~l'l!m - Certain bulk mailings. including non-profit organizations and state and national 
political committees, receive reduced posta! rates. Congress appropriated funds for the Postal Service 
to cover the lost posta! revenues. This proposal moved to reduce the federal subsidy by one-fourth 
except that the subsidies supporting the blind and handicappod, libraries, and other select categories of 
users would be maintained at current levels. 
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ArlWments [or Proposal - Subsidies at the current level can no longer be afforded, given the deficit. 
Besides, non-profits overuse this privilege, flooding the Postal Service and the public with vast 
quantities of mail solicitations, Non-profits also receive favorable federal tax treatment. This modest 
reduction in the posta! subsidy is not too much to ask as part .of a shared sacrifice to reduce the deficit. 

A!l:umenlo Al:lliost Prollosal - Non-profits would pay higher postal rates on bulk mail. This could 
adversely affect some non-profits, especially those that depend dearly on mail solicitations for fund 
raising, It could also reduce education, cuitural, and charitable mailings of generat public interest. 

Slllte aud LlJgjI!ml/llcl of Pr!!.llosal -

Auy l'oliticallAludlPiOes Atisos:jated witb I'rQIIIWII? - This will likely be opposed by 'he non-profit 
community, which is well organized, A modest reduction in the subsidy may likely be more politically 
feasible_ 

C.mll.i~n !'osition:; tbat Affect tbe ProI!IWII ­

t'uudln~ Sununary ­

PROPOSED LEVEL = CURRENT SERVICES PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE 
(DoHars in BiUions) 

- -----,==:~=o::; -
I CUlludstive sp. 

1993 1994 1m 1m 1997 19911 11MII' Deficit 
Im_ 

-~- -
Current Ser:vm 

Revenue 

Budget Authority 

Outlays 
---~~- - --~-~ 

I'ro.lHJ,Icd LeX<! 

Revellue 

Budget Authority 

Outlays
iL...­

~ 

, 

I 
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APPENDIX A 

Spending/Revenue Option. 

REDUCE SBA BUSINESS LOANS 

Agency: Small Business Administration Functional Code: 370 

Enforcement: 
Source: 
Structure: 
Budget Fund: 
Category: 
Rating; 

DOM 
CBOPO 
OPB CtS IRS 
OF 
SC 
4 

NOTE: All optiOflti rounded to t~e nearest $10 million. For example, $68 million would be shown as $0.07 billion. 

CHANGE 

EFFECT OF OPTION 


(Dollars in Billions) 


1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 
Cwmulative Sb~ 

_MIcit 
1m"", 

, 

Revenue ,, 

Budget Author~ty 
(+ or ~) 

Outlays (+ or -) -0.10 -<l.20 .{l.20 .{l.25 .{l.25 -1.00 

fJ:nIlOiiOO fJ:n&l1Im - Roduce SBA business loans except for loan programs to minorities and disaster 
victims, which would be maintained at current levels. 

AllIUm.nls for fJ:nllosal - The SBA loan programs have been widely criticized as being ineffective and 
often turning into pork-like business subsidies that do not serve the larger public interest. Loans go 
primarily to those rejected by conventional lenders as being too great a risk. Default rates are high on 
aBA loans. [f loans are reduced, but not eliminated, the strongest candidates will still get loans. 
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Amme"t:: Al:ainst Proposal These loans help small businesses, which create jobs. especially in w 

underdeve10ped are.as, When conventional lenders tighten credit standards or become more conservative 
in their lending practices, SBA assistance can help fill the financial gap. 

Stale and Logllmpact of Proposal ­

Any P9I1IiCIII Landmines Associated with £rQPosal? ­

!dimpaiao I!oliititms that Affect the £roDQsal ­

tundina Snmllllll:l ­

PROPOSE!) LEVEL = CURRENT SERVICES PLUS PROPOSE!) CHANGE 
(Dollars in Billions) 

. 


'"WIll ~ni"" 
1993 1994 1995 1m 1m 1998 

CumuJAth~ Sb:. 
yeu Uefk:1t 

ImptK'1 

Revenue 

Budget Authority 

Outlays 

ProDQS£d Level 

Revenue 

Budget Authority 

Oullays 

. 

I I 

•••••••• 

II 
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APPENDIX A 


Spending/Revenue Oplions 


SCALE BACK THE RGRAL RENTAL HOUSING ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

Agency: Farmers Home Admin. Functional Code: 371 

Enforc~J1t; 

Source: 
Structure: 
BOOSe! Fund: 
Category: 
Rating: 

DOM 
CBO HF 
OPB 
GF 
SC 
2 

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

CHANGE 

EFfECT Of OPTION 


(Dollars in Billions) 


1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 
Cummati"l'l! Sl:J­

ymr Ddidt1m,.., 

Rev.... - - - - - -

Budget Autbotity 
(+ or ~) 

-{J.08 -0;08 .().08 -{J.09 -{J.09 -{J.41 

Outmys (+ or -) .o.Ol .o.06 .o.08 .o.08 .o.(l9 -{J.32 

lTo.posed PrO&r.lllll - Would increase the interesl rate on loans to project developers to 5 percent. 
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An:umen!S fur PrOIlOOII - The FmHA Section 515 housing program provides low-interest, 50-year 
mortgage loans to developers of multifamily rental projects in rural areas. These mortgages have 
interest credits that reduce the effective interest rate to 1 percent and, in turn, lower rental costs for 
Section 515 tenants. LCBO] Recent General Accounting Office studies show that tllis program has been 
a bonanza to developers. in some cases allowing them returns on investment as high as 970 percent. 
[HF] Analysts raising questions about this program note the lack of evidence that subsidies are in fact 
passed through to low-income renters. 

Auumenls A2:ainst ProposaJ - Developers would pass along the increased interest costs to tenants in 
the form of higher minimum project rents, An alternative might be to increase the minimum 
contribution toward rent to 35 percent, which would affect households in higher-income brackets among 
those considered eligible and those receiving RRHAP subsidies. [CBO] Advocates argue that this 
proposal would result in raising rents for a significant number of poor tenants, lowering disposable 
income available for other necessities. [CBO] They also note that the alternative to raise the 
contribution t(l 35 percent would exceed the Reagan-definition of affordable housing for low-income 
households (30 percent of income). 

Slate and Lo<:al Impact of Proposal - None, directly. 

Any Political Landmioes Associated with Proposal? ­

C8lDpai~n Positions that Affect the Proposal - None. 

J:"undine SUDl!!!110 ~ Change amounts shown above are from CBO, hut with a one year delay. Need 
to get estimatf<l annual present value of subsidy for Current Services baseline. 
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PROPOSED LEVEL = CURRENT SERVICES PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE 
(Dollars in Billions) 

CUImII s"o:iI:<s 

Revenue 

Budget Authority 

1993 1'194 

-

1'195 

-
. 

. 

1'196 

.­

1m 

-. 

1'198 

.-

CWluullliv(! Six­

)'earIW~it 
Impart 

. ­

Outlays 

iDll!<I><d Lml 

Revenue - -­ ... - - -
Budget Authority 

Outlays 

. 
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APPENDIX A 


Spending/Revenue Options 


CHARGE FOR EXAMINATIONS OF STATE-CHARTERED BANKS 

FDIC Functional Code: 

Enfon:ement: PG-E 
Source: CBORP 
Structure: OPB 
Budget Fund: PE 
Category: UF 
Rating: • 
NOTE: All options rounded to the nearest $10 million. For example, $68 million would be shown as $0.01 billion. 

