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"EXECUTIVE OFFIC£ OFTHE PRESIDENT 
oFACE- OF MANAGEMENT AND ElUDGET 

WASHINGTON, o.c. 2OSQ3 


September 29,1998 


The Honoxable Bob LivingstDn 
Chairman 
Committee on Appropriations 
U-S. House ofRepresentativ<:s 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

The pUIpOSe ofthis letter is to provide the Administration's views on H.R. 4380 and 
S. 2333, the Distrlet ofColumbia Appropriations Bill, FY 1999, as passed by the HOl:SO and as 
reported by the Senate Appropriations Committee, respectively. As the conferees develop a final 
version ofthe bill, your tellSidetation ofthe AdtninislXation's views would b. appreciated. 

The AdminislXation eommends the Senate Appropnations Committee for prodt:cing a bill 
that is consistent with the goals ofthe National Capita! Revitalization and Self·Government _ 
Improvement Act of 1997 and that is free ofextraneous reieromanagetrumt provisions that would 
impose the will of Congress on the Govt:mment ofthe District ofColumbia. Regrettably, the 
House.passed bill conl.aim; numerous instances ofcongressional reicromanagement. provides 
inSufficient funding for the D.C. =nomic development initiative. and ins!udes three highly 
objectionable provisions. We urge !he conferees to adopt a bill-that addresses !hese concerns; 

-Objectionable fw.jsiOOfi_ 

The House-passed bill contains three provisions that would smonsiy undennine loea! 
control. If these provisions were insluded in the bill presented to the President, his senior 
advisers would t<XX>mmend that the President veto the bill. These unacceptable provisions ""'; 

• 	 A provision to proVide for the use ofprivate school vouchers in the District. -The 
Administration wauld strongly oppose any legislation allowing the use ofFed=! 
tllXp'yer funds for private school vouch=. Instead ofinvesting additional IeSourc.. in 
public sebools, vouch.,. would allow a few selected students to attend private schocls 
a;nd would draw resolUteS and attention away from the bmI wotk ofreforreing public 
schools that serve the overwhelming majority ofD.C. students. Establishing a private 
sebool voucher system in tho Nation', Capital would set a dengerous precedent for using 
Fedel1!1 taxpayer funds for schools that are not aceoUlltabl. to the public. 



•, . 
·1 

• 	 A provision that would prohibit adoptions in the District by oouplesthat are lIllll'lImied or 
not related by blood. The ~on supports section 149 of the Senate Committee 
bill. The District ofColumbia Adoption Imptov<ment Act of1998. n,;slegislaticn 
would provide much needed admlcistmtive and management ",Ii>nns in the D.C. Child 
Itt.d Family Services Agency, including ~Fami1yServices to c;ontr.lCt withprivate 
service providers to pmorm adoptioo and recruitment serviees and eliminating all 
edminislIativ. barriers to adoption. 

• 	 . A provision that would prohibit the use of Federal and local funds for needle excbange 
programs and would proln"it private agencies from supporting needle excbange programs 
if they =ive Federal or loeal funds (even ifthe funds used for th. needle exchange 
programs are their own). 

EwnornicDeveloprnent Initiative 

The House-passed bill docs not contain funding for critically needed management 
refuims or funding to capitalize thelocally-cbartered National Capital Revitalization Corporation 
(NCRC). The Senate Committee bill provides $500.000 to conduct a study and prepare • report 
on the feasibility ofan economic development corporation in the District and $25 million in 
support ofmanagement reforms. Like the House, the Seoate has not provided any cfthe $50 
million requested in the IT 1999 Budget to capitalize the NCRC. The Administration believes 
that an independent economic development cOI'pQration is essentUl in o;cder to ensure effective 
rnanagerru:nl coordination and overnight ofprojects in the District. Further. we believe that it is 
critieal to the District's economic future to capit3lize the NCRC in IT 1999. The Administration 
strongly urges the conierees to allooate additional resources for """nomic dcv.lopmen!. 

D.c. Cbi!rl';t Schools 

The AdrninisIIation a:ppreeiates the House's full support ofcharter schools and public 
schoolJ: in the District. We strongly urge Ibe conferees 10 approve sufficient timding to support " 
educational .em""" for all the students who wish to attend charter schools-and other pUblie 
schools in the District of Columbia. 

Abortion 

The Administration strongly opposes the language induded in both the House-passed and 
Senate Corsmiltee'ropcrted billJ: that would prohibit the use ofFederal and loeal funds to pay for 
abortions in the District except in those:: cases where the life of'the mother is endangered or in 
situations involving tape or in~ The Administration continues to vie?! the prohibition on the 
use of local funds as" an unwarranted intrusion into the affairs ofthe District and would support 
striking this provision.. . 
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Micromanagement 

The Admicist:<ation opposes provisions ofthe House bill tho! would further restrict or 
otherwise condition management otthe District <l<>vcmm"",t, thereby undercutting the Financial 
Responsibility and Management Assistance Aulllority's ovcmght and responsibility for the 
District's budget and financial condition. For example, \he Administration is coneemod.bout 
provisions tho! would undermine the responsibilities ofthe SuperintendeDt ofllle District of 
Columbia Public Schools by legislating how local funds are Il$ed for salaries and pay raises. . 

Rolucing teen smoking is a high pliority of tho Administration; therefore, we support !he 
objective of!he Language related to the possession oftobacco products by minors, However, for 
the same reason tho! Congress has not lcgislaled specific laws for individual Stales, it would be 
inappropriate to do so for the District ofColUl!lhia. W. urge the conferees to modify !his 
language to make it a sense ofIll. Congress amendment. 

The Administration i~ committed to working with the conferees to produce' a bill tho! will 
assist \he District in its continued efforts toWlll:ti financial recovery. We look forward to working 
with the conferees to add."'eSs our mutual concerns. 

S~eerely, . 

....,r,;"b I. Lew 
Director 

Identical Letter SOIl! to The Honorable Bob LiviDgston, 

The Honorable David R.Obey, The Honorabl. Charles H. Taylor. 


The HOnorablelarnes P. Moran, The Honorable Ted StevOtlS, 

The Honorable Rob<rt C, BJI1I, The Honorable Lauch Faircloth, 


and The Honorable Barbara Boxor 
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E:XECUTIV£ OFFICE OF' 'THE PRESIDENT 

OFFtCE OF" MA.NAGEMENT ANO eUDGET 


W"$HiNGTQN, o.C, 2.0503 


September 29~ 1998 
'THE OIRI£CTQR 

The Honozable Ted S!",,= 

Cbaitnun 

Committe< on Appmpriations 

United States Sonat<: 

Washi.ngIon, D.C. 20510 


D.... Mr. Chairman: 

. The pmpose ofthis letter is to provide.the Administration's ,iews on H.R. 4193 and 
S. 2237, the Department oflhe Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations Bill, FY 1999, as 
:passed by the House and as report<d by the Senate ApprOpriatioDS Committee. respectively. As 
the conferees deVelop a.fina1 version of the hill, your consideration of the Administration's views 
would be appreciated Due to inadequate funding l""els for priority programs and at least 29 
objectionable language riders, discussed below, the President's senior advisers would recommend 
that he veto the bill ifit w= presented to him as approved by the House and:is reported by the 
Senate Committee. 

The Administration appreciates efforts by the House and Senate: to accommodate certain 
ofthe PreSident's priorities within the 302(b) allocation. However, the allocation is simply 
iDSuflicient to make the necessary investments in pmgrams funded by this bill. The o!!1y way to, 
achieve the appropriate investment level is to offset discretionary spending by using savings in 
.other areas. 

The I're:!idenfs FY 1999 Budget proposes levels ofdiscretionary spending for IT 1999 
that conform to the Bipartisan Budget Agreement by making savings in mandatory lUlQ other 
programs available to help fimmc. this spending. In the Transportation Equity Act, Congreas­
on a broad, bipartisan basis - took similar action in aPProving funding for surf3.ee tr.IDsportation 
programs together with mandatory offsets. In addition, this year, as in the past, such mandatory 
offsets have been approved by the House and Senate in other apprepriations bill3. The 
AdnUnistration urges the conferees to consider such mandatory proposals for ofuerpriority 
discretionsry progiluns, including those fimdad Ihmugh this hill. 

, The Administration's specific eoncerns wilh funding and language provisions oflhe 

Hous<>-passed and Senate Committee-reported bills are discussed below. 


http:surf3.ee


tlep:rrtme!ll of EMf!1.\( 

The AdminiStration I!Ironglyobjects to cuts to the request for Energy Conservation made 
by the House and by the Senate Committee - $111 million and $162 million. respectively. 
These cuts would be damaging to progres< inpartnerships with industiy on improved industrial 
energy efficiency, development ofmore efficient autos and trucks, and designs and materials !br 
more e~cient buildin,gs. 

, The President', budget requests $36 million for payment to the State ofCalifornia for the 
Retired Teachers System assoeiated with the sale ofElk Hills. which is not included in either the 
House or Senate bill. The Adminisb:ation prefers that this payment be appropriated consistent 
with the terms ofthe FY 1996Defunse Authorization Aet (pL. JQ4.J06). 

The Adminislr.!tion would like to work with the conferees to restore funding to these 
'important Department orEn~programs. 

Mi1lemllum aggram 

The Administration is concerned that the House-passed bill does not provide the $50 
million requested for !hc Millennium Piogram. The Administration appreciates very much the 
813 million provided by the Senate Committee to the National Park Semc. and the Smithsonian 
Institution for Millennium Program projects. We strongly urge the conferees to provide full 
funding with maximum fle>:ibility and discretion for allocation in order to preserve o:her 
important cultural. and histone treasures for the next millennium that are in danger of 
deteriorating beyond repair. Many ofthese projects are time-sensitive and cannot be delayed. 

The Adminislr.!tioll. strongly objects to inadequate funding provided by the House-passed 
and Semte Committee bills for high priority programs within those two departments, including: 

• Everglades xestotation and other land acquisition funding from the Land:and 
Water Conservation Fund; 

• the Clean Walcr Action Plan to clean up Ameri,,'s ground and surface 
'waterways; 

'. the Disaster Information Netwllrk providing enhanced data to protect Amerieans 
and red':1ce: economic loss; , 

• BlA education oper.!lions :ind school construction, tho Indian Country law 
enfolWment initiative, and fue land consolidation pilot project; 

• Indian Trust System reforms under BlA and the Office ofSpecial Trustee; 
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• 	 the Endangered Species Programs, including landowner incentive grants; 

• 	 key Forest Service natuIal );eSQ\lICe protection, road maintenance, and general 
administration programs, while increasing the timber program by $12 ",Jllion in 
the House-passed bill and 520 milliori in the Senate Committee bill; 'and, 

• 	 finally, specifiC earmm for llUIIIy unn:quested construction and land projects 
that would limit the land management agencies' ability to allocate funds for high 
priority oecds. 

The Admixllstration urges !he conf= to report a clean bill that does not attempt to roll 
back environmental prote<:tions and circumvent the public hearing process by attaching riders to 
appropriation bills. Unfortunately, the Ho.,...,passed bill and Senate Committee bill contain at 
'least 29 objectionable riders, 27 in bi1llanguage and two in report language, The Admfuistration 
strongly objects to snch language, including provisions in both bills that would: 

• 	 unwisely terminate the Interior Columbia Basin .Ecosystem Management Project 
eavcringparts ofsix Northwest States; 

• 	 transfer the jucisdiction aVer the valued Land Between The Lakes National 
Recreation Area from the Tennessee Valley Authority, where it has been 
successfUlly managed fur'over 3S years, to the U,S, Fotest Service, a disruptive 
change that would involve additional transition <csts without improving seIVicc; 

,and, 

The Administration strongly objects to provisions of the House-passed bill that would: 

• 	 , impose a road =ement across the Cbu,!!""b National Fores! in ALaska that is 
inconsistent with the 19112 agreement reru:hod between'the GQ"ertlIllcnt and the 
Cbugaeb Alaska CotpoIation. thereby preventing the GQvc:mment from making 
modifications to protect the environm<:nt while anthruUing environmentally 
damaging management p:rnc.tic:es and undermining an ongoing discussion to 
determine road _ options based onthe latest """"y and environm<:ntal 
ena!ysi.s; , 

• 	 remove 75 ""res in Florida from the <CaStal batrier protection system, providing 
taxpayer $Ubsidies for private development of environmentally .fhIgile batrier 
islands; 

• shift $67 million from the General Administration to Wildland fir< suppression 
operations; 
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., - prohibit improvements - even planning or design of improvements - to 
Pennsylvania Av= in front of tho White Hous:; and, 

. 
• 	 prevent the BlA a:ttd the Indian Health SeMc. from entering into any now or 

expanded sdf..dotenninal!OIl. ("638") con;"acts or self-governance compacts with 
tribes, contrary to OlU" govemment-to-govemment policy. 

The Adminimation commends the Senate for addressing many ofthe problems with 
section 129 concaning Triball'iiority Allocalions but strongly objects to provisions ofthe 
Senate Committee bill that would: 

• 	 establish an unprecedented casement.for the community o[King Cove for a road 
a:ttd utilities across a wilderness area in Alaska in the Izembek National Wildlife 
Refuge; 

-mandate a high timber offer level on the Tongass National Fores. in Alaska, 
regardl~ ofenvironmental impat.~ other resource priorities. and the ongoing 
public process for finalizing tho Tongass ForostPlan; 

- continue to delay rules that woUld establish the fair market value for Federal a:ttd 
Indian oil leases, costing the TreasUty S54 million a year in underpaid royalties; 

- delay implementation ofneeded regulato!), improvements ofhardrock mining OIl 

public lands to protect the ~ent and the Federal treasury; 

• 	 . amend an authorizing st3lute, the 1992 Elwha Act, to change significantly the 
congressionally "l'PfOved plan for restoring the Elwha River and Olympic 
National Park and leave the National Park SeMce owning tWo non-<;ompliant 
.dams witheut the funds to retllOve thero; . 

• 	 hinder efforts to restore endallgered and tluea1ened Pacific salmon runs inth. 
Columbia and Snake Rivers; 

• 	 require lbe Fomst Senice to maximize commercial wood harvesting before the 
agency eonduots prescribed burning projeem, etlec:tively stopping most prescribed 
bums and c:ndallgering lives and property; 

.• 	 prohibit Grizzly Bear reintroduction into the Selway-Bitteroot area ofIdaho a:ttd 
Montan>; 

• 	 prohibit the Secretary from proroulgating and implementing regulations to provide 
procedures for class mcasino operations on Indian lands and also prohibit the 
initiation of any new rule making (Senate floor amendment 3592); 
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" 	 amend, in two difl'=t provisions, the National Forest Management Act, tii 
prohibit foreSt plan revisions, thus requiring continued use ofinadequate and 
dal<:d furest plans - even beyond their statuto!)' 15 year lifespan; 

• 	 prohibit Parl<: Sorvice regu!alion of commen;i>l fishing in Glacier Bay Nation>! 
Parl<: in Alaska; 

• 	 place Ul1neCessaxy limits ,on Fedmd land acquisitions in Alaska; 

• 	 pn:vcnt the Forest s.:mce from charging fair markCt value for summer ""cation 
homes in an Idaho nation>! forest, Undermining the current effort to reappraise all 
such leases nationwide; 

• 	 requira the Forest Service to m,do timber in return for restoration practices; 

• 	 require unauthorized four·wheol..drive roads'to be obliterated belPre any other 
'YP" ofroad can be decommissioned. vixtn>lly prev<nting work on regular roads 
that pose seriOus environmenlal and safety ri1iks; , 

• 	 waive environinc:ntallaws, and automatically exte!ld the t~ ofgrazing leases 
that are undergoh"lg review by the Bureau of Land Management even thougb 
""thority already exists to protect lease hold"" from termination ofleas .. 
undergoing review; 

• 	 undermine the CFO Act and the responsibilities of USDA top management by 
eecouraging the Forest Service to select und impleinent • finaneial computer 
system that is independent ofthe Department ofAgriculture; 

o force the Forest Service to sell all Alaskan timber sal"" uslog an outdated. 
impracticable appraisal method lhat undemUnes the public rerum on natioMl 
forest management; and. 