CHANGE 

E.1<"ECT OF OPTION 


(Dollars in Billions) 


, 

'I~ I I Cuwuhld,~ Six- I'
iyell( Deficit ,·1994 1995, 1993 199\i 1997 1'998 

1m"""._........., 
 " , 

T 
i 

I ,~Revenue ~- ~- , ~- - -, 
, 

, 

Budget Authority -- - - -
(+or-) 


Ovtlays (+ or -) 
 -\),20 -\),30 -1.35-0,29..0.28 -0.28 II . --
&o!lo.s<:d Procram - Would charge State-chartered banks regulaled by the FDIC to cover the cost of 
examining them. 

AreumenlS for &01lOSll1 - Other depository institutions such as thrift, credit unions and nationally 
chartered banks currently pay the cost of examinations. [CBO] This savings would not receive credit 
under the rules of the 1990 Budget Enforcement Act, but nevertheless, it would result in real, 
permanent deficit reduction_ [CBO]

• 
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An:uments AI!Jinst Proposal - The banking industry has been weakened by structural change as well 
as the effects of the recession, Such additional costs could result in morc bank failures and more losses 
to the Bank Insurance fund. [eBO] 

State and Local Imlll\cl of PrQDQal -

AllY PoIiU",! LandmiQ!:Ii Associated with Prooosall -

Campaien Pl!iifums thaI A[fecl the Proposa! - Included in Ross Perors budget proposal. 

JTundin: SllmrWl.O: - Change amounts shown are from CBO. but with a one year later starting date. 
Current Services amounts are FDIC Bank Insurance Fund account. Straight line method was used to 
estimate the 1998 current services numbers. 

PROPOSED LEVEL = CURRE.lI/T SERVICES PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE 
(Dollar,; in Billions) 

., , , I Cumulative sa· 

Cu!l1!!l\ li<rvi~ 


Revenue 


Budget Auth()Jit~, 
i 
: Outlays 

hnPoSed IM<I 

Revenue 

Budget Autbority 

,Outlays ·5.65 -S.39 -13.23 -18.886.20 2.22 ,i -

1993 

. 

1994 1995 19% 

...... , ­
8.90 1.70 0.00 , 

, I
6,40 2.50 , ·5,40i 

_i' .....­
_.... .­

1997 

-

0.00 

-tUo 

yeafDelidI1998 
1m"", 

_. -
0,00 10.60 

·12,93 ·17.53 

... -

... -
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APPENDIX A 


Spending/Revenue Options 


IMPOSE A ROYALTY PAYMENT ON COMML'NICATIONS USERS 
or THE RADIO SPECTRUM 

Agency: FCC Functional Code: 376 

Enforcement: PG~E 

Source: CDD 
Strueture: em 
Budget Fund: GF 
Category: t.:F 
Rating: 4 

NOTE: All options rounded to the nea.r;:.st $10 million. For example, $68 million WQuld be shown as $0,07 billion. 

CHANGE 

Et'FECT OF OPTION 


(DoUars in Billions) 


I , I CWDWatire 5a­
, ,1995 , 1996 

-

-
1m 

, 

1998 _Ddld. 
, 

1993 1994 

""-
, 

, I ,,,, Revenue 
, ,I I i 

, 
-.BUQget Authority - -

(+ or .) ,i 

I 
, 
,-LSO -1,90 ~2.00~1.60Outlays (+ or -} ! -un ,"-un 
,, ., IIi 

Proposcd Pr,,~r.m - Would institute a royalty payment on scarce portions of the radio spoetrum used 
for private communications by those users who earn revenues from generating or relaying a signal. 
They would be charged an annual royalty payment equal to 4 percent of their gross revenues. 
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A[J!Uments for Proposal • Although the FCC already charges user fees to cover the cost of the 
application and licensing prncess~ license holders have profited from using th.is scarce public resource 
without compensating the public. [CBO] Would increase the productive use of scarce spectrum by 
imposing on spectrum users a financial incentive not to retain under utilized assets. [CRS] 

Ao:umenl. A&lli!l>1 ProPQSlII- Arguments against a royalty payment note Ulat the radio spectrum had 
little value at the time most spectrum licenses were issued and that value was created by the license 
holders. In many cases, where one private party has sold licenses to another, the buyer paid the 
original licensee a price based on expected rents. License holders in some markets will increase their 
prices and pass on the additional payment to customers. [CBO] . 

State and Loeallmllact of I'rmwlII - None. 

Any Politieal Landmlnes Associated with Proposal? -

Campal," Positions tbat Affect tbe ProPOSllI . None. The Bush administration, in its summer 1990 
budget negotiations with congressional representatives, introduced a proposal to charge a 4-5 pereent-of­
revenues spectrum use fee. [CRS] 

Fundine Summary ~ Change amounts shown above are from.CBO, but with a one year later starting 
date. Current Services amounts shown are the FCC receipts account required by COBRA_ 

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

,, 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 
Cumulative 51,,· 

yev Pefl(it 
1m"", 

Current Servit;§ 

Revenue - - - - - -
Budget Authority 

Outlays 

-0.04 

-0.04 

-0.04 

-0.04 

-0.04 

-0.04 

-0.04 

-0.04 
,,, 

-0.04 

-0.04 

-O.2il 

-0,20 

Proposed...l.&!!~ 

Revenue -­ - - -­ - -

Budget Authorily -­ - -­ -­ -­ -­
.. Outlays -\.54 -\.64 -1.84 -\.94 -2.04 -9.00 
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APPENDIX A 


Spending/Revenue Options 


AUCTION LICENSES TO USE THE RADIO SPECTRUM 

Agency: FCC Functional Code: 376 

Enforcement: PG-E 
Source: eBO RP 
Structure: OPB 
Budget Fund: GF 
Category: UF 
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) 


1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 
Cumulative Six-

year DefICit 
Impact 

Revenue - --­ --­ --­ --­ --­

Budget Authority 
(+ or -) 

--­ --­ --­ --­ --­ --­

Outlays (+ or -) -1.70 -1.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 -3.50 

110 




Pr"pOlied PrQwun - Would establish a scheme for auctioning unused or reallocated radio spectrums. 
Advanced radio technologies today make possible new types of communications systems, such as 
personal cellular telephones, digital and audio broadcasting, and advances in television. Applications 
of such advanced wireless communications technology to a variety of communications services in the 
U.S. have become increasingly important to the competitiveness of the U.S. industries that sell 
communications services and equipment, and even goods and services 'industries in general. These 
applications usually require new domestic allocations and assignments of radio frequency spectrum, and 
current users dislike giving up their spectrum assignments. [CRS] 

Aauments for PtfU)QSal - Would increase federal receipts and decrease FCC adffi1nistrative expenses. 
Representative Dingell (D-M]) and Senator Inouye (D-HI) introduced bills that would transfer radio 
frequency spectrum -~ equivalent to 33 tel~vision channels ~~ from government to non*govemment use, 
to provide for new types of wireless communications systems and perhaps for more competitors in some 
communications services. The committees on Commerce' favorably reported the Dingeil and Inouye 
bills to the House and Senate. The Bush administration supported the bills' purposes, but warned that 
it would oppose the bUls, perhaps by veto! unless an administration proposal is included to authorize 
spectrum license assignments by competitive bidding or -auctions," in addition to the comparative 
hearing and lottery methods already authorized (which are seen as costly and time consuming). The 
House bill was passed by the House without dissent July 9, 1991. In the Senate, Senator Stevens (R­
AK) published a planned floor amendment in the nature of a substitute, which bleoded the congressional 
aod administration proposals. House and Senate hearings were held October 9 and 17, respectively, 
on proposals for license assignments by competit;ve bidding, including those offered by Representative 
Ritter (R -PA) and Senator Stevens. [CRS] 

The Dingelt and Inouye bills were reintroduced in the I02d Congress. An administration bill was 
introducod by Ritter which included both the Dingellilnouye spectrum transfer and the administration's 
assignment-by-au.tion or competitive bidding proposal. [CRS] 

Some competitor nations - particularly those whose commurucations media have,been developed by 
government-sponsored monopolies -- have more spectrum available for new mobile and personal 
communications systems now. because these nations lack the highly developed systems of commercial 
radio and television broadcasting. This puts the U.S. at a disadvantage in developing the new 
communications service industries that make, and sell .the communications equipment for the new 
services. This disadvantage has led some to propose new approaches to domestic allocation and 
assignment of spectrum so that new efficiencies of spectrum use and more rapid means of spectrum 
allocation and assignment can relieve the spectrum bottleneck. [CRS] 

The National Association of Broadcasters supports the program, because it expects that new 
availability of spectrum will facilitate new broadcasting applications such as digital audio broadcasting 
and high definition television. Spectrum users in general seem to favor the program as likely to provide 
more of a resource which they see as in short supply. Manufacturers of radio equipment stand to gain 
sales of radio equipment for new and innovative radio services. [CRS] Cellular telephone interests are 
said to have signalled support for auctions for new entrants. 

Could be packaged with other telecommunications initiatives such as the royalty fee for spectrum use 
and the National Information network .. 
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A~uments Aeainst ProposaJ - Critics claim that an auction process would preclude smaH f less wealthy 
applicants .. for example. local telephone cooperatives •• from expanding their use of the spectrum. 
Wealthy applicants already benefit relatively, due to the high cost of participating in the hearing process 
and the secondary market in spectrum allocation from the FCC lottery process. Public-sector 
emergency providers fear that the revenue temptation from an auction process would result in too small 
an allocation to public sector uses. An auction would not provide a stable, continuous flow of revenues. 
[CBO] In Congressional hearings, only the National Telecommunications and Information 
Administration and the Department of Defense expressed any reservatIons about the program. They 
assert that government spectrum is heavily used and oecessary. [CRS] 

One possible response to some of these problems is to reserve a portion of the new bands (such as 
one~quarter of them) for public and community uses. This would reduce the savings by a corresponding 
percentage. 

Slale aDd J.&calImDDCl of Proposal - None, directly. 

AII)' PoJiti!;a1 Landrnioes Associated with Proposal?'- Rural telephone cooperatives and legislators 
who support them may oppose. 

OiWl!llilw Positions Ibal Affect the Proposal· Ross Perot recommended this proposal in United We 
Stand. 

[undiDe SUWIIIlIn: . Change amounts above are from CBO, but with a ooe year Jater starting date. 
Current service amounts shown are FCC receipts account required by COBRA. It may be possible to 
defer implementation of this option so that savings are achieved in FY 1996 and FY 1997 to help his 
deficit goals in those years. 
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PROPOSED LEVEL = CURRENT SERVICES PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE 
(Dollars in Billions) 

CumuImive Six· 

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 yearM.dt 
Jm~t 

Current Services 

Revenue --­ --­ -­ - -­ -. 

Budget Authorily -0.04 -0.04 -0.04 -0.04 -0.04 -0.20 . 
Outlays -0.04 ~O.O4 -0.04 -0.04 -0.04 -0.20 

froposed Leyel 

Revenue - - - - -­ -­
Budget Authonly -­ - -­ - - -

Ou,lays -1.74 -1.84 -0.04 -0.04 -0.04 -3.70 
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APPENDIX A 


Spending/Revenue Options 


CONTINUE TO PHASE-DOWN THE AMTRAK SUBSIDY 

Agency: Functional Code: 40 I 

Enforcement: DOM 
Source: PO 
Structure: OPB 
Budget Fund: GF 
Category: SC 
Rating: 4 

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

CHANGE 

EFFECT OF OPTION 


(Dollars in Billions) 


1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 
Cumulative su­

year Dcf"lcit

1m"". 

Revenue 
, 

Budget Authority 
(+ or -) 

Outlays (+ or -) -0.05 -0.10 . ...(l.IS -0.25 -0.30 -0.85 

Proposed Pro~ram - The Amtrak subsidy, somewhat over the past decade, would be phased-down 
further. It could be dropped 10 percent per year over five years. This is a slower, more gradual cut 
than the Bush Administration proposed. 

An:uments for Proposal - Amtrak customers should not receive such a substantial subsidy from the 
government and should pay more of their own way. In addition, Amtrak can reduce operating costs 
through efficiencies. 
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Awmenls Against ProIl9.Sll. - Ticket fares would rise, affecting customers. If customer usage 
declined too mucb, Amtrak's financial viability could be jeopardi7.ed. 

~lIte andLocaUmllaCl of I'rllllosal - The principal impacts would be in the Northeast corridor and 
mid-AUantic states, as well as in Illinois. Ohio and Indiana. Customers in these states would bear a 
substantial shale of buyer costs. 

Any Political tandmines Associated with froposal? - Opposition would come from affected states 
and cities and probably from rail unions. 

CamJl1!ien Positions that Affect the Proposal -

Fundine SumlllllO'. ­

PROPOSED LEVEL = CURRE:-.'T SERVICES PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE 
(DoUal'li in Billions) 

. 

1993 1994 1995 1996 1991 1998 
Cumulative Six-
y~DerIdt 

""­
j:Urmlt iim:1!;l;/i 

Revenue 

Budget Authority 

Outlays 

Proposed LmI 

Revenue 

Budget Authority 

Outlays 

lIS 

http:jeopardi7.ed


APPENDIX A 


Spending/Revenue Options 


ELIMINATE INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION 

Agency: Interstate Commerce Commission Functional Code: 401 

Enforcement; DOM 
Source: CBOPO 
Struclure: OPB 
Budget Fund; GF 
Category: SC 
Rating: 3 

NOTE: All oplioll!l rounded to the nearest $10 miHloD. For example. $6$ million would be shown as $0.07 billion. 

CHANGE 

EFFECT Q}' OPTION 


(Dollars in Billions) 


1993 1994 1995 19% 1997 1998 
CWIlWaUve Six· 

yearDdicit 
1m"", 

Revenue 

. 

Budget Authority 
(.;.. or -) 

-25.00 -25.00 -25.00 -30.00 -30.00 ·135.00 

Outlays (+ or .) -20.00 -25.00 -25.00 -30.00 -)0.00 -130.00 

Pronosed PrOeram • The ICC regulates rates, operating rights, and mergers .od acquisitions of 
interstate mOlar carriers and railroads. Abolishing the ICC would complete the motor carrier 
deregulation process begun a year ago. Ending the ICC would eventually eliminate all remaining ICC 
economic regulation of trucking and intercity bus companies (the Federal Highway Administration could 
continue to regulate motor carrier safety) and eliminate requirements for railroads to fill applicatl0ns 
for routine matters. 
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Anmments (or Proposal - Current regulations impose costs on carriers and shippers, as wen as the 
federal government. In 1990, motor carriers filed 20,000 applications for operating authority and more 
than 1 million tariffs. Railroad, filed 185,000 tariffs. Estimates of deregulation savings to the private 
seetor are high, running into the billions. The truelting industry is highly competitive and does not need 
regulation. 