• 	 probibit the Department afthe Interior from using',PY 1999 funds to transfer land 
into trust status inMinnesota, selling a preeedc:nt for limitations on trust land 
ru:quisition. 

In addition, the Sonate Committee Report includes bighlyobjectionable language, 
including language that would: 

-requira timber sale offCll! from national forests to be 3.8 billion board feet ralher 
than the 3.4 billion board feet """"",ed in the FY 1999 Budget; und, 

o direct the National Park Service to'maintain aviation ace... to. grnvel airstrip 
within the Denali National Park, effectively ovextuming a 1997 Environmental 
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Impact Statement calling for eventually c!osi!1g the aixstrip and relying on a paved 
oitstOp 10 miles away, 

Land and Water Cg~Qn Fund. 

Tho House-passed and Senate Conunitlee bills have underlimded land acquisitions to 
protect our mtional parks, forests, refUgos, and public lands. The Housc-passed bill provides 
only $139 million oflbe $270 milllon '""lucsted, with Everglades land acquisition funds culby: 
half Tho Senate Conuulttee has provided $233 milIlon of the $270 million requeste<L This 
reduction in fUnding would prevent the Adlninisttation from mal<inf; significant land acquisitions 
such as Cumberland Island National Seashore in Georgia, B...Ranch in New Me;cico, Katmai 
National Park in Alas""" San Francisco Bay NaIiooal Wildlife Refuges in CaIlfumia, Cape Cod ' 
National Sea,bore in Massachusetts, and West Eugene Wetland. in Oregon. The Administtation 
utl!'" the conferees to provide fulI funding ofthi. impomnt Priority. 

The Administtation objects to the House and Senate Appropriations Conunittees' 
continued inaction in not yet approving Ibe release of a substantial portion ofthe FY 1998 Title 
V priority land acquisition fUnd which was agreed to as part oflb. Bipartisan Budgot Agreemeot. 
This FY 1998 funding should be delayed no longer. and we hope to work with you to ""olve this 
expeditiously. 

The Administration is concerned Ibat the Hous<>passed and S_le Conuul!tec bills de 
no! include funding wr many ""luested progrems. Inparticular, neither the House nor Senate 
Conunittoe bills include the $4 million increase '""luested for an alcohol and substance abuse 
initUtive, nor a $10 million iitcrease requested as a part ofan HHS·wide effort to reduce healfu 
disparities in Ininority populations. In addition, the Senal. Conunittoe bill does not include the 
funding increase requested for fust·yeai eensttuction ofthe Fort Defiance Health Facility. We 
urge the conferees to provide the '""lues! levels for the,e activities., 

, The Admini"""tion strongly Objects to the House and Senate Conunittee's inclusion or 
authori:ring langmge, without hearings or tnDaI consultation, thai requires contrnct support costs 
to be distributed to tribes on a pro-rnta (proportional) basis. 

. The Administration appreeia!es fue House and Senate Conunittee's Support for the 
National Endowment WI the Arts (NEAl. We urge the conferees to provide fimding for NEA 
and fue National Endowmeui for lhe Humanities at the President's requested level ofSI36 
million eacb and rorlb.Institute for Mliseum and Libraly Setvices at the requested level 0[$26 
million. ' . 



. . 


'. . 

Likewise, the Admjnjstntion appreciates the House and Senate Committee's support for 

the other cultun1l agencies funded by this bill. including the M1 request for the National Gallery 
ofArt. However, the Administration urges the conferees to fully fund the John F. Kennedy 
Center for the Perlbrming Arts and the Smithsonian's National Museum of the American Indian. 
The Administtation also urges the conferees to provide the full $40 million request for repair and 
rcstoIlltion in. the Smithsonian Institution and tho reqnestcd funding fordigitization of the 
Smithsonim collections. 

We look fOIWml to woxkin8 wilb the conferees to address out mutual .0n.<IDS. 

Slncerely, . 

Identical Letter Sent to The Honorable Bob Livingston, 
. The Honorable David R. Obey, The Honorable Ralph RegulB, 

The Honorable Sidney R. Yales, The Honorable Ted Stevens. 
The Honorable Robert C.Byrd, and The Honorable Slade Gorton 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT , OFFrCE OF MANAGEMENT A.".IO BUDGET 
WASHINGTON, D,C. 20503 

October 2, 1998 
(House Floor) 

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 

(Tms STA1."EMENT HAS BEEN OOOlIDtNATED BY OMB wmt 1liE CONCERNED A(lEN~.) 

H.R. 4274·- DEI'ARTIlfENTS OF LABOR, HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES, 
EDUCATION, AND RELATED AGE!'ICIES APPROPRIATIONS BILL. FY 1929 

(Sponsors: Livingston (R), Louisiana; Porter (R), Illinois) . 

This Statement ofAdministration Policy provides the Administration's views on B.R, 
4274 t the Labor, Health and Human Services, Education, and Related Agencies Appropriations 
sm, FY 1999. as l1..-p orted by the House Appropriations Committee, Your consideration of the 

. Administration's views would be appreciated. 

Due to the very serious funding and language issues present in the Committee bill, 

discussed below, the President would veto the bill in ilS current fonn. The manager's 

amendment made in order in the rule is wholly inadequate in addressing these concerns. 


The only way to achieve the appropriate investment level for programs funded by'this bill 
is to offset discretionary spending by using savings in other areas. The President's FY 1999 
Budget proposes levels of discretionary spending for FY J999 that conform to the Bipartisan 
'Budget Agreement by making savings through user fees and certain mandatory programs to help 
finance this spending. In the Transportation Equity Act, Congress -- on!1 broad, bipartisan basis 
-~ took si milar action in approving funding for surface transportation programs paid for with 
mandatory offsets. In addition, this year, as in the past, such mandatory offsets have been 
approved by the House and the Senate in other appropriations bilk We want to work with the 
Congress on mutual1y~agreeable mandatory and other offsets that could be used to increase 
funding for highwpriodty discretionary programs, including those funded by this bilL In addition. 
\\'C hope [hat the: House will reduce funding for lower priority discretionary programs and 
redirect funding to programs of higher priority. . . , . 
Departml!nt of Education 

The Committee bill cuts $2 billion from the President's overall request for education 
progiam funding. As a result j the bill does not adequately support the Nation's efforts to raise 
studein achievement. make schools safe, and improve the capabilities ofteacher~, High priority 
programs inadequately funded include (listed in bill order): 

• 	 Goals 2QOQ. Funding for Goals 2000 is cut $255 million below the President's request, 

which would reverse momentum in alISO States to raise academic standards and,deny 

6,000 selmols serving over three million students the funds needed to implement 

irmovntive education refonns." . 




, 


• 	 SchoQI-lO-WQrk. School-to-Work is cut by a total of$IOO million (between the 
Departments of Education and Labor) below the President's $250 million request, which 
would seriously hamper all States' efforts to help young people ofall backgrounds mo,ve 
from high school to careers or postsecondary training and education, 

• 	 TechnQlogy in Education. The Committee's $137 mUlion reduction from the request 
would make it increasingly difficult for.States to meet school children's education' 
technology needs, especially in training teachers to integrate educational technology into. 
their curriculum effectively. 

• 	 Title! (Education for the Disadvantaged) Grants to Lpcal Educational Agencies, The 
C-omrnittee bill cuts $392 million from the request, which wou!d leave nearly 520,000 
s.rudents in high-poverty communities without the extra help they need to master the 
basics and develop the capability to reach high academic standards. 

• 	 5..;lfc..nnd Drug-Free Schools and Cpmmtlnj!i~s. The Committee's $50 million reductio!1 
would deny funding for School Coordinators in nearly one~halfof the Nation's middle 
schools needed to implement effective dmg and violence prevention programs_ 

'" 	 E.ducatjon Opportunitv lor.es. The Committee bill does not provide the requested $200 
million~ which wou!d deny high-poverty urban and rural districts the extra assistance they 
need to implement effective reforms with tough accountability for performance. 

• 	 America Reads. America Reads is denied the $2iO million provided in last year's 
Bipartisan Budget Agreement for children'S literacy and denied the additional S50 million < 

the President requested. These funds would prevent thousands of young children-from 
receiving the extra help they need to leam to read well and independently by the end of 
the third grade. 

• 	 lliliogtlal Education. The Committee has cut by $25 million the President's plan for 
training teachers to help limited-English proficient children. 

• 	 Work-Studv. Roughly 57,000 needy students would be denied the opportunity to work to 
finance their college education because of the Committee's $50 million reduction, 

• 	 Hlgherl3ducroiQU loiliative •. ' No funds are provided for three Presidential initiatives for 
which the President has requested $237 million: 

• 	 GEAR UP to help prepare students at high poverty middle schools for college. 

• 	 Learning Anytime Anywhere Partnership grants for pilot projects using distance 
learning technology. 
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• 	 New teacher recruitment and preparation programs. 

• 	 Eisenhower Professjonal Development, The Committee's $50 million reduction.would 
leave over 100,000 teachers without the training they need to help them teach to rigorous 
academic standards. 

• 	 e.fter School progmms {21st Century Communitv Learning Centers}, A $140 million cut 
from the President's requestto this program, pan of the President's child care initiative; . 
would result in 3~000 fewer tenters and no services to nearly 400.000 children. 

• 	 Hispanic Initiative, The Administration has proposed funding increases of marc than 

$600 million for a series of programs, including Title I {Education for the 


. Disadvantaged}, to enhance the educational achievement of Hispanic Americans. The bin 
reduces the request by nearly $500 million, including some of the cuts described above us 
weil as significant decreases from the request in Adult Education, Bilingual Education, 
Hispanic Serving Institutions, and Comprehensive School Rerorm Demonstrations, 
F\lnding for these programs shouM be restored to the level of the President's request. 

• 	 .civil RightS Enforcement.. Ensuring that civil rights laws 8:1d regulntions lre adequately 
enforced is a fundamental responsibility ofgovernment. The Committee fails to provide 
the increase of$6.5 million (for a total of$68 million) requested by the Office for Civil 
Rights in the Education Department and reduced by 52.4 million the request for S67.8 
miHion for the Labor Department's Office of Federal Contract Compliance. Both 
activities should be restored to the full requests. 

In addition to inadequate funding for priority education programs, the Administration is 
Iconcerned with several language provisions of the Committee btl! that would severely restrict the 
Adn~inistration'5 abilHy to continue the development ofprograms desigr..ed to raise academic 
standards, 

.. 	 National Tests. The Administration strongly objects to the language limitation and $)S 
milHon funding cut that would bring a halt to the President'S efforts to help States and 
parents raise academic standards through a voluntary national test. The Committee bill's 
language would prohibit the development, implementation, and administration of the tests 
unless explicitly authorized. TM language prohibition should be deleted and the funding 
restored. 

• 	 Unfocused Block Grants. The Administ."3tion strongly objects to language that WQuld, in 
effect. turn the Goals 2000 and the Eisenhower Professional Development programs into 
block grants by allowing those funds to be used under the broad Title VI block grant 

,'authority. Title VI has no performance or accountability standards, The language should 
be deleted so that these Federal funds can address n~tional needs and continue to be 
guided by strong accountability measures. 

3 



• 	 Special Education (Individuals with Disabilities Education Act -~ IDEA). The bill 
contains two objet:tionable IDEA riders, One would undermine the due process 
protections and parental rights for disabled students who are regarded as violent. The 
other would, in effect, allow States to discontinue special education services for youth 
ages l8 to 21 in adult prisons, violating the principle that aU disabled youth ages three to 
21 have a right to a free, appropriate public education and undermining the Department of 
Education's ability to enforce the Individuals wjth Disabilities Education Act, Both 
provisions would unnecessarily re~open IDEA before last year's bipartisan reauthorization 
hils had a' chance to be implemented and fairly assessed. Both provisions should be 
stricken. 

• 	 llilinguil1 EducatjoD. While we agree with the Committee on the need for some reforms 
to Bilingual Education, we are opposed to any provisio~ that would set an absolute limit 
on student participation in bilingual education or alter~ative programs. Such u step 
would deny help to students wbo need it and violate the civil rights of Limited English 
Proticient students to an equal education, Because of individual differences, students ivill 
vary in how long it takes to develop English proficiency. We are atso opposed to 
provisions that would establish a two~year goal for becoming proficient in English, since 
research has shown that this timetable is, unreaUstlcaHy short. 

• 	 InternetAc~~ss in Schools and Libraries. TIie bill contains objectionable language that' 
would deny Federal funds to schools and libraries that have not installed sofhvare on their 
computers to block Internet access to indecent materials to minors. While the 
Administration strongly suppo:-:s efforts to ensure that schools and libraries protect 
minors from indecent materials, it objects to such overly _presc'riptive langu~gc .. Many 
loi!al education agencies have already developed their own accep1ablc·use policies that 
arc not based on software, Instead, the Administration favors less burdensome and 
restrictive language that WOUld. require that schools and libraries develop their oW!1 
acceptable-use plans at the local level and certify their implementation. 

Department of Lal;2or 

The Administration has strong concerns with the inadequate funding 'Ievels provided for 
the following Labor programs (listed in bill order): 

• 	 Adult Job Training, The Committee has provided none of the requested increases for the 
Dislocated Worker (SIOO million) and low-income adult ($45 million) job training 
programs. freezing these programs would mean that some 67,000 f~wer workers in need 

, of assistance would be helped. Without the requested increases, early implementation of 
the Workforce Investment Act could be jeopardized. 

• 	 Summer Jobs Program. The Administration strongly opposes the Committee's 
elimination of the Summer Jobs program. The President's request 0[$871 million for 
this program could t1nan~e up ~o 530,000 summer jobs for economically disadvantaged 
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youth, The unemployment rate for teens continues to. far exceed the overall 
unemplDyment rate. The Summer Jobs program plays a vital role in supporting 
employment among these teens, especially among African~American youths~· 
approximately 25 percent Df summer jobs held by African-American 14-15 year o.Ids 
come-through this program ~~ and serves as a valuable introduction to the world of work. 
We urge the House to restore the full request for this program. . 

• 	 President's Youth Op12Qrtunity Areas Initiative, The Committee provides no funding for 
the President's Youth Opportunity Areas initiative and rescinds the $250 Ulimon 
appropriated last year for this program, This program would address the problem of 
p!rvasive joblessness in high-poverty neighborhoods by making large investments in 
these areas to. effect commllnity~wide change and help 50,000 out-of-school youth. We 
oppose elimination ofthis program j which1is an essential component of the 
Administration's Empowerment Zones/Enterprise Communities initiative. We strongly 
urge the House to fully fund this initiative that was recently enacted with strong 
bipartisan sUjJport as past of the Workforce Investment Act. 