Arguments Aeainst Pro_I· Regulation has heen reduced since 1980 and the remaining regulation 
is not overly hurdensome. The rail industry".ls not sufficiently competitive to protect the interests of 
shippers. Some shippers have access to onJy one rail linc! and some communities are economically 
dependent on rail service. 

State and Local Impact of 1'rl!_1 • 

Any I'!!lilical Landmioes ASliociate!l wilb Pro_I? . 

Campai2D Positions that Affeet Ibe Proposal· 

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

ClllflUlatil'e Si1­

1993 1994 1995 1996 1m 1998 -"'"'"1m""" 

Cuwnt Services 

Revenue 

Budget Authority 
. 

Outlays 

Prooosed Levd . 
Revenue 

Budget Authority 

OUllays 
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APPENDIX A 


Spending/Revenue Options 


CUT HIGHWAY DEMONSTRATIONS IN HALF 

Agency: Transportation Functional Code: 401 

Enforcement: 
Source: 
Structure: 
Budget Fund: 
Category: 
Rating: 

DOM 
PO. modified 
CIB 
GF TF EF 
SC 
5 

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

CHANGE 

EFFECT OF OPTION 


(Dollars in Billions) 


1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 
Cumulnti'l't Six-

year Deficit 
Impact 

Revenue 

Budget Authority 
(+ or -) 

Outlays (+ or -) -0.58 -0.73 -0,76 -0.79 N/A -2.86 

Proposed Pro~ram - A substantial category of highway spending consists of so-called "highway 
demonstrations." Most are not true demonstration projects, but rather highway projects earmarked by 
the Public Works or Appropriations Committees to a particular member's district. 

The proposal is to cut these projects in half, using cost-benefit analysis and related means to select 
and retain the lead half of the projects. 

Areuments for Proposal - These projects may not represent the best application of the new 
infrastructure investments in the Clinton Administration plans. 
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dammenls de_ins! ProDosal - Eliminating U1ese projects conflicts wiU1 the Clinton call to rebuild 
America and strengthen our infrastructure. 

5tat~ aDII Local Impact of I'rmwial - There clearly will be an impact in areas where projects are 
cancelled or not started. 

Any Polili~1 Landmin.. Associated with I'r9posal? - The Public Works and Appropriations 
Committees will resist. In addition, existing projects are cancelled! affected areas and their 
representatives wiH complaint. 

<;umaaiin Pl!sjtions !h.! Affect the I'r9l1llW ­

l''undiw: Summary ­

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

Cumnt s.rn"" 

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 
Cwnulatbtt Six· 

1t.aT Uefldt 
Import 

Revenue 

Budget Authority 

Outlays 

lXlIooseJ! Level 

Revenue 

Budget AuthOlity 

Outlays 
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APPENDIX A 

Spending/Revenue Options 

ELIMINATE AffiPORT GRANTS IN AID 

Agency: Transportation FAA Functional Code: 402 

Enforcement: DOM 
Source: CBOHF 
Structure: CIB 
Budget Fund: TF 
Category: SC 
Rating: 4 

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

CHAJI/GE 

EFFECT 0.' OPTION 


(Dollars in Billions) 


Cumutalin: Six· , 
1993 1994 1995 1997 1m19!16 ,....

Im_ 
­

Revenue -
, 

Budget AutJiorily -2,05 -2,10 -2,15 -2,25. -10,50-1.95 
( ..... or -) 

Outlays (+ Qf ~) ,(),75·(UO -1.55 -2,05 -6,55-1.60 

Proposed Prru:ram - Would eliminate FAA grants to airports for expanding capacity and improving 
terminals. 
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Awmen~ for Proposal- Up to 49.5 percent of grants are reserved for primary. commercial service 
airJX)rts; another 12 percent goes to the states for distribution to general aviation a..irports~ while the 
remainder is allocated among all airports on a discretionary basis. Larger airports would have little 
trouble financing capital improvements from fees collected or additional bonds issued if airport grants 
were eHminaterl. Passenger facility charges alone are estimated to bring in total annual revenues of 
about $1 billion to the 30 busiest airports. This revenue could be leveraged to support over $12 billion 
in borrowing. Small "reliever" airports, finaneed with the expectation that they would draw general 
aviation aircraft away from major airports, have not done so. leBO] Prior federal spending has had 
limited erfoct on the eapacity problems of airports. [CRS] Airport grants in aid are particularly 
susceptible to "park spending. It In some cases, members of Congress have attempted to influence the 
distribution process by setting priorities in appropriating legislation. [CRS] 

Some argue that existing airport capacity could be used more efficiently by altering airline schedules 
with price incentives. This might be accomplished with so-called "congestion fees" or "peak-hour 
pricing." Additionally, it has been suggested thal'making better use of smaller hubs would reduce 
traffic at larger, more heavily used airports. [CRS] 

Capital expansion may not lead to increased eapacity, because the air traffic control system may not 
be able to handle a significant increase in the number of flights. 

Anum.nls AlUlinst Proposal - Small airports would have less funds for development. The adequacy 
of the nation's airports and airways is of ongoing Congressional concern. Among the most prominent 
problems is the sufficiency of airport capacity, or the ability of airports to acrommodate demand for 
takeoffs and landings. Capacity problems are particularly acute during peak operating hours at major 
hub airports. The federal government takes an interest in airport capacity, in order to meet commercial, 
safety, and military needs. [CRS] 

Slale and Lot:al Impact of Proposal - States may have to pick up the cust or general aviation airports. 

Any foliticall,.lIodmlm:s A5Sll£illte!l !VIti! Pro)losall - Aviation authority supporters are a powerful 
"lobby as are general aviation supporters. 

Campaljm Pnsitioos that Affect tl!e Proposal - None. 

Fundilli: Summao: - Change amounts above:are from ceo, but with a onc year delay. Current 
services amounts shown are Grants-In-Aid for airports from the airport and airway trust fund. 
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PROPOSED LEVEL = CURRENT SERVICES PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE 
(Dollars in Billions) 

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 
Cumulatife Sh­

ytar DeflClt 
lwpu.rt 

ClIwnt S£o:i!:L\') 

Revenue 
. 

.­ ... ... ... -­ -

Budg.:t Authon ty 2.03 2..09 2.16 2.24 2.31 10,83 

Outlays 1.88 1.% 2.04 2. tl 2.19 10.18 

Proposed Leyel 

Revenue .­ ... ... -­ - -

Budget Authority 0.08 0.04 0.06 0.09 0.116 0.33 

Outlays 1.58 1.21 0.44 0.2<' 0.14 3.36 
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APPENDIX A 


Spending/Revenue Options 


ESTABLISH USER FEES FOR AIR TRAH1C CONTROL SERVICES 

Agency: Transportation FAA Functional Code: 402 

Enforcement: 
Source: 
Structure: 
Budget Fund: 
Category: 
Rating: 

PG-E 
CBO RP 
OPB 
TP 
UP 
3 

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

CHANGE 

Et'FECT OF OPTION 


(DoDars in Billions) 


1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 

Revenue 

Budget Authority 
(+ or ~) 

·I~--~-----+----~----+-----~--~-----+----~----~I 
Outlays (+ or -) -0.70 -U5 -1.65 -1. 70 -7.05-1.45 

Proposed PrQl:ram - Users of air traffic control services would be charged according to the number 
of facilities they used on a flight and the marginal costs of their usage at each facility. 
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An:uments for Proposal - Currently, about half of FAA operations are financed through annual 
appropriations from the general fund, whereas revenues from aviation excise taxes are used for a variety 
of purposes: facilities and equipment, research engineering and development and such non-ATe 
activities as airport improvement. Levying efficient fees presumably would oblige users to moderate 
their demands. Small users who are requir~ to pay these costs would cut back on their consumption 
of A TC services, freeing controllers for other tasks and increasing the overall capacity of the system. 
[CBO] "Since the FAA has clearly identifiable users, there is no reason taxpayers should subsidize this 
service." [HF] 

Anmments Against Proposal - The main argument against this option is that flying could become too 
costly for some general aviation users, causing demand for small airplanes produced in the United States 

,to decline. 

5tate.and 1M:allmpacl of l!i:ollQSlli - None directly. 

Any Politi",,1 Landmincs Associated with PrQPosal? - The Kansas delegation, particularly Senator 
Dole (R-KS), have been strong supporters of general aviation and would likely oppose. 

Campai,n Positions Ibat Affect the ProposUI - Included in Ross Perot's budge! plan. 

I<JlDdinc Summar:y - Change amounts shown ahove are from CBO. but with a one year later starting 
date. Current Services amount shown is FAA operations appropriation account. 

. . 

PROPOSED.LEVEL = CURRENT SERVICE'S PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE 

(Dollars in BUlions) 

•· · 1m 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 
CumulAdve Sb:­

yeu Ueftclt ,.."", 

Current SCfYm 

Revenue -­ -­ -­ - - -
Budget Authority 2.48 2.59 2.72 2.8S 2.99 1l.63 

Outlays ' 2.45 2.57 2.69 2.82 2.96 13.49 

Proposed We! 

Revenue 

Budget Authority NfA "fA NfA NfA X/A NIA " 

Outlays 1.75 1.[2 1.14 1.17 1.26 6.44 II 
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APPENDIX A 


Spending/Revenue Options 


ESTABLISH CHARGES FOR AIRPORT TAKEOFF AND LANDING SWTS 

Agency: Transportation FAA Functional Code: 402 

Enforcement: PG-E 
Source: CBORP 
Structure: CIB 
Budget Fund: TF 
Category: UF 
Rating: 4 

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

CHANGE 

EFI<'ECT m- OPTION 


(Dollars in Billions) 


1993 1'194 1'195 1996 1'197 1'198 
Cumulative Six-

year Deficit 
Impact 

Revenue --­ --­ - ­ --­ --­ - ­

Budget Authority 
(+ or -) c 

--­ - --­ -­ - -

Outlays (+ or -) -0.30 -0.30 -0.30 -0.30 -0.30. -LSD 

Proposed Pro~ram - Would impose charges for the use of slots for taking off or landing at the four 
airports where the FAA has established capacity controls: Kennedy International, La Guardia, O'Hare, 
and Washington National, or some similar scheme targeting $300 million in annual receipts. Receipts 
could be greater if this option were extended to other airports or jf slots now reserved for commuter 
carriers and general aviation were also included in the proposal. 
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A~umeDls for l'nlJljlsal - The main argument for establishing these charges is that the slots reflect the 
right to use scarce public airspace~ airports, and aif traffic control capacity, and therefore the public 
owner~ should share in these rights. 

An:uments Against Proposal - Implementing the proposal at this time would worsen the already bleak 
financial condition of the airline industry. 

State and L!x:al Impact of Proposal - None directly. 

Any Political !.androin .. Associated with Proposal? • 

Camp,ien Positjons tbat Affect Ihe Proposal - Included in Ross Perot's budget plan_ 

Fundine Summary - Change amounts shown above are from CSO, but with a one year later starting 
date., Current Services is the sum of the Grants-in-aid for airpons. and Facilities and equipment 
accounts of the FAA. 

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

Current SeryL~ 

1993 

-

1994 1!195 1"" 1997 1998 
CumuIati'Je Six­

)'flU" Deficit 
Iml"" 

Revenue - .­ - - --­ _. 
Budget Authotity 

Outlays . 
4,58 

4.05 

4.74 

4.30 

4.90 

4.53 

5-07 

4.73 

5.22 

4.97 

24.5t 

22_58 

~...olMe! 

Revenue - - - - -­ -
Rudge{ Authority NIA N/A NfA N/A NJA NIA 

Outlays 3-75 4_00 4,23 4,43 4,67 21.08 
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APPBNDIX A 


Spending/Revenue Options 


RAISE COAST GUARD FEES 

Agency: Coast Guard Functional Code: 403 

Enforcement: DOM 
SOUf';:C: eBO HF 
Structure: OPB 
Budge! Fund; GF 
Category: UF 
Rating: 4 

NOTE; All options rounded to the nearest $10 million. For example, $68 milUon would be shown as $0.01 billion. 

CHANGE 

E~'FECT OF OPTION 


(Dollars in Billi.lIS) 


1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 

Cumulnti,,(t SU-
year I>d"'.cU 

Impoct 

Revenue -­ --­ -­ -­ -­ -­

Bud~t Authority 
(+ or -) 

Outlays (+ or ~) -0.70 -0.70 -0.75 -0.75 -0.80 -3.70 

Proposed PrQ~ram - Would recover 100 percent of the costs for Coast Guard services provided to 
commercial and pleasure boats. 
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An:umen!~ (or Proposal - While much of the Coast Guard's budget can be attributed to activities 
perfonned. in the public interest -- such as coastal defense! drug interdiction, and other law enforcement 
...:. significant costs are also incurred providing services directly to individuals or businesses. These 
services account for nearly half of the agency's operating budget. The costs of navigational aids could 
be recovered through user fees from the shipping industry, The costs of search and rescue missions 
could be recovered from the beneficiaries, the majority of which are recreational boaters. lCBO - 1990] 
"Studies have found that 80 percent of the Coast Guard's total search and rescue operations are 000­

emergency, w;th 72 percent involving recreational boats within 3 miles of shore," [HPJ 

Areuments Against Proposal - Shipping interests and recreational boaters would have to pay higher 
fees. Moreover1 recreational boating fees are. being phased out. 

State and Lm:al Impa£1 of Proposal ­

Any l'Qliti!:a1 LIlndmjlles Associated with Proposal? - Shipping and recreational boating interests are 
a powerful lobby. States with large boating interests such as Maine, Louisiana and Michigan were very 
active in effort to phase out recreational fees. 

Campail:fl Positions that AlIect the Proposal ­

F'!!odine Summary· Change amount, shown above are from the Heritage Foundation', Deficit 
Reduction Plan. These amounts correspond very closely to COO annuiu estimates made in 1990. 
Current Services amounts are the operating expenses account for the Coast Guard. 

PROPOSED LEVEL = CURRENT SERVICES PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE 
(Dolla ... in BilUons) 

Cwnulatin SQ-
year Deficit1994 19971993 1995 1996 1\198 ....... 