• 	 UnemplQyment Insurance. The' House Committee mark does not fund the $9 t million 
requested for the Unemployment Insurance (UI) integrity initiative. This lr.itiativc was' 
authorized in the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 and \vould, over the next five years, 
achieve $758 miUion in mandatory savings, Failure to fund this initiative would mean a 
continuation of errors in benefit payments and UI taxes. A similar initiative in the Social 
Security Administration's Disability Insurance program has proven to ~e a cost effective 
approach to achieving program savings. 

• 	 ~r ProtectiQn, The Committee has cut nearly in half the requcsted'inc~ease for 
programs that protect our workers Dn the job. For example. the Committee mark for the 
Occupational Safety nnd Health Administration (OSHA) redirects resources to State 
consultation and is nine-percent below the requested level for Federal enforcement, while 
funding for the Mine Safety and Health Administration (MSHA) is frozen at lhe 1998 
levelnnd virtually nO funding is provided to the Pension and Welfare Benefits 
Administration (PWBA} for implementing the Health Insurance Portability and 
AccDuntability Act of 1996. We urge thc House to restore' financing for such critical 
workplace protection programs. ' 

• Child Labor. The Committee has cut by 85 percent the requested increu'se for programs 
that combat child labor abuses domestically and internationally. For example, the 

, Conunittee mark provides only $3 million of the $30 mtHian requested increase for the 
, Bu~eau oflntemational Labor Affairs to increase its contributions to the IntematioJ!.al 
Labor Organization's International Programme for the Elimination of Child Labor. The 
Committee also provides no funds for the request for demonstration programs that would 
provide alternatives to field work for migrant youth. We urge the House to restore 
financing for programs that strive to eliminate child labor abuses. . 	 . 

5 

http:IntematioJ!.al


• 	 QSHA Peer Review. The Committee bill includes language that requires a peer review 
partel for all proposed OSHA regulations. This provision is unnecessary, overly broad. 
and WQuld further delay OSHA;s process for issuing regulations. OSHA already has an 
extensive public hearing process where any interested party may testify. OSHA must 
address all significant issues raised. The agency conducts peer reviews when appropriate. 
The Administration strongly urges the House to drop this provision. 

The Committee bill contains several objectionable language riders addressing regulatory 
issues in the Department ofLabor.- These include language imposing new, unnecessary, and 
burdensome review procedures before the Department can issue Black Lung regulations and a 
continuation ofthe rider that prohibits :MSHA from enforcing training requirements at certain 
mines, which have a growing numbers ofdeaths. These riders would make it more difficult fOf. 

the Department ofLabor to carry out its programs and should b,e dropped. 

DhPaoment of Heal1h and Human Services 

The Administration appreciates the Committee's efforts to provide much needed funding 
for important programs,crucial to the healthy lives of aH Americans, Unfortunate~y, the 
Committee has not provided adequate funding for several importnm progrnms of the Department 
of Health and Human Services (HHS). The AdministratIon has strong concerns with the 
inadequate funding levels provided for .he following HHS programs (liSled in bill order); 

• 	 ~v~ntiQn Res~arch. The Committee has provided only S10 million of the S25 million 
requested fOf the Centers for Disease Control to expand research in ways to prevent 
disease and reduce the need for medical care. 

• 	 Bio-TerrQrism. The Administration u:-ges the House to provide the full SIll million 
requested to improve HHS' ability to respond to attacks of biological and chemical 
terrorism. . 

• 	 NmiQoal Hous~bold Survey ou Rrng Abuse. The Committee mark eliminates funding for 
data collection activities of the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services 
Administration, including the National Household Survey on Drug Abuse, whic!! is our 
single best source of infonnation on youth drug use and y~uth smoking and is important 
for evaluating the impact of substance abuse prevention~ treatment, and enforcement 
efforts. 	 . , 

• 	 H~alth Care EinancinB Admini;tratiQO (HCFA). Although the Cammiltee has fully 
funded tlie President's program level request for HCFA Program Management (wi.h the 
ex:cl:lption of the MedicareTChoice infonnation campaign), no action has been taken on 
the $265 million in new discretionary HCFA user fees. We urge the House to enact the 
President's requested user fees to finance HCFA activit~es and 10 ensure that sufiicient 
resources remain available for education and other priorities. 
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• 	 1.&w Income Home Energy Assistance Program (UHEAP). The Committee ·would ' 
eliminate funding for UHEAP. Over 36 percent of LlHEAP households have elderly 
residents, 32 percent have disabled residentst 27 percent bave children under the age of 
six, and 21 percent are the working poor who do not receive any other public assistance. 
The Administration urges the House to restore funds to the President's requested leveL 

• 	 Child Care. The Administration urges the House to provide the additional $174 miUion 
ret[uested for a child care initiative that will improve the availability of affordable, quality 
chlld care for working parents. This initiative would provide States with resources (0 

enhance child care health and safety standards enforcement, give cbUd care workers 
schotarships to improve their skins, and increase our commitment to understand better 
and evaluate how our Nation's 'child care system is working. Likewise! we ask the House 
to restore funds to the Presidcnfs requested level for a $5 miHion program designed to 
assist States in developing support systems for families of children with disabjlities, 

• 	 1:kad Start The Cor!1minec funds Head Stan at $4.5 billion, $160 rnilIion below the 
President's request -~ denying slots to up to 25)000 low~inc:ome children in FY 1999 and 
undermining efforts to serve one million children by the year 2002. Head Start has a 
track record of s'uccess in readying disadvantaged chilc:ren fOf school, supporting working 
families by helping parents to get involved in their children's lives and providing se:viccs 
to the entire famity, We urge the House to restore Head Start funding to the President's 
requested level. 

• 	 Foster Care and Adoption Assistance, The Committee bilt fails to provide the 
Administration's request for a S200 million contingency reserve, This language is critical 

~ 	 to ensure grar.t awards should the definite appropriations be insufficient for- authorized 
eligible expenditures in either Foster Care or Adoption Assistance, The House should 
restore funding to the requested level of $200 million, or approximately four percent of 
total program costs. . 

• 	 Health Disparities, The Committee has faited to include $30 milHon requested for 
demonstration projects to address racial and ethnic health disparities in infant mortality, 
cancer, diabetes, heart disease and stroke, HIV/AIDS. and :mmuulzations. 

In a-ddition, the Committee' bill ctmtains several language provisions that .are troubling to 
the Administration. 

,. 	 Abortion. "The Administration urges the House to strike sections 508 and 509 of the 
Committee bill, which would prohibit the use of funds for abortion. The President 
believes that abortion should be safe,legaI, and rare, These provisions would continue to 
limi.t the range of conditions under 'l.vhich a woman's health would permit access to 
abortion services. Furthermore, s~ction 509 requires a physician to make a legal 
detenninatlon that these conditions have been met. The Administration proposes 1-0 \vork 
v:hh the Congress to address the issue ofabortion funding. 
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• 	 Organ Donation. The Administration strongly opposes,two provisions of the Committee 
bill tImt would suspend two HHS rules pertaining to organ donation: n HeFA rule that 
seeks to expand the number oforgans available for donation through more vigorous 
procurement efforts; and, a Health Resources and Services Administration rule that would 
require the nationa1 organ transplant network to develop policies that would allocate 
organs based on patients' medical need, not their geographic lQcation. 

. 
• 	 Eamily Plaooing/Other Potential Health Riders, We understand that several amendments 

affecting Medicare, Medicaid, and public health programs may be introduced on t'he 
I-louse floor that could have a detrimental effect on the Administration's ability to 
adm~nistcr its responsibilities efficiently and equitably, We urge restraint in the 
consideration of these issues. 

The Administration strongly objects to language in the House Committee bill, and to any 
related potential amendments, that would have the effect of requiring family planning or 
,other health care grantees to obtain parental consent or provide advance notification to 
parents before giving contraceptives to minors. ~landating parental consent discourages 

, 	mill0iS from seeking health care and reproductive services and thus leads to more 
unintended pregnancies, abortions, and sexcalIy transmitted diseases, including lilV" 
The Administration urges the House to adopt the proposed Castle/Greenwood 
amendment, which will ensure that grantees win encourage minors to seek their family's 
participation in famil.>' planning decisions. 

• 	 Needle ExcbaoS!'(. The Committee includes a total ban on the use offul1ds appropriated 
in this Act for needle exchange programs rather than making the use of funds for such 

" ' programs conditional upon the certification of the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services. 

• 	 Office orAIDS Research. The Committee bill does not appropriate a specific amount for 
AIDS research through a single appropriation for the National Institutes of Heallh's 
(NIH's) Office of AIDS Research. The single appropriation would help NIH plan and 
target research funds effectively, minimizing duplication and incffidepcies'ucross the 21 
institutes and centers that carry out HIV!AIDS research. 

• 	 Ml:dicaid Drug CQvernge. The Committee btll would prohibit HeFA from paying for. 
specific pharmaceutical agent under Medicaid except for post~surgical treatment. We 
oppose the use of the appropriations process to make selective coverage determinations 
and judgments regarding how best to treat specific medical problems. Further, the 
provision is unnecessary because the Secretary already has authority to limit coverage for 
pharmaceutical agents if prescribed inappropriately! and States already have broad 
lati ~ude to Hmit the use of drugs under Federal law through drug utilization re\~iew and 
prior'authorization programs . . 
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• 	 Social Services Block Grant The Administration oppos"es a provision that would restrict 
State authority to transfer Temporary Assistance to Needy'Families (TANF) funds to 
SSBG in FY 1999 to no more than the an:ounts transferred by individual States in FY 
1998. Enacting sucb a provision so late in FY 1998 wourd inequitably limit State 
flexibility for ~e future. . 

Social Security Administration 

'fPe Committee bill does not provide $19 million for administrative expenses, contingent 
on the autborization of a user fee for services provided by the ;;ocial Security Administration to 
attorneys who represent claimants for benefits, These scIVices include \\'ithho[ding money from 
certain past due benefits and issuing payments to certain claimant representatives. The 
Admir.is:tration continues to support enactment of this user fee and appropriation 0: the 

. an1icipated collections for administrative expenses. 

In adc!itioI]., the Committee bill does no't provide $50 minion for administrative exper:ses 
for the conduct ofadditional nonwdisabiHty Supplemental Security Income (SSl) 
redeterminations of eligibility. These resources and the resultil1g redeterminations are essential 
to ensuring the integrity of the SSI program and reducil1g unnecessary benefit payments. Fa:lure 
to provide this funding would result in sedous staffing shortfalls. . 	 . 
Q'ther Agencies ' 

• 	 ~tiQnal Labor Relations Board fNLRB)' The Committee provides funding for the 
.. 	 NLRB at the FY 1997 level. This would result in a loss 9fover 100 staff, an increase in 

case backlogs, and could result in furloughs and office closings. This reduction would 
cripple an agency key to protecting workers' rights on the job, and we urge the House to 
restore the NLRB to the requested leveL . 

Section 516 amends the National Labor Relations Act to require the NLRB to adjust its 
dollar jurisdictional standards for infla~ion on October 1. 1998, and every five years 
th':reafter. This change would deny workers in some small businesses the protection 
afforded to others to organize and bargain collectively. This change to substantive Jaw 
raising the jurisdictional thresholds more than five~fold should not be done through the 
appropriations process, but only/after hearings and debate. The Administration urges the 
House to drop this provision. 

• 	 ~rpQration fOf National and.J:ommunity Sen'h.:~ , . The Administration is deeply 
concerned abqut the Committee's $27 million reduct,ion to the request for tt1e Corporation 
for National and Community Service. This reduction freezes the Corporation's Senior 
Service .program at the FY 1998 level and cuts VISTA $5 million below FY 1998, TIlese 
reductions would deny more than 500 VISTA members the opportunity to serve in 
[ow~lncoir.e communities Nati()n~wide and would reduce the number of seniors serving 
their conununities by 15,000. The Administration urges the House to, fully fund the 
Corporation at the $279 million level proposed in the FY 1999 Budget 
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• 	 CQrPQtatjoo [or Public Broadcasting. The Administration strongly objects to the lack of 
funding provided for the President's initiative to assist public broadcasters in converting 
to digital technology. The transition to digital technology promises to create tremendous 
opportunities for expanded and enhanced educational and public service programming 
while promoting Itmovative technology applications. Providing the Corporation \\'ith 

" funding in FY 1999 will allow public broadcasting to convert to digital technology on a 
schedule similar to that of commercial stations. This will facilitate fundraising efforts 
and allow public broadcasters to participate in the establishment of digital standards. 

• 	 Rlliln:.:nd Retirement Board (RRBt The Committee bill does not include language to 
provide the RRB with authority to offer volu!1tary separation incentive payments (or 
'''buyoutsU

) through the end of calendar year 1998, RRB's experience has shown that 
reducing employment through buyouts is much less disruptive to agency operations than 
conducting a reduction~in~force. The Administration urges the House to provide this 
buyout authority. 

The Committee .bill includes Janguage 'prohibiting the RRB Inspector General from using 
funds for any audit. investigation. or review of the Medicare program. The 
Administration believes that this language should be dropped. RRB has statutory' 
authority to admtnister a separate contract for RRB. Part B Medicare claims. As long as 
RRB has authOrity to negotiate and administer a separate Medicare contract, rhe RRB 
Inspe·-:::tor General ought not to be prohibited from using funds to review, audit. or . 
investigate activity related to'that contract 
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EXECUTIVE; OFFICE OF THe. PRES10Em 

OF'f'ICE OF MANAGeMENT AND BUOGET 


WASHINGTON, nc. Z050~ 

September 15~1998 

The Honorable Rob"" Livi.ngst<>n 
("..baUman 
Committee on Appx-opriations 
U.S. Hous. ofRqm:senlatives 

Washington, D.C. 20515 


Dear Mr. ChaUman: 

The purpose of Ihis lotter is to provide Ille Admitristration's views on H.R. 4328, !he 

Department ofTransportation and Related Agencies Appropriations Bill, FY 1999. as passed by 

the House and by !he Se;oate. IV; !he conferees develop a final version <>fill. bill, your 

consideration ofthe Admitristration's views would be appreciated. 


The Administrnlion appreciates that both !he House and Senate have made efforts to 
=mmodate many "f!he Pxesideot's priorities in Ibe.i:r respective action on !he bill. How.:vet, 
tbe allocation is siInply insufficient to make the _essary investments in programs funded by 
tbis bill IV; ,a result. a variety ofcritical programs lire underfunded. The only way to achieve !he, 
appropriate investmealt level is to offset discretionaxy speeding by using saYings in other areas. 
The Pre.sideot's FY 1999 Budget propeses levels ofdiscretionaxy speeding for FY 1999 that 
conform to the Bipartisan Budget Agreement by making savings inIl1l!1ldatory and other 
programs avaiJ,oble to help finance Ihis spending. In the Tnmsportation Equity Ar:t, Congress - ' 
on .. broad, bjpartisan basis - took similar action in approving funding for surl3.ce trnnsportation 
programs together with mandatory offsets. In addition, this year, as in the past, such mandatory 
offilc!s bave been approved by the House and Senate ill other appropriations'bills. The ' 
Adminis1r.!lion mges the Congress to consider such mandatory savings p1X>poasis for other 

'priority discrctionaxy prog;r=s, including Ibose thnded tbroegh. this bill 
, ' 

The Administmtion is concerned that both versions ofthe bill conld sc:iously distupt e.i:r 

trnnsportation safcly and vimlFedera1 Aviation Admitristration(FAA) and Coast GuaId 

mU<!""';"A!ion programs, compromise highway safety, and delay Amtxak's progress towarda 

operating self-sufik:iency. The conferees couldaccomi:nodate SOIIle oflb. funding increases 

recommended below by adhering more closely to the P=idcnt's request fot!he Airport Grants 

prograin, High Speed:Rail" Coast GuaId Altorntion efBridges, and other programs. Both Ibe 

Hous. and the Senateversions of tho bill also include some objectionable I:mgnage provisions. 