.CUrrent Serv~ 

Revenue .­ - -
Budget Authority 2.742.44 2.53 2.63 2.85 13.19 

Outlays 2.41 2.51 2.60 2.71 2.82 t3.05 

Prv~Lml 

Revenue 

Budget Authority N/A NIA NiA N/A NIA N/A 

Outlays 1.71 1.81 1.85 1.96 2.02 9.35 
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APPENDIX It 


Spending/Revenue Options 


END FUNDING FOR THE ECONOMIC DEn:LOPMENT ADML'IISTRATION 

Agency: Economic Dev, Admin, Functional Code: 452 

Enforcement: DOM' 
Source: CBOHFN·D 
Slructure: CIB 
Budget Fund: OF 
CateSory: SC 
Rating: 5 

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

CHANGE 

En.:CT OF OPTION 


(Dollars in Billions) 


Cumula(iTe Sh· 
year Derldt1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 

Im_ 
,,,, 

_.... ... ...RevenUe - -

..(J,27 ..(J,27Budget Authority ..(J,28 ..(J.30.0,29 ·IAO 
(+ or -) 

Outlays (+ or~} ..(J,n.0,05 ..(J,lt ..(J,26 ..(J,28 "-',93 

Proposed PI'Qllram . Would dishand operations of the EDA, 

Arllumen!:i for Proposal - A criticism of EDA programs is that federal assistance should not be 
provided for activities whose benefits are primarily locai and, therefore, whose responsibility should 
be that of state and 'ocal governments. EDA programs have been critici7,e.d for substituting federal 
credit for private credit and luring businesses from one distressed community to another through 
competition among communities for federal funds, rCBO] Could save $2,3 billion between 1993 and 
2002, [N-Dj 
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Arguments A~ahw PrQposal- Would curtail economic development activities in financially distressed 
communities that have no other available resources. 

Slate and Loo,llmpact of PrQoosal· States and localities, the private sector, or other programs would 
have to provide assistance to avoid a reduction in the economic benefit of the public works, technical 
assistance, job programs and business development provided by EDA programs. 

Anv Political Landmincs Associated with Proposal7 • Elimination of EDA funding has been proposed 
in many past budgets. 

Camvailill Positions that Affect Ibe Proposal· PUlling People Fim Rebuild America proposals will 
have to substitute for phased out EDA funding. 

t:Undiw: SU!l!!W!O • Change amounts above' are from CBO, but with one year delay. Current services 
amounts shown are the Economic Development Administration grants and loan administration account. 

PROPOSED LEVEL = CURRENT SERVICES PLUS PROPOSED CHANm; 
(Dollars in BiUions) 

!993 l!I94 !995 1996 1997 1998 
Cumwative Sil:­

yeu Def"JcltIm_ 
Current Smices 

Revenue .­ - _. ... ... .­

Budget Authorily .OJ .OJ .OJ .05 .06 .20 

Outlays .OJ .OJ .OJ .04 .04 .17 

frll.IIosed Lml 

Revenue - -­ .­ ... -­ -

Budget Authority -<>.24 -<>.24 -<>.25 "'.24 "'.24 -}.20 

Outlays -G.O/! -0,10 -o.IS "'.22 -0.24 ..().76 
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APPENDiX A 


Spending/Revenue Options 


ELL>,1INATE CERTAIN RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS 

1 
,Agency: Farmers Home Admin. Functional Code; 452 
I , 

Enfo£t:emcnt: DOM 

&ru~: CBO 

Structure: em 

Budget Fund: OF 
Category: SC 

, Rating: 5 

NOTE: All options munded to the nearest $10 mJlUon. For ex.ample, $68 million would be sh(lwn as $0.07 billion. 

CHANGE 

El<1:'ECT OF OPTION 


(Dollars in Billions) 


, 
i 1Cumulative Six· I: 

: year Deficit1996 i 1997 19981993 1994 1995 
I 1m"", 

, 
, i , ,Revenue , - , ­ -- i ­ - , 

,, , 

I 
, 

...f),58 -0,61 
, 

~2.84-0,57-0.53 -0.54I) BudJiet Authority i II(+ or -) 
,


I

i 

,..(}.40-0,12 .{l.2l-0,02 -OAIl -1.31:' Outlays (+ or ~) 
, 
, I I, , 

PfQposed Prl);ram - Would eliminate FmHA direet loans, loan guarantees and grants, 

Anrumenls fgr Proposal - An argument for terminating these programs is Ihat federal funds should be 
targeted toward activities whose benefits are national in scope, with state and local governments funding 
rural development. The Center for Community Change found that two of the largest programs - the 
water and waste disposal program, and the business and industry program - are not well targeted 
toward low-income or distressed communities. [CBO] Use a portion of these savings to fund increased 
federal enterprise zone tax abatement. 
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An:umenls Aea;nst Proposal - Supporters of federal funding for rural development argue that these 
programs spark economic growth and increase rural incomes. Private credit may simply not be 
available in some areas to offset the loss of federal grants and interest subsidies. Assistance to such 
communities is often needed to comply with federal safe drinking water/waste water requirements. 

State and Lornl ImDlld of fiol105llI - State and local applicants would no longer receive this 
assistance. 

Anv I'DJ;tiea! Landmines Associated with Proposa!? - Communities not served under a replacement 
program would react unfavorably. 

Campa;:" Positions that Affro Ih~ Prol105llI- Could be used in part to fund enterprise zone activities. 

t'undine Suml!lllQ: - Change amounts above are from CBO, but with a one year delay. Current 
services amounts are from the Farn:ers Home Administration rural development grants account, the 
rural water and waste disposal grants account} the rural community fire protection grants account, the 
rural loan program account. and the rural development insurance fund program account. 

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

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 
Cwuul$dV$ Six· 

year Defkit 
Jmpl.ld 

Current Services 

Revenue -­ - - - _. -

Budget Author:ity 0.59 0.61 0.63 0.65 0.67 3.15 

Oullays 0.44 0.51 0.53 0.60 0.61 2.15 

Proposed Leyt>J 

Revenue - ­ . -­ -­ -­ _. -­
Budget Authority 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.31 

Outlays 0.42 0.39 0.26 0.20 0.27 1.44 
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APPENDIX A 


Spending/Revenue Options 

ELIMDiATE THE APPALACHIAN REGIONAL COMMISSION 

Agency: Appalachian Regional Commission Functional Code: 452 

Enforcement: DOM 
Source:' CBO HF N-O 
Structure; CIB 
Budget Fuud; OF 
Category: SC 
Rating: 3 

NOTE: All options ('()unded to'" the nearest $10 million. For example, $68 million \\."Ould be shown as $0.01 billion. 

CHANGE 

EFFECT OF OPTION 


(DoUars in Billions) 


1"3 1994 1"5 1996 1"7 1998 
ClIIDulathe Six. 

year Deficit 
Impw:~ 

Revenue --­ --­ --­ --­ --­ -­

, 

Budget Authority 
{+ Of -J 

Outlays {+ or ..) 

-0.20 

-0.01 

-0.20 

-0.06 

~O.21 

-0.12 

-0,22 

-0. IS 

-0.22 

-0.19 

-1.05 

-Q.54 

Proposed PrO:.:rJl!!! - Would dissolve the activities of the ARC. 

Ar~uments for Proposal - Those in favor of termination argue that the programs duplicate activities 
funded by other federal agencies, such as Transportation's federal highways program and HUD's 
Community Development Block Grant program. Critics also contend that the poor communities in the 
Appalachian counties are no worse off than poor communities in other areas. [eBO] Could save 
S1.5 billion between 1993 and 2002. [N-D] 
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Aaumeots Aeainsl PrQJxJsaI - The Appalachian counties in 13 states would receive reduced federal 
economic development assistance if not replaced.with some other economic development assistance. 

State and 1.&<:81 Impact of ProlMJSlll - Those states and localities in the Appalachian region would be 
affected_ 

Any Political Landmiues Associated with ProlMJSll11 - Senators and Congressmen from the 
Appalachian stales, including the influential Senators Robert C. Byrd (D-WV) and Jay Rockefeller (D­
WV) would have to agree to some package arrangement with another proposal. 

Campaill!Li'osilions Ih.t Affect the Proposal - Could be part of a consolidated approach of Putting 
People First's "Rebuild America" agenda. 

t'undine Summa.o: - Change amounts above are from CBO, but with a one year delay. Current 
services amounts shown are from the Appa.1achian Regional Commission's appropriation account. 

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

CurreRt Senim 

I 
t993 1994 1995 t9% 1991 1998 

Cwnulati'ff! su­
,-""""IUlpoct 

•· · 

Revenue --­ --­ -­ -­ - --­
Budh>et Authority 

Outlays 

ProQQSed Level 

Revenue 

Budget Authority 

Outlays 
•· · 

0.20 

0.18 

-

0.00 

0.17 

0.21 

0.19 

-

0,01 

0.13 

0.22 

0,20 

-

0.01 

0.08 

0.22 

0.20 

-­
0.00 

0,04 

•••· · 
· · 
i 

0.23 

0.21 

-

0.01 

0.D2 

1.08 

0.98 

-­
0.03 

0.44 

· 
. 
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APPENDIX A. 


Spending/Revenue Options 


REDUCE FEDERAL SUPPORT FOR THE TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 

Agency: Tennessee Valley Auth. Functional Code: 452 

Enforcement! 
Source: 
Structure: 
Budget Fund: 
Category: 
Rating: 

DOM 
CBO HF 
CIB 
GF 
SC 
3 

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

CHANGE 

EFFECT OF OPTION 


(Dollars in Billions) 


1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 
Cumulative Six-

year DefICIt 
Impact 

Revenue --­ --­ - - ­ - -

Budget Authority 
(+ or -) 

-0.14 -<l.ls -0.15 -<l.16 -0.16 -0.76 

Outlays (+ or -) -<l.04 -<l.12 -<l.14 -<l.ls -0.16 -0.60 

Proposed Pr<leram - Would end federal funding of many of the activities of the TV A beyond the scope 
of providing power and water resources and would shift the cost of some dam and reservoir stewardship 
expenses to the user of the power. 
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Aauments for Proposal - Some critics of the certain TV A activities, such as providing recreational 
facilities, feel they are beyond the scope of the TV A and should not be federally supported. They could 
be underwritten by stale or local governments, or by fee-for-service mechanisms. Critks also argue 
that moSl activities of the TVA's national fertiIizer and environmental research center benefit the private 
sector and should be supported by private funds. [CBO] 

AflDIments A~.inst Proposal • 

State and Lueal Irnoact of Proposal· 

Any Political Landmines Associated with Proposal? - Senators and Representatives from States 
affected would have 10 be consulted as part of a broader strategy. 

Campaien Positions that Affect the Proposal· Would have to conform to other Pulling People First 
"Rebuild Am"rica" strategies. 

£lIndin~ Summao· Change amounts ahove are from CBO, but with one year delay. Current services 
amounts shown are from the Tennessee Valley Authority fund account. 

PROPOSED LEVEL = CURRENT SERVICES PI,US PROPOSED CHANGE 
(Dollars in Billions) 

.. 
Curren, Sery~ 

t993 1994 1995 19% 1997 1m 
Cumutatiore Six­

yearOeficit 
Iml'lad 

,,. 

,, 

Revenue 

Budget Authority 

Outlays 

" , ~ 

0.15 

0.14 

-­
0.15 

0,15 

~ 

0.16 

0.15 

-
0.16 

0.16 

~ 

O. t6 

·0.17 

-
0.78 

0.77 

, 

i, , 

,, 

ProPOSed IAwel 

Revenue -­ -_. .­ ... ... .­

Budget Authority 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.Q2 

Outlays 0.10 0,0} 0.01 0.01 0,01 0.17 

136 




EDUCATION, TRAINING, 


. SOCIAL SERVICES 




APPENDIX A 

Spending/Revenue OpnQ'" 

CONTIl';1JE TO DELAY CHILD CARE OBLIGATIONS 

Agency: HHS. Functional Code: 500 

Bnfinremenl: DOM 
Source: PO 
Structure: OPS 
Bud!ie{ Fund: OF 
Category; SC 
Rating: 2 

NOTE: AU options rounded to the neatest $10 million, For 8)1:ample, $68 million wo\,11d. be shown as $0.07 billion. 

CHANGE 

EFI''ECT Of OPTION 


(Dollars in Billions) 


1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1m 
Ctmlulati'H~ SD;. 

rear Defici1 
Im_ 

Revenue 

Budget Authority 
(+ or .) 

. 
Outlays (+ or .) .().27 .().2.'i .().2.'i .().25 .().25 ·1.27 
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frJwosed Pro~ram - Legislation enacted in the fall of 1990 created the Child Care Block Grant 
program, under which states receive grants to defray costs of child care services for low* and moderate­
income families. Because the program was authorized so late in 1990 and could not start overnight F_ 

and also because the Appropriations Committees were struggling to stay within the outlay ceiling for 
discretionary programs in FY 1991 -- the Committees requested that block grant funds appropriated for 
FY 1991 not be obligated until September 30, 1991. This shifted outlays into the following year, a 
practice which has be repeated since. According to the Panetta options, simply continuing this practice 
could be scored as a savings against the baseline, 

Awmenls for frJwosal - Not continuing this practice would result in a huge outlay bulge when the 
practice ended. There is no reason not to continue to operate the block grant as a "forward~funded" 
program. . 

Awments Alll'inst Proposal - The obligation of funds was delayed in FY 1991 to help meet outlay 
caps, but children need child care help now. The obligation of these funds should not have been 
delayed in FY 1991 and should not continue to be delayed each year. 

Slate and Local Impact of ProIlllSllI - There should not be a significant impact. 

Any Political Landmines ASli!l!:lated !11th ProIlllSllI? - No. 

Campaien Positiops !bat Affect tbe ProIlIlSllI • 

Eundhu: Summan ­

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

• Cm<QI :i!:oj"", 
,,, 
: Revenue 

1993 

,,,, 

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 
Cnmubdb. Six~ 

".,. """'.
I.."", 

Budget Authority 

Outlays 

,.1'ruJ>o>!!d Lew I 

, Revenue 

: Budget Authority 

Outlays 

,,,,, 
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APPENDIX A 


Spending/Revenue Option. 