The Adminisbalion's specific coocems willi belli !he House and Senate ,'erSions of!he 

bill are diseussed below. , 
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reductio"" ;'fSS4 million made by the House and $17 million made by the Senate would have 
hannM long-tomt effects on the Coast Guan!'. capability, We also urge the conferees to fully 
fund the President's n:q_t for the Nationwide Global Positioning Systeln and ror adding a 
second civil signal to the Global Positioning System. 

Amtrak Capital Gnmtl! 

The Administration strongly encourages the conf ..... to adopt the House Iilnding level 
ofS609 million for Amtrak capital grants ond the Senate provision that would allow Amtrak 10 
illVest these capital tundiflexibly, as is p.....,tly done by Fooetlli Transit Administration 
grantees. Amtrak is an essential component oflboNation's inter~jty transportation syslem. and 
it needs both adequate Iilnding and flexibility to = through on the bipartisan, five-ye.arrefonn 
plan eovisioned by the Amtrak Reform and Accountability Act of1991. Also, neither the House 
nor the Senate has provided the requested 512 million to complete Ilie Federal contribution 10 the 
renovation QfPenn Station. 

An ae<eptahle compromise was reacbod betweon the Administration and tho Senate on 
Section 322 ofthe Senate-passed bill. The Adminismuion undernlllnds that there may b. 
attempts to unravel this agreement Ifthe conf=ce bill Includes different language than, the 
Senat"'passed bil~ it could jeopardize enactment ofthe bilL We strongly urge the eenferees to 
retain the Senate !.anguage. 

To protect the snfety ofautomobile tra:velets adequ.lely, the Admio;stIation asks that the 
conferees wo.tk with the aulhorizing committees and provide an additional $12 million for 
high-priority National !jlghwayTraffic Safety Adminismuion programs. These vebicle safety 
and consumer infonnation activities are essential to providing consumers with up-to-<!aie safety 
infurmation, conducting critical research on advanced air bag systems and the biomechanics of 
injUl:)', and developing improved =sh test dummies. 

The Administtation requests that the conferees provide an additioll1ll $50 million to fWly 
Iilnd the President'. request ofS100 million mrthe AC<:c:ss-to-lobs pIOgr3m. This p:rogpun is an 
important component ofthe Administration', weWa;e refoon effurt. The additional resout= arc 
essential to helping more individuals in communities around the country make a SllOCessful 
transition from welfaIe to work. ' 



"~'". " 

. , 
Office of!ho SernIi!!y l!I1d Cjyill!.igbts . 

The Admjnistration urges the CQnfcrees to provide the President's requested $62 million 
for the Offi .. of the Sccn:taly and to drop tho new account .tzuctur.. and limitations on politi<al 
appointees contaloed in both versions ofthe bill. These provisions would undermine the 
Secretary's ability to manage the Department effectively by, "",ong other tbings, causing a 
reduction-in-force. The Adroinistration is also greatly coneemcd about the Senate's lO-percent 
reduction to the li.mding r:equest for the Office ofCivill!.ights, a level that i. below IT 1998. 
This reduction would signifiCMlly hamper the Depaxtment's ability to enforce lows that prohibit 
discrimination in Federally operated or assisted tnmsportation programs. 

The provision in both the House and Senate versions of the bill that requires 
col1gtCSsional approval ofassessments to be levied by the Transportation Administrative Service 
Center on other departmental entities ('.()t1Stitutes a legislative veto. The Adroinistration Will 
interpret this provision to, require notification only. since any other interpretation would 
contradict the Supreme Court ruling in INS Yli, Chadha. 

The Senalt; bill earmaxks nearly 400 transit projects, the House bill nearly 300. In 
addition. both ventions carmar!r many aiIport. Intelligent Transportation System (ITS), and rail' 
projects. Consistent with our objections to TEA-2J, the Administration believes that projects 
should be fimd¢ based upon their merit and that funds should not be direetod 10 low-priority 
projects that <anno! meet established selection criteria. 

The Administration strongly opPoses section 341 ofthe Senate bill. which would allow 

holicnplas to operate and land on Fedetally-owned lands in Ahska, including wilderness areas. 

This would be b.axmfUJ to species and habitat and disrupt Congress' carefully <:rnlted balance on 

this issue in the Alaska National Interest Land Conservation Act (ANILCA). Uod", M'lLCA, 

helicopter landings.,." pennitted for emergency reasons and, on a case>-by-=e b ..is, for non-


o "",,,,rgency use in non-wilderness areas. The Sectetari.-s olthe lnIerior and Agriculture bave 
'previously recommended that bills CODtrunjng simi]arprovisions be vetoed. ' 

The·Admjnjstration requests that the conferees delete the language in both vecions ofthe 
bill tb;tt would prolu.il u,;, cOast Guatd and the FAA from evaluating options for collecting rea; 
for their services. User fees may be a eriti<al means in the future for ensuring that the Coast 
Guatd and the FAA bave adequate r ... o= to meet their operating and capital"needs without 
significantly reducing other vital transpOrtation programs. 

The Admini.stn!ion is concomod that language in the Senate biD prohibiting obligation of 
li.mds for the F M's Wide AIea Augmontation System (J{AAS) until it is certified as a sole 
means ofnavigation would suspend the W AAS program prematurely. The Administration 
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appreciates the Sonate', = but believes that these concerns ",lat. morc to Phases II and ill 
ofthe WAAS pregram than 10 Phase L It does Dot make sense to forego the subst.ntial benelits 
ofWAAS Pb..., I now that they are so olose to being achieved. The Administration requests that 
the conferees either eliminate the Senate language or amend it to prohibit obligation offunds lOr 
W AAS Phases II and ill prior to the requested certifications. 

, 'l1,e Administration is pl=ed that the House recognizes the need '" review the eo.st 

Guard', roles arid missions but objects '" its proposed panol. This proposal would ed.d 

significa1l1 administrative and procedural requirements to the process and delay the Deepwater 

contract by at least a year. The Administtation's advisory couneil would provide an objective, 

(hird-party assessment o{the Coast Guam's roles and missions in a time ftMne eonsistent with 

the pl:mned Deepwater proeuremenL 


The Administration strongly objects to the House bill's prohibition ofany cbanges to ' 
automobile fUel economy (CAFE) standards, This significant policY issue should be addressed 
analytically lhrough the process in place under Fedcrallaw and not preemptively settled through 
the appropriations process. 

The Administraiion urges deletion o{the Senate provision pert;ajning to expeditod, 
SuPlmlC Court review ofdecisions concerning the Department" Disadvantaged Business 
Entexprise pregran>s as this prevision would disrupt and delay peading court eases and send the 
wrong kind of ell'"'' ditv:<:t!y to the Supreme Court. 

, The Administration urges deletion of the House provision that would limit Federal 
transportation and en~ re.rew ofcertain loll roads in Orange end Sao Diego counties. 
The Department ofTImlSpurtatioll would be restricted from coosidering new altornatives. The 
Environmental Protoctiou Agency would,be restricted in its envitonmen1:!l review of: and public 
comments on. the prnieots, tntimately, this provision would cw:tail the Administration's ability 
to fully inform the publie of the r.mge ofoptions and alteroatives available as nonnally would 
occur du:ring the discourse the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) strives '" _ 

The Administration stJ:ongly objects to House repott language tbal would interfere with 
the Administtation',s ability to pursue sustainable transportation policies that would integrate 
environmental, eeonomic.illld social objectives in a common sense fashion and urges deletion of 
the language. 

, Finally, the Administration objects to the tanguage in the Senate version cfthe bill that 
directS the National Transportation Safely Beard to reimbur.ie the State ofNew yotk lOr both 
c:xtraordinary and routine costs associated with the crash ofTWA 800. The Administration , 
believes that the Stale and local COllIllies ofNew yotk should be reimbursed. fully lOr 

, emaordlnary expenses in<:urred as a resull o(the crash, but should nol receive a wind&ll by 
being reimbursed for routine activities tbal would have occurred absent the crash. 
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We look forward to working with the c;onf= to w:!dtess our mutual concerns. 

Sincerely, 

J_bI.L<;w 
Director 

Identical Lett"" Sen! to Th. H01lorabl. Bob Livingston, 
The HOllorableDavici R. Obey, The Honorable Frnnk R. Wolf, 
The Honorable Martin O. Sab<>, The Honorable Ted SttveDS, 

The Honorable Robert C. Byrd. The Honorable Richaxd C. Shelby, . 
and The Honorable FraDkR. Lautenbag 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

'WASHINGTON, D,C, 20503 

THE DIRECTOR 

October 2, 1998 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: Final 1999 Appropriations Negotiations 

This ~emorandum outlines a proposed strategy for proceeding with our final 1999 
appropriations negotiations. Your economic team has been meeting frequently over the last few 
weeks t~ solidify the Administration's position for these negotiations. As you kno.w, many of 
the rema.initig bills pose serious concerns and we have issued veto threats on eight of the thirteen 
appropriations bills. 

To date, only the Military Construction and Energy and Water bills have been sent to you 
for signature. It is possible that the Defense and Legislative Branch bills also will be sent to you 
as separate bills, though we have pushed the leadership not to send the Legislative Branch bill 
lUlless the TreasurylPostal bill containing White House funding is also sent. We expect the 
Commerce/Justice/State, Foreign Operations, Interior, LaborlHHSfEducation, TreasurylPostal, 
.and District of Columbia bills to ~e included in a final, year-end omnibus bill. In addition, it is 

, likely 'iliat 01~ emergency supplemental'requests 'will be included in th~' ~ninibus bill. 'In total, 
we have'requested almost $9 billion of emergency funding for addressing the Y2K computer 
problem, supporting our troops in Bosnia, ameliorating the effects of the agriculture disaster, and 
repairing our military bases in Korea damaged by severe weather. Including the DaschlelHarkin 
amendment on fann assistance, the emergency funding level is $14 billion. The Agriculture, 
Transportation, and V NHUD bills may be transmitted to you as separate bills or as part of the 
onmibus bill. 

Strategy for Funding Prioritjes 

YQU recently signed a Continuing Resolution (CR) that funds government activity 
. um,ugh October 9. We believe tha(a second short-term CR, extending for a few days beyond 
October 9, will be proposed so that the appropriations bills can be completed. OUr strategy over 
the next ten days to two weeks is to: 



• 	 Maximize leverage. On the bills that are likely to be completed separately, we are 
workin"g with conferees to try to resolve issues ofconcern. To the extent that issues are 
not resolved, we may need to threaten to veto the conference report. As a practical 
matter, this would shift the vetoed bills to the omnibUs. Alternatively, you could choose 
to sign a conference report and we could work to add additional funding for priorities in 
the omnibus. 

On bills that are likely to be included in the omnibus, we propose to wait to engage 
. Congress in final negotiations until we have a good idea ofwhat the tentative conferenCe 
funding levels are. The House and the Senate have funded several programs, most 
notably the LaborlHHSlEducation programs, at vastly different levels. Waiting for a 
tentative conference funding level wiIl allow us to have a clearer idea ofwhich hase we 
should be requesting increased funding from and maximize how much we can ""hieve. 
We expect that in many areas.tbey wHl address our concerns in the conference 
agre'ements. Ifwe present our demands before they make additional concessions, ?Ie will 
increase .hov.: much ofthe adds we will have to pay fur with offsets. 

• 	 Put Language Firsl. We propose to try to resolve language concerns first because we 
believe this will be our hardest fight and we do not want the money issues all resolved 
adding pressure to accept offensive language provisions. Many of the appropriations bills 
contain numerous offensive lanSuage riders. ranging from environmental riders in the 
futerior bill, to social riders such as: the abortion provision in the District ofColumbia 
bill, to the Brady-handgun provision and census sampling prohibition in the 
Commerce/Justice/State bill. We are working with CEQ and the communications team to 
increase pressure to remove the enviromllental riders. 

It is likely that it will take a great deal of time and effort to get these offensive riders 
removed. In addition, increased spending to provide additional funds for your priorities 
would require offSets to pay fur them. We would like to hold our offsets until the later 
part of. negotiation. It is likely that the earlier we make our offsets known, the more. 
likely they will be used to pay for Congressional priorities. It also increases the risk that 
opposition to the offSets will develop. 

• 	 SIand with the Demoerats. Finally; we propese that all ofour appropriations 
negotiations be done working closely with congressional Democrats. Our leverage in the 
final negotiations is predicated on our ability to sustain a veto, There are two views 
among congressional Democrats. Senator D_aschle believes it would be most 
advantageo.us to finish by Sunday, October 11. Representative Obey would like to 
prolong the negotiations an additional week. We most likely will engage by the middle 

• of next week in serious discussions ove~ the remaining bills. 
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Conclusion 

We would like to meet with you prior, to final negotiations as soon as we better 
unders_tand thi! likely conference positions. In the meantime, We have reviewed the 
appropriations bills program by program and can reapond to any concerns you bave about 
particular funding levels or language issues for individual programs. 
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EXe:CUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE Or::' MANAGEMENT ANO BUDGET 


WASH:N(;TON, D.C. 20503 


November 25 r 1998 
THE OIRECTOR 

The Honorable Albert Gore. Jr, 
President Qfthe Senate 
Washington, D,C, 20510 

Dear Mr: President: 

,The Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (Section 251 (a) (7)), .s 
amended by the Budget Enforcement Act of 1997. requires that OMB submit a report to 
Congress 03 appropriations iegislation w~thin seven days of enactment. Section 252(d) requires 
that OMB ~ubmit a report to Congress on direct spending or receipts legislation within seven 
days of enactment. Enclosed are separate appropriations and pay-as-you-go reports for Public' 
Law ,105-2'17, which became law on October 21, 1998. ' 

Respectfully submitted, 

Jacob], Lew 

Director 


Enclosures 

IDENTICAL LETTER SENT TO 

THE SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 




EXECUTIVE OF'FICE OF TH E PRESIDENT 

OFFlCE OF MANAGEMENT ANO BiJOGET 


INASHINGTON, 0 C" 20503. 


November 25, 1998 

THE OIrlE;CTOR 

The Honorable Newt Gingrich 
Speaker ofihe House of Representatives 
Washington, D,C, 20515 

Dear Me Speaker; 

The Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (Section 251 Ca) (7)), as 
amended by the Budget Enforcement Act of 1997, requires that OMB submit a report to 
Congress on appropriations legislation within seven days of enactment. Section 2S2(d) requires 
that OMB submit a report to Congress on direct spending or receipts legislation within seven 
days of enaCImem. Enclosed are separate appropriations and pay~as~yoll~go reports for Pubiic 
Law 105-277, which became law on October 21, 1998, 

Respectfully submitted, 

Jacob J. Lew 

Director 


Enclosures 

IDENTICAL LETTER SEN: TO THE PRESlDEKT OF THE SEKATE 



Table 1. . 
Estimates Contained in P.t.•• 105·277 for Programs NormaUy Funded Under the 


Agriculture and Rural Development Appropriations Act 

(In millions of dollars) 


FY 1999 

SA OL 


eBO ESTIMATE, EMERGENCY SPENDING ....... ~! ......... ,.,., ....................................... ,. 


Department of Agriculture: 

Risk Management Agency: Federal crop insurance fund: Purchase 
requirement." , ...... : ........ ", ............... " ....... ,., .............. ".," """."""".."",................ , 

OMS and CBO use different technical assumptions to calculate 1.1e effect of 
this provision, . 

Commodity Credit Corporation: Mohair recourse loans ........... ,.,., .................. " ..... ," 


OMB and cao use different techotcaf assumptions to calculate the effect of 
this provision. . 

Other Budget Authority Rounding and Technical Outlay Estimating Differences" .... 

TOTAL DIFFE;RENCES ............................................. : .......................................... .. 

DMS E;STIMATE, EMERGENCY SPENDING 11 .......................................................... . 

1/ A"portion of the$e emergency funds were contingent upon a Preside:1tial 
declaration of emergency. The President released the contingent emergency 
funds on October 23. 1998. 

5,693 5,695 

(18) (14) 

(2) (2) 

1 135 

(191 119 

5,874 5,814 

CSO ESTIMATE, NON-DEFENSE DISCRETIONARY SPENDING ............................. . 13,692 14,071 

Scorekeepfng Differences: 

Oepartment of Agriculture: 

Rural Utilities Service: Rural electrification and telephone loans, 
negative subsidies",.,:., ............ ".,., ............ ,.".,"' ................................... ,.,.,.,.,,,,,.". 
 -3 -3 

OMS estimates that there are negative subsidies for th1s program, which 

charges fees and private market interest rates on its direct loans. eso 

estimates a zero subsidy for this program. 
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Tabl.1. (Cont'd) 

Estimates Contained In P.L. 106~217 for Programs Normally Funded Under the 


Agriculture and RuraJ Development Appropriations Act 

(in mUfions of dollars) 


FY 1999 

SA OL 


Rural Business ~ Cooperative Service: Rural business and industry 
direct loans, negative subsidies. , ....•.. ",.,,,,,.:,,,,,, .................... "" .......,.,....."""",, .. -7 -7 

OMB estimates that there are negative subsidies fOfthis program, which 

charges fees and private market interest rates on its direct loans, ceo 

estimates a ;:ero subsidy for this program. 


Office of the Secretary.: ..................... , ", .. ",."",.,................................ "" .. ,'.......... .",.,., -2 -2 


The appropriation for the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Congressional 

Relations Includes a $2 million transfer to othef USDA age:lcies, each of 

which would receive less than $500 thousand. OMB scores the bill on a 

post-transfer basis, eBa scores the bill on a pre-transfer basis. 


Risk Management Agency: Federal crop insurance corporation fund 

. Prohibit 10 percent paymenL .... "."...."."""".. ".".N,. ...................... , .. """",, ........." 2 


Section 748 woutd prohib:t payment of the 10 percent payment authorized by 

the recently enacted agriculture research bilL eBO and OMS had different 

baseline estimates and, therefore, score slightly different costs of this 

provision, . 


. Farm Service P-,gency: Commodity Credit Corporation fund: Computer 
, purchases...."".,.,., ....... """"""""" .. ,.,.","".".,.,."." ................ ,.,.,.,., .... ,.,.... ,. 5 4 

Section 756 would limit' expense's for computeHelated acflv'itles to $65 

million, the same as the budget estlmate, CSO's estimate was 570 million, 

creating a se; million savings. . 


Natural Resour:::es Conservation Service: Wetlands reserve program .".•.,..."""... 13 5 

Section 728 iimits enrollment to 120,000 acres in FY 1999. OMS and csa 
use different baseline estimates. Therefore, the savings are different. 
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Table 1. (cont'd) 

Estimates Contained in P.L. 1 05~2n for Programs Normally Funded Under the 


Agriculture and Rural Development Appropdations Act 

(in millions of dollars) 


FY 1999. 

BA OL 


Food and Nutrition Service: Food stamp program: 
Discretionary programs""",,.,,,, ... ,,,,,,,, .. ,, ........ , .............. ,,,,,,, ... ,, .. , ............... , ........ . 

Although the account is mandatory under the 1990 SEA, the bill funds several 
activities that are controllable by the appropriations process. These activities 
are either new to the account since the 1990 SEA was enacted or have been 
expanded above the baseline levels that preceded the 1990 SEA and are 
assumed tn OMS's mandatory baseline. OMB SCoreS these activities as 
discretionary. cao scores the entire account as mandatory. 

Studies and evaluations.....,.,.,."", ......... "" ........... ,."",.,,, ... ,,,, " .............................. . 


Bill fanguage prohibits funding of studies and evaluations. CBO and OMS 
score the savings from the basellne, but the baselines are different. _ 

Food and Nutrition Service: State child nutrition programs ..... " .. """'''''".,,............. . 


Although the account is' mandatory unde:-the 1990 'SEA, the bill funds several 
activities that are controllable by the appropriations process. These activities 
are either new to the account sfnce the 1990 BEA was enacted or have been 
expanded above the baseline levels that preceded the 1990 BEA and are 
assumed in OMS's mandatory baseline, OMS scores these activities as 
discretionary, CSO scores only the $tO million for Nutrition Education and 
Training as discretionary costs, 

Food and Nutrition Service: State child nutrit:on programs ............. ., ........................ . 


Gao calculated savings to the school lunch program by using their February 
baseline as updated by the nationaf average minimum value of donated foods 
for the period July 1, 1998 through June 30, 1999 announced by the Food 
and Nutrition SelVice on July 16, 1998, OMS ca!cu!a:ed savings by using 
their February baseline, 

Stud1es and evaluations.,. ,.""'.,.' , .. ,>., ........................................................ ' ••••••••• ,.,' 


Bill language prohibits funding of studies and evatuations. CBO and OMS 
score the savings from the baseline,-but the basetines are different. 

9 9 

6 4 

8 7 

16 11 

-1 -2 
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Table 1. (cont'd) 

Estitnates Contained In P.L. 105·277 for Programs Norma!!y Funded Under the 


Agriculture and Rural Development Appropriations Act 

(In millions of dollars) 


FY 1999 
SA OL 

Technical Outlay Estimating Differences: 

Office of the Secretary: ProhIbition on the llse of Fund for Rural Amenca................. 
OMS assumes a first year spend-out fate of 55 percent and cao assumes a 
first year spcnd~out rate of 11.7 percent, so the OMB estimate Of the 
dIscretionary savings of this prohibition is $26 million higher than cso. 

• 

-26 

Food Safe~y and Inspection Service: Salaries and expenses .... "".... : .."".... , .... " .. " ·16 

OMS assumeS a first year spend~out rate of 96.0 percent and CSO assumes 
a first year spend-out rate of 95.0 percent, resurting In $6 million more in the 
OMS estimates. However. CBO assumes $22 million more in outlays from 
prior year balances. 

. 

Farm Serv;ce Agency: Emergency conservation program. ... ", ............................,,, .. -45 

CSO assumes $45 million in outlays from prior year balances of 
appropriations for disaster recovery. OMS assumes that these appropriations 
wHi be outlayed in FY 1996, 

Natural Resources Conservation Service: Watershed and flood 
t ' • . preven !on cperauons...."""""',. ,.;.".,.,.,.. " ................. ,.""" ...........- ........... , ....,....... (112) 

cac assumes $112 million in outlays from prior year balances of emergency 
supplemental appropriations. OMS aSsumes that these outlays will occur in 
FY 1998. 

Other Budget AuthOrity Rounding and Technical Outlay Estimating 
Differences.. ,.,.""....,.."".",..........""" ......,."",........"""",............ " ...""""".,...,.... "" (1) 43 

TOTAL.OIFFERENCES............................................................................. 45 (130) 

OMS ESTIMATE, NON·DEFENSE DISCRETIONARY SPENDING.............................. 13,737 13,941 

pnge4 



Table 2. 
Estimates Contained In P.L. 105-277 for Programs Normally Funded Under the 


Commerce, Justice, State and Related Agencies Appropriations Act 

(in millions of dollars) 


FY 1999 

BA OL 


CBO ESTIMATE. DEFENSe DISCRETIONARY SPENDING ....................... ; ........ . 386 357 

Technical Outlay Estimating Dlfferences."""""",. ,.,..~_.."' .......... "" " ...... , ............ ,. 

OMS ESTIMATE. DEFENSE DISCRETIONARY SPENDING, 
INCLUDING PREVIOUSLY ENACTED REGULAR DISCRETIONARY 
SPENDING,•. ,.. ,,, .................. ,.,,,, ................. ,.,"" ..... .,.",' ................."".................. . 386 359 

Adjustment to Exclude Second-Year Effect of Regular Discretionary Spending 
Enaclod in P.L. 105·174, the FY 1998 Supplemental Appropriations and 
Rescissions Act. ...,.",., ........ "., .... _, .. ,'"''''_''' .,.,....... ', .. ,,"""" "., ..... n ....."""", 1 

OMB scoring of this bilf included the second~)'ear effect of regular' 
discretionary spending provisions ~nacted in P,L. 10.5-174, the FY 
1998 Supplemental Appropriations and Rescissions Act. Scoring of 
P.L 105-174 was transmitted to the Congress on 5120198, This 
adjustment is made to avoid double~counting for SEA scoring 
purposes, 

OMB ESTIMATE, DEFENSE DISCRETIONARY SPENDING................................. 386 360 

CSO ESTIMATE. NON·DEFENSE DISCRETIONARY SPENDING.................. 27,252 26,672 

Sco","o.pi09.Diff"""ru;<>s: 

United States Information Agency; 

East West Center .... : ........... , .. ,.. , ....... " .... ,. ,., ., ......................,.,." ............ " ......... .. (1 ) (1 ) 

Budget authority 'and outlay dIfferences are due to rounding. 

Educational and Cuttural Exchange Programs."" ........ , .... """"",,,,,,.......... '.,,'" 1 (10) 

Budget authority difference is due to rounding. OMS and cao have­
different estimates of outlays from new authority (+$4 million) and ou!tays 
from prtor~year balances (410 million). 
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Table 2. (cont'd) 
Estimates Contained in P.L 105-277 for Programs Normally Funded Under the 


Commerce. Justice, State and Related Agencies Appropriations Act 

(In millions of dolla",) 


FY 1999 

BA OL 


Judicial Branch; 

Administrative Office of the U.S, Courts: Salaries and expenses ..,." ............. .. (1 ) (1) 

Budget authority difference is due to rounding. OMS and CSO have 
different estimates of outlays from new authority (+$4 million) and outlays 
from prlor~year balances (-S5 mi!lion}. 

Department of Commerce: 

Patent and Trademark Office: Salaries and expenses ...... : ...................... " .... " 65 (12) 

Bud~et authority difference is due to the fact that OMB's estimate of fee 
receIpts is lower than cao's. As a result, CSO's scoring of the rescission 
in the bill is from a lower level of spending authority in FY 1999, resulting 
in more n~ative budget authority. 

OMB and CSO have different estimates of outlays from new authority {·S141 
million) and outlays from prior-year balances (+$129 million). 

Department of Health and Human Services: 
Health Resources and SelVices Adm[nlstratlon: Vaccine injury compensation 
,Program Trust Fund"""""""......."".,., .......................... ., ..,.................. : ..... . (1) (1) 

Budget authority and outlay differences are due to fOunding. 

Department of Justice: 

Legal Activities and U.S. Marshals: United States Trustee System program... -1 -1 

OMS's estimate of current year fees that, if collected, will be made 
available for expenditure in the budget year is $1 million higher than
ceo's. OMS and CSO have different estimates of outlays from new 
authority (+$19 million) and outlays from prior-year authority (-$20 million .' 
Effect of .ection 126.........."""""..................,,...................................... , .... '....,.. (1) 

.Section 126 of the Act directs the Department 10 make certain $20 million 
in reductions pursuant to a chart on Year 2000 funding provided to 
Congress. CSO reduced the Department total by $20 million; OMB made 
the reductions specified on the c.'1art. Difference is due to rounding. 
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Tabl. 2. (cont'd) 
Estimates Contained in P.L 105-277 for Programs Nonnally Funded Under the 

Commerce, Justice, State and Rela1cd Agencies Appropriations Act 
(in millions of dollars) 

FY 1999 

SA OL 


Small Business Administration: 

Business loan program account. .......................................... ",."",,,.,.,"',.,",••.•.. ·3 3 

OMS estimates that $1 million of the $4 million in proceeds from the sale 
of stocks will be avai!able to fund new loans, while eBO estimates that the 
full $4 minton will be available. The difference is due to differing SBle 
subsidy rates. 

Securities and Exchange Commission; 

Salaries and expenses ........................................... , .......... " .. ,.""""................. .. 27 16 

OMS's estimate of current year fee receipts that, if collected, will be made 
available for expenditure in the bud!ilet year is $27 milllon higher than 
eso's. OMS and CSO also have different estimates of ouUays from new 
authority (+$54 million) and outlays from prior-year authority (-$38 
million). . 

Department of Commerce: 

Ecc;momic Development Administration: Economic developmer.t assistance 23 

OMS and CBO have different estimates of autrays from prior-year authority. 

Judicial Branch: 

Courts of Appeals, District Courts, and other Judicial Services: Salaries and 24 

OMS and CSO have different estimates of outlays from prior-year
authority. 

Department of Justice: 

OEA: Salaries and expenses......................................... """.,""',.,.,., ............•... (92) 

OMS and GSO have different estimates of Qutlay's from new authority 
(-$91 million) and outlays from prior~year authonty (~$1 mUnon). 
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Table 2. (confd) 
Estimates Contained in P,L. 105-271 for Programs Normally Funded Under the 


Commercel Just/ce. State and Related AgencIes Appropriations Act 

(in millions of dolJars) 


FY 1999 

SA OL 


Federal prison System: Buildings and facmties .•.•.•.""......... " ......................... . 300 

OMS and eso have different estimates of outrays from new authority (-$8 
million) and outlays from prior-year authority (+$308 million). 

General Administration: Counter-terrorism fund ............................................... . 69 

cao assumes that the funds provided for protection against chemical and 
biological weapons wlll be transferred to the Office of Justice programs, and 
wlU be spent out at a 22 percent rate. OM8 maintains that the 
appropriations language, as it is drafted, does not imply a permissive 
transfer, and must be spent out at the countet-terrorism fund [,ate of 75 
percent. 

FBI: Salaries and expenses.,.,.,., .,"" "",.,.' .. ,., ...., ..... ,' ... ,.,.,.,. ,. , ............ ,", ....... . (284) 

OMS and CSO have different estimates of outlays from new authority (~$122 
million) and outlays from prior~year authority (~$162 mUUon). 

Office of Justice Programs: State and local law enforcement assistance ........ 162 

OMS and CSO ha~e different estimates of outlays from prior-year authority. 