ELIMINATE tlJNDlNG TO SCHOOL DISTRICTS 

FOR IMPACT AID PART B 


Agency: Education Functional Code: 501 

Enforcement: DOM 
Source: CBOHF 
Structure: CIS 
Budget Fund: OF 
Category: SC 
Rating: 2 

• 
NOTE: All options rounded to the near~ $tO nuihon. For eumple, $68 million W{)uld be shown as $0.07 billion. 

CHANGE 

EFFECT OF OPTION 


(Dollars in Billions) 


. 


Cumulativ(! Sb:~ 
yf:!M Deficit1998t993 1994 1995 1996 1991 Im_ 

._-Revenu~ -
..Q.16 -fl.16 -0.75 

(+ or -) 
Budget Authnrity -0.14 -0.15 -O.ll 

- ..(), ISOutlays (+ or -) .Q.12 -0.15 -0.15 -O.n-0.14· · · · · · 
ProPQSed PrOll'Jlm • Would end funding for Impact Aid Part B children .. those whose parents either 
live QI work on federal property. (Part A is for those who both work and live on federal property.) 
Local school districts are eligible to receive assistance if at least 400 children or 3 percent of their total 
number of students are federally connected children. lCRS] 
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Ar',mments for Proposal - Opponents of Impact Aid argue that the economic benefits from federal 
installations outweigh the demands placed'on schools. Payments for "b" children have been found to 
be relatively evenly distributed across school districts with high and low expenditures per pupil. School 
district operations do not generally depend on "b" payments, which constitute less than one-half of 
I percent of total expenditures in more than half of the school districts receiving them, The parents of 
"b" children pay state and local taxes, which fund educational expenditures, at almost the same rate as 
the parents of children who are not federally connected. [CBO] "This program is based on the premise 
that military bases are a 'cost' fo{ local communities. The benefits to the communities of these 
installations make this program unnecessary." [HF] The HF proposal would eliminate all of Impact 
Aid at an estimated savings of $0.63 b (FY 94), $O.78b (FY 95), $0.84b (FY 96), $0.87b (FY 97), 
$0.90b (FY 98); for a five-year total estimated savings of $4.02 billion. 

A[~uments Aeainst Proposal - Opponents argue that "b ,payments are important for a few school n 

districts -- for example, where large numbers'of military families live in the community but shop at 
military exchanges, which do not collect state and local sales taxes: [CBO] Supporters of "b" payments 
argue that the federal government, because its property is exempt from state and local taxation, has a 
responsibility to pay its share of educating federally connected' children. Some sChool districts, 
especially those in close proximity to' federal military installations, enroll large numbers of 3(b) 
students, many of whom live on property generating minimal tax revenues. [CRS] 

State and Local Impact of Proposal - Some communities would be more heavily impacted by this' 
proposal. 

Any Political Landmines Associated with Proposal? -

Campailm Positions that Affect the Proposal - Savings could be used for Putting People First 
educational refonn. 

l''undine Summary - Change amounts above are from CBO, but with a one year delay. Current 
services amounts are from the account total for Impact Aid. 
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PROPOSED LEVEL = CURRENT SERVICES PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE 
(Dollars in Billions) 

1993 1994 1995 19% 1991 1998 
Cumulative Six· 

year.._ nerlittt 

Current Scaim 

R~enue - ­ _.­ - .­ - -
Budget Authority 0.82 0.85 0.88 0.91 0.95 4.41 

Outlays 0.82 0.85 0.81 0.90 0.93 07 

Proposed Leyd 

Revenue - - - ... ... -
Budget Authority 0.68 0.70 Q.73 0,75 0.79 3,66 

Outlays 0.70 0.71 0.72 0.75 0.78 3.65 
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APPENDIX A 


Spending/Revenue OpliOIlS 


CONSOLIDATE SOCIAL SERVICE PROGRAMS 

I Agency: HHS Functional Code: 506 
,,, 

Enforcement: POM 

Source: CBOCG HF 

Structure: OPO 

Budget Fund: GF 

Category: sc 

Rating: 1 


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) 


1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 
Cumlllatlve SIs. 

yearDefkit­

1m"". 

Revenue -­ - -­ - - ­ -­

, Budget Authority 
(+ or ~) 

Outlays (+ ill -) 

. 

0,0 

0.0 

-0.27 

-0.22 

-0,27 

-0.27 

-0,27 

-0.27 

-0.2& 

-0.2& 

-1.10 

-LOS 

. , 

~ frruwlw - Would consolidate 8 social service programs into block grants and reduce their 
funding by 5 percent. The 8 programs are: Social Services Block Grant (SSBG), Community Services 
Block Grant, Title IV-A"At·Risk" Child Care, Child Care and Development Block Grant, and two 
Human Development Services (HDS) programs • Title III services and meals for the aging, and 
Dependent Care Planning and Development Grants . 
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Are;umeots for Proposal - With consolidation, localities could provide social services more efficiently. 
Duplicate services could be eliminated, and administrative costs would decline because of simpler rules 
and regulations plus a reduction in administrative personnel. States and localities would have more 
freedom to tailor programs to local needs. Moreover, different services provided to the same individual 
or family could be integrated more easily, improving service dC?livery from the client's perspective. 
[CBO] 

Areuments Al:ainst Proposal - Despite improved administrative efficiency, a 5 percent cut in funding 
could lead to a reduction in services. Consolidation would also diminish federal control over the 
spending. [CBO] Consolidation can lead to efficiencies when the same state or local agency runs the 
different federal programs. However, in many cases, the programs in question are administered by 
different agendes and serve different populations. In addition, many of these programs, as well as 
other programs which reach the same target groups --. the elderly, children and the disabled. have 
sustained deep cuts. SSBG and CSBG have each been cut 40 to 50 'percent in real terms since FY 1981 
and the aging programs have been cut more than 20 percent. 

State and weal Impact of Proposal - Several oUhe HDS programs have state matching requirements, 
and state spending might decline with their removal. [CBO] . 

Any Political Landmines Associated with Proposal? - Block grant proposals have long been associated 
with Republican Administrations. In addition to this proposal, the Heritage Foundation proposed a 50 % 
reduction in the SSBG to be replaced by voucher for a savings of $280 million in the first year, $1.4 
billion by the 5th year, and $4.2 billion over 5 years. [HF] May set powerful elderly interests against 
children's inte.rests in- an effort to stave off cuts to a particular program. Children's interests have not 
been shy about taking on even long-standing allies who are perceived to be threatening programs 
important to children. Elderly advocates and community based organizations are also likely to be 
angered. Finally, overlapping committee responsibility for the SSBG program could lead to 
jurisdictional conflicts. 

Caml>ai~n Positions tbat Affect the Proposal - Included in Putting People Fim. 

Fuodine Sul11IlliI.[y - Current services amounts shown are from"the selected Community Services Block 
Grant Act programs account total, the Social Services Block Grant"appropriation, and the ACF account 
total. 
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PROPOSED LEVEL = CURRENT SERVICES PLUS PROPOSED CHANGE 
(Dollars in Billions) 

Cumulathe sa·I 
,,~ Dcl'itit1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 lm_ 

Cuwot Seryi~ 

_.­...Revenue - - -

Budget Authority 1,92 8.08 38.75 

Outlays 

7.41 7.59 7.75 

1,857,68 8,017.45 7.53 38.52 

f!rnoosOO Level 

Revenue - -. 
7,32 7,65Budget Authority 7.48 7.llO 37.65 

Outlays 

7.41 

7,45 7,587,31 7.73 37.477.41 
, 
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