Office of Justice Programs; Juvenile crime control and prevention programs. 63 

OMS and CSO have diffe(ent estimates of outlays from r.:ew authority (+$29 
million) and outlays from pdor~year authority (+$34 mi;!ion), 

Department of Transportation: 

Mari1ime Administration: Vessel operations revolving fund ...................... "".. .. (72) 

OMS and CBO have different estimates of outlays from new authority (~$101 
million) and outlays from prior~year authority (+$29 million). 

Other Budget Authority Rounding and Technical Outlay Estimating 
Ojfferel1ces......................,.".""' .......... .,.~ ......,... , .................. " ............ ,' ..... 25 

TOTAL OIFFERENCES ............................................................................. " •••.•. 85 211 
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Table 2. (cont'd) 
Estimates Contained In P.L. 1 05~277 for Programs Normally Funded Under the 


Commerce, Justice, State and Related Agencies Appropriations Act 

(in millions of dollars) 


FY 1999 

BA OL 


OMB ESTIMATE, NON·DEFENSE DISCRETIONARY SPENDING, 
INCLUDING PREVIOUSLY ENACTED REGULAR DISCRETIONARY 
SPENDING ................••••••.•.....••.••••.•....•••.•...•••.....•••........••.....•.••••.....••••••......•.•.•••• 27,337 26,883 

Adjustment to Exclude Second-Year Effect of Regular Discretionary Spending 
Enacted in P.l. 105-174, the FY 1998 Supplemental Appropriations and 
Rescissions Act. ................................................................................................ . (1) 

OMS scoring of this bill included the second-year effect of regular 
discretionary spending provisions enacted in P.l. 105-174, the FY 
1998 Supplemental Appropriations and Rescissions Act. Scoring of 
P,L. 105-174 was transmitted to the Congress on 5/20/98. This 
adjustment is made to avoid double-counting for SEA scoring 
purposes. 

OMB ESTIMATE, NON·DEFENSE DISCRETIONARY SPENDING .....•••••••••....... 27,337 26,882 

CSO ESTIMATE, VIOLENT CRIME REDUCTION •................................................• 5,510 4,683 


cso Score keeping Rounding Plug, ~rime ............................ :........................... . (~) 


J.echnical.P.utlay_E~timatlng.D.lff.rj>m;j>": 

Department of Justice: 

FBI: Salaries clnd expenses ........................................................................... : .. (28) 

OMB and CBa have different estimates of outlays from new authority 
(+$21 million) and outlays from prior-year authority (-$49 million). 

OEA: Salaries and expenses ............................................................................. . (20) 


OMB and cao have different estimates of outlays from new authority 

(+$20 million) and outlays from prior-year authority (-$40 million). 
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Table 2. (confd) 
Estimates Contained in P.L. 105~277 for Programs Normatfy Funded Under the 


Commerce, Justice, State and R.elated Agencies Appropriations Act 

(in millions of dollars) 


FY 1999 
SA OL 

ImmIgration and Naturalization Service: Salaries and expenses 53 

OMB and CBO have different estimates of outlays from new authority 

(+$152 million) and outlays from prior-year authority (-$99 million), 


MIscellaneous outlay estimating differences.,,. .............. ,,,,,,.,.,,,,,, ......... , ...,.,..... (4) 


TOTAL DIFFERENCES.."""""",......................... ; ..... " .................................. -1 1 


OMB ESTIMATE, VIOLENT CRIME REDUCTION ..... ; ........................................... . 5,509 ' 4,684 
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Table 3. 
Estimates ContaIned in P.L 105~277 for Programs Normally Funded Under the 


District of Columbia Appropriations Act 

(In milUons of dollars) 


FY 1999 

SA OL 


CBO ESTIMATE. NON·DEFENSE DISCRETIONARY SPENDING.••••••.••••••• 491 490 

Ie.chnl<;aLQullay..fslimatlng Differences: 

District of Columbia Offender SupervisIon Defendor a'nd Court Services Agency: 

Salaries and expenses ........ ,." ..,.,.................""".,., .............,."'.....,, ........ . 

CSO'uses a first-year spendout rate of 95 percent; OM8 uses a 
first~year spendout rate of 80 percent for this new account. 

(9) 

Department of the Interior: 

National Park Service: 

Operation of the national par'A system ................. """,,""""", .... __ ,."",,,,,, 

ceo and OMS have different estimates of outlays from prior-year 
balances, 

(2) 

Other: 

EnvIronmental Study at the lorton Correctional Complex" .......... ,,,,,,,,,,,, 

CBO inadvertently did not score additional funding for an 
environmental study at the lorton Correctional Complex which 
was included in the enrolled bill. 

4 4 

TOTAl. DIFFERENCES ........................................................................ . 4 (7) 

OMB ESTIMATE, NON·DEFENSE DISCRETIONARY SpeNDING.............. . 495 4a3 
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Table 4. 
Estimates ContaIned in P,L.105·277 for Programs Normally Funded Under the 

Forelg" Operations Appropriations Act 
(In millions of dollars) 

FY 1999 
BA OL 

CSO ESTIMATE, NON-OEFENSE DISCRETIONARY SPENDING, 

EXCLUDING IMF FUNDING ............................................................. ,,',',',""",..... . 13.365 12,686 


Multilateral Assistance: 

International organizations and programs ............................ , ........ .,.,.",,,,,,,,,,., .. .. 105 95 

ceo estimates of BA are $102 million beloVi OMB estimates. OMS 
shows $105 million made available to the United Nations Children's 
Fund as a transfer from the Child Survlval and Disease Programs account 

Agency For International Development: 

Child survival and disease programs ................................ , ...,,,.,,,,,., ................... . 
, 

CSO estimates of SA are $105 million above OMS e.i:maies, OMS 
shows $105 million made available to the United Nations Children's 
Fund as a trans(~r to the International Organizati~ns and Programs 
(IO&P) account, cao does not CSO estimates of outlays from new 
authority are $7 million above OMB estimates and CSO outlays prior 
are $37 million above OMB differences. 

(105) (30) 

Assistance for the New lndependent States of the Former Soviet Union ........... . (207) 

CSO outlays new are $86 million above OMS estimates, while CBO 
outlays from prior year authority af~ $121 mlllion above OMB estimates. 
ceo assumes no transfers to other accounts because there 
is no appropriations language in the bill fOf transfers. OMB scoring 
is based on the historical pattern of tra'nsfers in the account CSO also 
assumes lower prior year outlays fo FY 1998, resulting in higher 

. estimates for outlays prior in 1995L 

"Overseas Private tnvestment Corporation (OPIC): 

OPIC prog'ram accounL,""",",,,""""""""'""""",,"""" , , """""""""""'""'"'''' (1 ) 

C80 estimates of SA are $1 million above OMB estimates due to 
rounding differences. 
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Table 4. (cont'd) 
Estimates Contained In P.L.105-277 for Programs Normally Funded Under the 

Foreign Operations Appropriations Act 
(in millions of dollars) 

FY 1999 
SA OL 

Technical Outlay Estimating Differences: 

Department of State: 

Migration and Refugee Assistance"""""", ., ........ ,:-"." ........ , ............. : ................. . 4 


Due to spend-out rate differences, CSO outlays new are $76 million 

above OMS estimates, and cao outlay prior are $82 mlliion below OMB 

estimates, 


International Security Assistance; 

Nonproliferation and Disarmament Fund....: ....... .,.",.", .." ............. " ..... ,."" 7 


Due 10 spend-out rate differences, CBO outlays prior are $7 mlllion 
below OMS estimates. 

Foreign military financing program.""", ... ,., .... ""........................ , ....... " .............. . 30 


Due to spend-out rate differences, CSO outlays prior are $29 million 

below OMS estimates. cao estimates of outlays from new authority are 

$1 million below OMB estimates. 


. 
'Foreign military financing loan program accounL .... , ....... , .. ",,, .......... ,, .............. . (31 ) 


Due to spend-out rate differences, eso outlays prior are $30 mlltion 

above O.~4B estimates. ceo estimates of outlays from new authority are 

$1 mlilion above OMS estimates, 


Multilateral Assistance: 

Debt restructuring ....................... : ....".,."",. ............................................. ,.,., ....... . 17 


Due to spend-out rate differences, cao outlays new are $2 million 

below OMB estimates, and cao outlays prior are $15 million below 

OMS estimates. 
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Table 4. (cont'd) 
Es.tlmates Contained rn P.L.1D5~277 for Programs Normally funded Under the 

Foreign Operations Appropriations Act 
(In millions of doll.",) 

FY 1999 

BA OL 


Agency for International Developmertt: 

Sustainabfe development assistance program""" .. " " ......... ",,,,,,,,,,,. ................ , (39) 

Due to outlay rate differences, eBO estimates for outlays prior are $39 
million above OMB estimates. 

Assistance for Eastern Europe and the Baltic States.,.,.,.,." ............ '"."" ........... .. (99) 

CBO outlays new are $8 million above OMS estimates. while CBO 
Gutta)'s from prior year authority are $91 million above OMS estima!:es. 
eso assumes lower prior year outlays in FY 1998 t.1an OMB, resulting 
in higher eBO estimates for outfays from prior year balances in FY 1999. 

International disaster assistance"",.".,., .... , ..... " '" " ... , ........ ,,",.,., .. , ..... , .. ,' "'_, __ "., (20) 

Due to spend-out rate differences, CBO outlays prior are $20 million 
above OMS estimates. 

Other Budget Authority and Technical Outlay Estimating Differences...""."":.. ",, .. 4 174 

TOTAL·D1FFERENCES .......................................................................... , ........... .. 3 (99) 

OMB ESTIMATE, NON-DEFENSE DISCRETIONARY SPENDING, 
EXCLUDING IMF FUNDING .................................................. ,.,.,.,.,., ................ ,.,'. 13,368 12,5a7 

CBO AND OMB ESTIMATES -IMF FUNDING: 

IMF: New Arrangements to Borrow (NAB)",.""""""",.. , ........................... ,,"""",,.. 3,361 

IMF: Increase in the U.S. Quota,." ..,...,.,............ , ......""''''''".,,......................... ", ... 14,500 

OMB ESTIMATE, NON·DEFENSE DISCRETIONARY SPENDING, 
INCLUDING 1M!' NAB AND U.S. aUOTA............................................................. 31,229 12,587 
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Table 5. 
Estimates Contained In P,L. 105-277 for Programs Normally Funded Under the 


Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations Act 

(In millions of dollars) 

FY 1999 

BA OL 


CBO ESTIMATE, . 
CONTINGENT EMERGENCY APPROPRIATIONS .•.••••••••••...........•.....•••••• 102 15 

OMB ESTIMATE, 
CONTINGENT EMERGENCY APPROPRIATIONS ••••.•..........•.••••••••.......... 102 11 

11 OMS will estimate outlays when the contingent funds are released . 

. 
CBO ESTIMATE, 

NON·DEFENSE DISCRETIONARY SPENDING' .................................... . 13,927 14,299 

Department of Energy: 

Energy Programs: 

Naval petroleum and oil shale reserves ............................................... . ·3 -1 

esa assumes' higher receipt estimates for this account than does 
OMB. 

Department of Interior: 

Royalties on'Outer Continental Shelf lands ............................................ . 43 43 

Sec. 130 of the bill places an 8 month moratorium on the 
issuance of Federal and Indian oil evaluation rules. eso does 
not score a cost for this provision. Consistent with its baseline 
assumptioO!i, OMS assumes a cost of $43 million. 
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Table 5. (cont'd) 

Estimates Contained in P.L. 105-277 for Programs Normally Funded Under the 


Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations Act 

(in milllo,os of dollars) , 

FY 1999 
BA OL 

Department of Agriculture: 

Forest Service: 

Wildland fire management.. ......... >< .......... "", ........ _ • .,,, •••••••••••••••••••,,, ..... 


eso assumes the use of contingency funds appropriated in prior 
years before the use of new authority. Therefore, cao estimates 
lower outlays from new authority ($265 million difference) and 
higher outlays from prior-year sources ($347 million difference) 
than does OMB. . 

Oepartment of the Interror: 

U.s. Fish and Wildlife Service: 

construction" ..... " .. ,',.,., ............................ : ...... ",., ............ """"",........ ,. 


esc assumes $38 million more in outlays from prior-year 
balances than does OMB. 

National Par\( SelVlce: 

Operation of the national park system" ................. "".......................... . 


CSO estimates higher outlays from new authority ($40 million 

difference) and lower outlays from prior·year balances ($98 

mlllion difference) than does OMB. 


Bureau of [ndian Affairs: 

Operation of Indian programs...,.•••••.•. ,........................ "" .................... .. 


ceo estimates tower outlays from new authority ($68 million 

difference) and higher outlays from prior-year balances ($47 

million dlfference) than does OMS. 


Construction., ....... " ......... ,., ...",., ............ , ......... , ...""."",: .. " .. ,.....,..••."". 


ceo estimates lower outlays from prior~year balances and from 
new authority than does OMB. 
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Tahle 5. (cont'd) 

Estimates Contained In P.L. 105~277 for Programs Normally Funded Under the 


Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations Act 

(in m111ions of dollars) 


FY 1999 

BA' OL 


Departmental Management 

Priority Federallatid acquisitions and exchanges ................................ . -46 

CSO assumes $46 million more In outlays from prjor~year 
halan""s than does OMB. 

Minerals Management Service .. , ................ : ......,.,.,...... , ........ ,.,.,., ........... . ·33 

ceo 'estimates lower outlays from new authority ($20 million 
difference) and higher outlays from prior-year balances ($53 
million difference) than does OMS. 

, , 

Other technical outlay estimating differe:nces......... , ..." .....: ...... ,.,.:"""",.. . 48 

Budg.t Authority Rounding Diffo'••"""""........................... , .. """,:""""" -4 

TOTAL OIFFERENCES .......... ",.,.,,,, ................... ,.,, .. ,,, ... , ......... ,., ......... . 36 ·36 

OMS ESTIMATE, NON·DEFENSE DISCRETIONARY SPENDING, 13,963 14,261 
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Table 6. 

Estimat~~s Contained In P,L.105~277 for Programs Normally Funded Under the 


Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and Related Agencies Appropriations Act 

(In millions of dollars) 


FY 1999 

BA OL 


CSO ESTIMATE, CONTINGENT EMERGENCY 
APPROPRIA TIONS ......................................................................................... .. 517 162 

OMB ESTIMATE, CONTINGENT EMERGENCY 
APPROPRIATJONS.......... " ....... , , ............................ ,. , ..................................... . 517 11 

11 OMS will estimate outlays when the contingent funds are released. 

ceo ESTIMATE, NON·DEFENSE DISCRETIONARY SPENDING, 
EXCLUDING VIOLENT CRIME REDUCTION................................................. 63,131 62,704 

Scorekeeping Adjustments; 

Special Education: ........ ";" ...... ",, , ..... ,..,., .. ., .. .,.,............ , .....,,,.,""', ............... , , , -215 

The House (mct Senate Budget Committees have directed CaD to 
include in the bill scoring an outlay plug of $215 million for the Title I 
program, This adjustment lowers CBO's estimates to be consistent with 
OMS'•. 

eso ESTIMATE, NON·DEFENSE DISCRETIONARY SPENDING, EXClUDING 
VIO~ENT CRIME REDUCTION (Including Adjustment LIsted Above)....... 83.131 82,489 

Scorek.eping.•MJUJitrrulnlll.: 
. Department of EducatIon: 

America Reads Chalfengc", ........ """' .. , ........ : ........ ,.,"', .. , ...... ., ..... ' ~' ..... , ........... (210) (10) 

OMS scores a transfer of funds from America Reads Challenge to 
Spedal Education, The FY 1998 Labor/HHS/Education bill provided for 
a transfer of an FY 1999 advance appropriation to Special Education if 
Ihe America Reads Challenge was not authorized by July 1, 1999. CSO 
does not score this transfer. 

Special Education ............................................................................................ . 210 11 

OMS scores a transfer of funds from America Reads Challenge to 
Special Education. The FY 1998 Labor/HHSJEducation bill provided for 
a transfer of an FY 1999 advance appropriation to Special Education if 
the America Reads Challenge was not authorized by July 1, 1999, ceo 
does not score this transfer. 

Rehabilitative SeMGeS and Disabi!ity Research ............................................ .. 

This account is mandato!), under the Budget Enforcement Act (SEA). 
CSO scores the "Technology Related Assistance for Individuals with 
Disabilities" program as discretionary. CSO reclassified thIs program 
when it was reauthorized. CBO is treating this as a new discretionary 
program not classified as mandato!), under the BEA. OMB continue. 10 
score this account as mandatory. 

(30) (29) 
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Table 6. (confd) 

Estimates Contained in P.L. 105~277 for Programs Normally Funded Under the 


labor, Health and Human Services, Education and Related Agencies Appropriations Act 

(In millions of dollars) 


FY 1999 

BA OL 


Department of Health and Human Services: 

Refugee and Entrant Assistance, ,. ,.. , , •..•.•.•" ....,".,.,>" ..••................................ ,. 


OMB scores a reappropriation of $20 million in unexpended balances to 
this accour,t, cao assumes there are no funds available for 
reappropriation, ' 

Social Services Block GranL ' .."., ....""""",,,.,,,,, ......... ,., ... 
p ........................ _ 


'OMS scores a rescission of $81 million to this account for a rescission of 
mandatory FY 1998 funds. The FY 1998 funding level was increased 
from the FY 1998 LaborlHHSIEducation level in TEA-21. ceo did net 
score an increase to SSBG in TEA~21, and does not score the 
resciSSIon to this account in the FY 1999 Act. 

Genera! Departmental Management.,., .•.,""."""",..,"".....,"',.,...•.•.,.,...........,., 


CSO inadvertently scored $218 million for this account - the amount 
cited in Report language; OMS scored $2.10 million, consistent with bill 
language, OMS and CBO differ in first~year outlay rate estimates and 
have small differences in estimates of prior year outlays. _ 

Department of l.abor: . 

Federal Unemployment Benefits Administration",.,. ........... ""........................_ 


Division J of the act contains a njne month extension of the authorization' 
for the mandatory NAFTA~Trade Adjustment Assistance program, The 

. discretionary section of the act contains a full-year appropriation for thrs 
appropriated entitlement. eso scored the full 12 months as • 
discretionary ($44 million); OMB scored only three months as 
discretionary ($6 million), 

Social Security Administration: 

Supplemental Security Income................. , ........... ,.,....................... " ...... ' .. ,""" 


OMS scores funds enacted in excess of $7 million for the "Research and 
Demonstration" portion of the SSI account as discretionary because 
spending for this account is controllable through the appropriations 
process. eBa scores the entire "Research and Demonstration" portion 
as mandatory, 

20 10 

(81) . (263) 

(8) (78) 

(38) (31) 

30 (39) 
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Table 6. (conrd) 

Estimates Contained in P,t,.. 105-277 for Programs Normally Funded Under the 


Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and Related Agencies Appropriations Act 

(in millions of dollars) 


FY 1999 

SA OL 


Railroad Retirement Soard: 

Federal Windfall Subsidy ................................................................................ .. 11 11 


CSO does not score as dIscretionary an estimated $11 million in 

anticipated taxes 00 benefits from discretionary appropriations that are 

credited to this account pursuant to section 224(c)(1)(8) of P.L. 98·76. 

cao scores this as mandatory, 


DepanroentofEducaUoo: 

Education for the Disadvantaged ........... :", .., ..... : ................................. ,,,, ...... ,, (245) 


CSO scores firs1~year outlays of $1 A blll!on to this account; OMS scores 

first·year outrays of $1.1 billion to this account OMS and CSO also 

have small differences in prior-year outlay estimates, 


School Improvement Programs ..................... ", .............................................. , .. 


OMS and eso have small differences in estimates of prior-year 
outlays. 

Student Financial Assistance, ................ " .. ,.. , ................................. , ......... ," " .. (610) 


cao scores prior~year outlays of $7.5 billion to this account; OMS 

scores prior-year outlays of $7.0 billion to this account OMS and eso 

also assume different first-year outlay rates for this account. 


Office of Educational Research and Impro ...ement. ................. , ......... ,.,......... ,' 


cao scores prior-year outlays of $290 million to this account; OMS 

scores prior-year outlays of $365 million. There are also small 

differences In the first-year outlay rate bebNeen CSO and OMB. 
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Table 6, (cont'd) 

Estimates Contained 1n P.L.105-277 for Programs Normally Funded Under the 


Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and Related Agencies Appropriations Act 

(in millions of dollars) 


I'Y 1999 
SA OL 

Department of Health and Human Services: 

Centers for Disease ControL................. ,', ..., ...................................... ,.,.,.....,.,. 

-OMB and eso have small differences in estimates of first-year outlays 
and in estimates of poor-year outlays. 

Department of Labor: 

Employment and Training Administration: 

Training and Employment Services .. , ....... , ...,...""., ..... , ....... """,,.,.,. ...... 0< " .. ,," 

OMS and eso differ in prior-year outlay estimates, OMS scores $4.1 
billion in prior-year outlays to this account; CBO scores $4,2 bmion in 
prior-year outlays to this account OMS and ceo also differ in first-year 
outlayestlma:tes. 

Welfare-to-Wa rk Jobs. u .................................u ....... n ................. "'. '"""".......... .. 


OMS and CBO differ in outlay estimates for thls discretionary reduction 
to a mandatory account 

Unemployment Trust Fund" ...... "."................................................. " .............. . 

} 

OMS and esc assume different outlay estimates on the spendIng of 
Year 2000 computer conversion, OMS and cao also have differences 
in estimates of prior-year outlays. 

Budget Authority Hounding and Miscellaneous Technical Outlay Estimating 
Differences...•" ...... : ........ , ..................................... ,.,........."".....,.,.,.,.,""""',.. .. 

TOTAL ADJUSTM ENTS, ; .... ,""',.. ,' ...................... ,'" .................... ,""',.............. ,. 


(33) 

(180) 

57 

63 

(3) (298) 

(99)· (1,637) 
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Tabl. 6. (cont'd) 

Estimates Contained in P.L.105·271for Programs Normally Funded Under the 


Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and Related Agencies Appropriations Act 

(in millions of dollars) 


FY 1999 

SA OL 


OMS ESTIMATE, NON·DEFENSE DISCRETIONARY SPENDING, 
iNCLUDING PREVIOUSLY ENACTED REGULAR DISCRETIONARY 
SPENDING, ................................ , ......................... , ....,.,, ............... , •..••••. " '"'!''' 83,032 80,852 

'Adjustment to Exclude Second-Year Effect of Regular Discretionary Spending 
Enacted in P.L. 105·174, the FY 1998 Supplemental Appropriations and 
Rescissions Act.""" .........""",., .......... .,,, ............ ,,,,.,,.,. ........... "" ....... """., (5) 

OMS scoring of this hi!( included the second-year effect of regular 
discretionary spending provisions enacted in PL 105-174, the FY " 

,1998 Supplemental Appropriations and Rescissions Act. Scoting of 
P,L. 105-174 was transmitted to the Congress on 5/20/96. This 
adjustment IS made to avoid double-counting for SEA scoring 
purposes, 

OMS ESTIMA1E, NON·DEFENSE DISCRETIONARY SPENDING............... 83,032 80,847 

CSO ESTtMA TE, 
VIOLENT CRIME REDUCTION SPENDING: ......... :....................................... 156 139 

Technical outlay estimating differences ................... ,.", .. , ............... , ................... . 

OMS ESTIMATE, 
VIOLENT CRIME REDUCTION SPENDING ............................................... . 156 138 
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Table 7. 
Estlmatus Contained in P.L. 105~277 for Programs Normally Funded Under the 


Transportation and Related Agencios Appropriations Act 

(In millions of dollars) 


FY 1999 

BA OL 


CBO ESTIMATE. 
DEFENSE DISCRETIONARY SPENDING................................................ 300 300 

OMB ESTIMATe:, 
De:FENSE DISCRETIONARY SPENDING................................................ 300 300 

ceo ESTIMATE, 

NON·DEFENSE DISCRETIONARY SPENDING...................................... 11,620 13,400 


Department of Transportation: 

Federal Aviation Adminjst'tation: 

National Civil Aviation Review Commission ~ 
Rescission (Sec. 337), ......... "",.,,, ....__ ........ , ...,....,,,.......... , ............ . 1 

, esa scores a $1 million rescission forth!$. account OMS scores 
zero consistent with OMB's assl,;mptlon that these funds ate not 

. available to be rescinded. 

Federal Transit Administration: 

Access to Jobs Program" .. "."..................... ".,,,,, ............ ,,..... , .." ....... .. 25 1 

The bill provides $75 million for this program, $25 million above 
the level guaranteed in the TEA-21 legislation under the Transit 
guarantee, OMS scores the excess $25 million to' nonwdefense 
discretionary , 

:re"hni<:.LO.ut1.yJ:.l!matingJ:llifll!~nces: 

Coast Guard: 

Acquisftion, construction and improvements""" ................. ,.",,,, ....,..... (85) 

. Differences due to differences in prior year outlays (·$81 M) and 
new outlays (-$4 M). 
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Table 7. (confd) 
Estimates Contained in P.L. 105~271 for Programs Normally Funded Under the 


Transportation and Related Agencies Appropriations Act 

(in millions of dollars) 


FY 1999 

BA OL 


Federal Aviation Administration: 


OperatJons.....""".".......,""... ,,,.,.,.,.,., ........... ,,, ... ,, ......,..... ,.. ,....:......,.". 
 (64) 

Djfferences due to differences in prior year outlays (~$64 M). 

Other BudgetAuthotity and Technical Outlay Estimating Differences ...... (5) 

TOTAL DIFFERENCES ............................................................................ . 21 (98) 


OMS ESTIMATE, NON·DEFENSE; DISCRETIONARY SPENDING, 
INCLUDING PREVIOUSLY ENACTED REGULAR DISCRETIONARY 
SPENDING ................................................................................................... . 11,641 13,302 

Adjustment to Exclude Second~Year Effect of Regular Discretionary Spending 
Enacted in P.L. 105·174, the FY 1998 Supplemenlal Appropliations and 
Rescissions Act, .. ",,""""""",.. ,.,............. ,,"",., .......... _._._._._._,_, ... '.,.,.,."" (9) 

OMS scoring of this bill included the second~year effect of regular 

discretionary spending provisions enacted in P.L 105-174, the 

FY 1998 Supplemental Appropriations and Rescissions Act 

Scoring of P ,L. 105-174 was transmitted to the Congress on 

5f20/98, This adjustment is made to avoid double~countjng for 

SEA scoring purposes. 


OMS eSTIMATE, NON·DEFENse DISCRETIONARY SPENDING ........... . 11,641 13,293 


MEMORANDUM: 


Obligation Limitation, OMB Scoring ..................................................... 1,950 


Obligation limitation, CBD Scoring ...................................................... 1,950 
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Table 7. (cont'd) 

Estimates Contained in P.L. 105~271 for Programs Normally Funded Under the 

Transportation and Related Agencies Appropriations Act 


(In millions of dollars) 

FY 1999 

BA OL 


CBO ESTIMATE, 

HIGHWAY CATEGORY SPENOING ....................................................... .. 21,885 


Federal~jd highways (including prior year outlays for Appalachian development 
highway system): 

OuUays from new authority................ ,.""""""".......................... 
Outlays from prior-year authority ... "", .. , ........... ",., •.., ............. ___ .. 

Other. ..... ,.,., ... ", ... "'"'"'"'",,, ........... ,. """'''''''''".............. " .. " .. ,.."".. ,.. "',,..... 

16 
(445) 

4 

TOTAL 01 FFEREN CES ........................................................................... .. (423) 

OMB ESTIMATE, 
HIGHWAY CATEGORY SPENDING ........................ : ................ ~.............. . 21.462 

MEMORANDUM: 

Obligation limitation, OMS Scoring ................................... " .. "".......... 25.883 

Obligation limitation, eso Scoring ................ ,..................................... 25,883 

CBO ESTIMATE, . 
MASS TRANSIT CATEGORY SPENDING ............................................. .. 1,1~8 4,404 

S.cQr!lktilplng.DlffoI.e1ll:llll: 

Federal Transit Administration: 

Access to JObS Program"",,, ........ ,,""""''''',,.... , ............................. , .. .. (25) (1) 

The bill provides $75 mlllion for this program, $25 million above 
the leve! Quaranteed in the TEA~21 legislation to be funded under 
the TranSIt guarantee. OMS scores the excess $25 million to 
non-defense discretionary.. ' 
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Table 7. (cont'd) 

Estlmates Contained in P.L. 105~217 for Programs Normally Funded Under the 


Transportation and Refate<l Agencies Appropriations Act 

(in mifllons of dollars) 


FY 1999 
SA OL 

Iochn;c.lQ.ullay..Es.timalillg.Diff~renc",,: 

Federal Transit Administration: 

Transit planning and research '''.,.p,,,.,,'", •••••••. ,•••. ,,, ..... ,, •••••••• ,,,,.,••••• 

Formula programs/Formula grantsrrrust Fund share of expenses"".. 
Major capital investments",.. ", ,. " ....... , ................ ,',.,.,""',.,.,.,.,. 
WMATA ................................................................................................ . 
Other..................................................................................................... 

TOTAL DIFFERENCES............,'"''" .......... " ............ ", .. ,,",.. ,' .................. . 


OMS ESTtMA TE. 
MASS TRANSIT CATEGORY SPENDING .............................................. . 

MEMORANDUM: 

• 
Obligation limitation. OMB Scoring ..................... :............................... 


Obligation Limitation, CSO Scoring .. ', ............................. ,,',.,,',.,',........ 


.­
(25) 

1,113 

4,252 

4,252 

(68) 
(61) 

(194) 
(42) 
(96) 

(462) 

~~-~~-

3,942 
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Table 8. 
Estimates C:ontalnod In P.L 105-277 for Programs Normally Funded Under the 


Treasury and General Government Appropriations Act 

(in millions of doll.... ' 


FY 1999 

BA OL 


CBO ESTIMATE, 
NON·DEFENSE DISCRETIONARY SPENDING........................................................ 13,311 12,429 

Iru:lmlcaUl.utlay.J:s1!matlog.lllffllJ".!Inc.6: 

Department of the Treasury: 

lnternal Revenl~e Service: 

~roce$sing, assistance. and management ........................................................ ,"" 122 

eso uses a first-year speodout rate of 88 percent while OMS 
uses a first-year spendout rate of 91 percent; this results in a 
difference of$1Q3 million. OMS estimates h:gheroutJays from 
prior year balances than does cao; this results in a dlfference of 
$19 million. 

General Services,Administration: 

Real Property Actlvltles: 
. . 

Federal buildings fund ............................................................................................... . 55 

eso estimates different outlays new {resu:ting in a $260 million 
difference) and different outlays from prior year baiances 
(resulting in a difference of $205 million) than does OMB, 

Federal Drug Control Programs: 

Federal Drug Control Programs: 

Special forfeiture fund ....... , ... ,"""""",.,.,............. : .... , ..... ,.................... . ....... , ... , ........ . 34 

cao uses a first~year spendout rate of 25 percent while OMB 
uses a first~yem spendout rate of 60 percent; this results tn a 
difference of $75 million. CSO estimates higher outlays from prior 
year balances than does OMS; this resu!ts in a difference of $41 
million. 

Budget Aulhority Rounding Difference.... .......................... ................................. ........... (1) 
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Table 8. (coord) 
Estimates Contained In P.L 105-277 for Programs Normally Funded Under the 


Treasury and General Government Appropriations Act 

(In millions of dollars) 


FY 1999 

SA OL 


Other tec~nical outlay estimating differences ............. ,,""""" ,,, ..............""..." ...""",,. (7) 


TOTAL DIFFER.ENCES••••••••••••.•.•••.•.•••.•••...•........•••••••.:............................................ (11 


OMS ESTIMATE, NON·DEFENSe DISCRETIONARY SpeNDING, 
INCLUDING f'ReVIOUSL Y eNACTED REGULAR DISCRETIONARY ----- ------­
SPENDING,.,.,.,,, ......................................................... ,.,.,., ................... ".,.............. 13,310 12,633 

Adjustment to Excfude Second-Year Effect of Regular Discretionary Spending 
Enacted in P.L. 105-174. the FY 199B Supplemental Approprialions and 
Resciss ions Act. "'........ : .. ,.' ....: ............... , ..... " ........ ,,,",,,,", .. , .......... , ... ,,'" ,", ..... .. (4) 

OMB scorIng of this bil! included the second-year effect of regular

discretionary spending provisions enacted In P.L. 105-174, the 

FY 1998 Supp!emental Appropriations and Rescissions Act 

Scoring of P,L. 105-174 was transmitted to the Congress on 

5120198. This adjustment is made to avoid double-counting for 

BEA scoring purposes. 


OMS eSTIMAIE, NON-DEFENSE DISCRETIONARY SPENDING....................... 13,310 12,629 


CSO ESTIMATE. 
VIOLENT CRIME REDUCTION SPENDING ......................................... _.................... 132 129 

Technical outlay Elstimating differences:.".....,.,....................................... " ....."" ......... . -5 

OMS ESTIMATe, 
VIOLENT CRIME REDUCTION SPENDING ............................................................. . 132 124 

Page 28 



Table 9. 
Estimates Contained In P.l.105-277 fer All Other Programs 

(In millions of dollars) 

FY 1999 
BA OL 

cao ESTIMATE, OEFENSE DiSCRETIONARy ................................................ . (55) (49) 

OMS ESTIMATE, DEFENSE DiSCRETIONARy .•••••••••••••••••.•:..•.•.•.•.•.•.•.••.••••.•.. (55) (49) 

caD ESTIMATE, NON·DEFENSE DiSCRETIONARy ...................................... . 


District ofCo[umbia Federal Pension'Provfsion ....... , ................. , ....... ""........... . 


The Act provides for the sale of DC pension assets. eBO scored 
savings of $2,400 million for this provision; OMB scored savIngs of 
$2,414 million. 

Repeal of GSE Default loss protection Provision ............................. ",..... .,.,.". 


The Act repeats a provision that was included in the FY 1999 VAlHUD 
appropriations bilt, which would have relaxed restrictions on Fteddie 
Mac's abifity to.buy mortgage with low down payments. Soth CSO and 
OMS projected a loss of revenue from increased use of mortgage 
interest deduction as a result of the provision contained in the VAfHVD 
bllt eBO scored the projected revenue loss as mandatory ($4 million 
In FY 1999 and a total of$215 million through FY 2003. OMB scored 
the entire loss ($41 million) as discretionary, 

Technical outlay estimating differences ...,,"",....................................... ,',.,., .. ,.. 


T atal, Differences ........................................... , ..................... ,.,.................... . 


OMS ESTIMATE, NON·DEFENSE DiSCRETIONARy ...................................... . 


(2,005) (2,021 ) 

(14) (14) 

(41 ) (41) 

(10) 

{55} (65) 

12,060) (2,086) 

MEMORANDUM: Mandatory Offsets Included Above: 

District of Columbia Federal Pension Provl~don: 
CBO 800rln9 ............................................................................................. . 
OMS 5corlng ........ : .................................... : .............................................. .. 

(2.400) 
(2.414) 

(2.400) 
(2,414) 

Transportation Department: Federal Transit Administration: Rescission 
of Mandatory Contract Authority: 
cao 500rlng............................................................................................. 
OMS 500rlng.............................................................................................. 

(392) 
(392) 
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Table 10, 

Estimates Contained in P,L.105-277 for Emergency Appropriations 


(I" millions of dollars) 


FY 1999 

SA OL 


CSO ESTIMATE, REGULAR EMERGENCY APPROPRIATIONS ............... . 3,907 


Defense Department: 

Overseas contingency operations transfer fund."_ .....................,............. ,""" 481 

OMB estimates that outlays associated with the $1.9 bll!ion provided 
for Bosnia/Southwast Asia are higher ($1,450 mlllion) than does ceo 
($969 million). 

State Department; 

Diplomatic and consular affairs."",,, ." .. " ......... " ................. '''''' ,,, .. ,,,, .. ,,.,. ,,, .. 238 

OMS estimates !hat outlays associated wtth the $748 mimon provided
far this accaunt are higher (5397 million) than does eso ($159 million), 

Other Technical Outlay Estimating Differences ........ , ........ " .. " ....,.,...... " .... : .." (34) 

TOTAL DIFFERENCES ................................... ; ............................................ . 685 

OMB ESTIMATE, REGULAR EMERGENCY APPROPRIATIONS................ 3,907 2,329 

cao ESTIMATE, CONTINGENT EMERGENCY APPROPRIATIONS.......... 11,025 5,704 


Budget Authority Rounding Difference."" .... " ..,______ .._........".,""""'''............ ". (2) 


OMS ESTIMATE, CONTINGENT EMERGENCY APPROPRIATIONS.......... 11,023 


10MB will estimate outlays when the contingent funds are released. 
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Table 11. 
ENACTED APPROPRIATIONS AS OF OCTOBER 21,1998 

(in millions of dollars) 

NON·DEFENSE DISCRETIONARY, EXCLUDING 

VIOLENT CRIMe REDUCTION SPENDING 


Non-Defense Dlscretionary, Excluding Violent Crime 
Reduction spending limits .. ,....•.•"""",.......................... """",...., ................ "_ ...... . 

Amount previously '9nacted",. ••. ,"" .. ,.......,""""""",., ....._•. "" ............ '. ,",.,', .......... . 


Amount provided in P.l. 105-277, the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1999 for Programs 
Normally Funded under the Agriculture and Rural Development 
Appropriations Act.... "., ... ,.""."" ......... , ..................... "., ........ , .. ,.,.",."....... ,... 

Amount provided in P,L. 105-277, the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1999 for Programs 
NormalJy Funded under the Commerce. Justice, State and Related 
Agencies Appropriations AcL...................... " .... ., "., ... ,. , ............. " '''' "''''"''''. 

Amount provided in P.L. 105·277, the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1999 for Pro9J?ms 
Normally Funded under the District of Columbia Appropriations AcL..... .. 

Amount provided in PL 105~2:77, the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supp!emental Appropriations Act of 1999 for Programs 
Normally Funded under the Foreign Operations Appropriations AcL ....... . 

. Amount provided in PL 105~277. the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1999 fer Programs 
Normally Funded under the Interior and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Act ................. , ., .... ,., ,.."., ..... .,.,., .",.,. ..... , ...... " ...."' ......... , ....... . 

Amount provided to P.L 105~277, the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1999 for Programs 
Normally Funded under the Labor, Health and Human Servlce$~ 
Education and Related Agencies Appropriations Act................................ 

FY 1999 
BA Outl•• 

273,984 265,938'" 

81.138 91.330 
, 

13,737 13,941 

27,337 20,882 

'495 483 

31,229 12,587 

13,963 14,261 

, 83,032 80,847 


Page 31 



Table 11. {cont"d) 

ENACTED APPROPRIATIONS AS OF OCTOBER 21, 19S8 


(In millions of dollars) 


FY 1999 
BA Outlavs 

Amount provided in P,L 105-277, the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Approprlalions Act of 1999 for Programs 
Normally Funded under the Transportation and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Act......................................................................................... . 11.641 13.293 

Amount provided in P,L. 105~277. the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1999 for Programs 
Normally Funded under the Treasury and General Government 
Appropriations Act.,., .......... : ........... u H.'.'.' .•. , .•. """ ,., ..................................... 
 13.310 12.629 

Amount provided In P.L 105~277. the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1999 for 
All Other Programs! Excluding Mandatory Offsets ... ",.. " ..... """".,.,.,.,., .... 746 328 

Total enacted, Non':Jefense DIscretionary, ~cfudln9 Violent 
Crime Reduction spending, 'Excluding Mandatory Offsets ................................ " 276,628 266,581 

(2.806) (2,414)Mandatory Offsets Included in P.L. 105·277.: .................................................. ". 

f-------

Tota! enacted. Nonwj)efense Discretionary, Excluding Violent 
Crime Reduction spending. Including Mandatory Offsets"",, ....... :.,., ................. . 273.822. .264.167 

Appropriations overlundet (-) 
spending limits, EXCLUDING mandatory olts.ts.......... , ................... ,., ....... . 2.644 643 

Appropriations over/under (~) 
'spending limitsj INCLUDING mandatory offsets.................,"".........,"""",. (162) (1,771 

VIOLENT CRIME REDUCTION SPENDING 

Violent Crfme ~eduction spending limns .................................. ,""""""""'",,....... 


Amount previously enacted ..................... ., .,.,,,,,,,,,,,,, " ..... ,.,,'" .. ""''''''',,............... . 


Amount provIded in P.L. 105~277, the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1999 for Programs 
Normany Funded under the Agriculture and Rural Development 
Appropriations Act.. ................................. : ..................................................... . 

5.800 4.953 
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Table 11. (cont'd) 

ENACTED APPROPRIATIONS AS OF OCTOBER 21. 1998 


(In million. of dollars) 

Amount provided in P,L. 105~Z77. the Omnibus Consotidated and· 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriatlons Act of 1999 for Programs 
Normally Funded under the Commerce. Justice. State and Related 
Agencle. Ap proprlatlo ns Act.. ...................................................................... . 

Amount provided in P.L. 105-277, the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1999 for Programs 
Normally Funded under the District of Columbia Appropriations AcL...... , 

Amount provided in P.L 105·277, the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1999 for Programs 
Normally Funded un'der the Foreign Operations Appropriations Act.......,. 

Amount provided in P.L, 105-277, the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplementa! Appropriations Act of 1999 for Programs 
Normally Funded under the Interior and Re1ated Agencies 
Appropriations Act"""""",,,,,,,,,, ...... , ...... ,.,..... ,.,.,,,, .. ,, .....................,,-....... ,,' 

Amount provided in PL 105-277: the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1999 for Programs 
Normally Funded under the Labor. Health and Human Services, 
Education and Related Agencies Appropriations Act.""""""""..""""".. 

Amount provided in P.L 105~277, the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1999 for Programs 
Normally Funded under the Transportation and Related Agencies 
Appropriations AcL...................................................................................... 

Amount provided in P.L 105·277, the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supptemental Appropriations Act of 1999 for Programs 
Normally Funded under the Treasury and General Government 
Appropriations Act. ......................... , ....... : ...................................................... . 

Amount provided in P.L. 105-277, the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1999 for 

All Other Programs ....., ......... ,.".," ",., ... ,.,....... , ....,.. ,""" """""'" "",......".""",' 


FY 1999 
BA Outla 5 

5.509 4.684 

156 138 

132 124 

r---::::::---:-::-::­Total enacted, Violent Crime Reduction spending .... ,.""...,,,,,,, ........................... ,, 5,797 4.946 


Appropriation. over/under (-) . 
spending limits ........................ : ...... , ..., .................................... "."""""".., ...... . (3) (7 




Table 11. (conl'oj . 
ENACTED APPROPRIATIONS AS OF OCTOBER 21, 1998 

(In millions of dollars) 

DEFENSE DISCRETIONARY SPENDING 

Defense Discretionary spending limits .......,', ...'.. " ............. .,."",.., ...................... , ..... 


Amount previously enacted ............ , •.. ".,.,.",.."...., ..... ", .................... ,.,,', ., .......... , .. 


Amount provided in P.l. 105~271, the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1999 for Programs 
Normally Funded under the Agriculture and Rural Development 
AppropriatIons Act. .... ,_......__ .. ".....,.... ,. ,.. '., ...... , ""'........ ,'"', ...... ," ............. ,,"" '" 

Amount provided in P.L. 105~277, the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1999 fat Programs 
Normally Funded under the Commerce, Justice, State and Related 
Agencies Appropriations Act".".,._ """,.,',......... ".,,,,,,,,,,,,.,., ......... ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 

Amount provlded in P.l. 105~277. the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supp!emental Appropriations Act of 1999 for P(ograms 
Normally Funded under the District of Columbia Appropriations Act. ... ,,," 

Amount provided in P,l, 105-277, the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supp!emental Appropriations Act of 1999 for Programs 
Normally Funded under the Foreign OperatIons Appropriations Act.. ........ 

Amount _provided In P.L 105-277, the Omnlbus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1999 for Programs 
Normally Funded under the Interior and Related Agencies 
Approptiations Act ............... "" ... , ..... ,., .. ,., ........ ,", ............ , .... ., .. , ...... ,."., ..... , .. 

Amount provided in P,L, 105·277, the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1999 for Programs 
Normally Funded under the Labor, Health and Human Servtces, 
EdUcation and Related Agencies Appropriations AcL....... ."",., .. " .....< ..... 

Amount provided in P,l, 105~277, the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplementa! Appropriations Act of 1999 for Programs 
Normally Funded under the Tr~nsportation and Retated Agencies 
Appropriations Act. .......... ,"""" ." ................;,." ..... ,."., ................. , ................ . 

FY 1999 
SA OuUa is 

271,570 267,210 

,270,943 265.303 

366 360 

-

300 300 
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Table 11. (conrd) 

ENACTED APPROPRIATIONS AS OF OCTOBER 21, 1998 


(In millions of doHars) 


FY 1999 
BA Outl. $ 

Amount provided in P.L. 105~277, the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1999 for PiOgrams 
Normally Funded under the Treasury and General Government 

ApproprIations Act. .. ".,."""""."""",.,...".".... , .... , ...... "",......... ,.,., .. ,."".,.,." .. 

Amount provided tn P,L, 105-277, the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1999 for 
All Other Programs""""""""""""",, " ....................... , ...." ........... "" ..... " .. ,... ,.. , (65) (49) 

Total enacted. Defense Discretionary spending"., ....... , .. ,., .........."",.,."., .,., ....... . 271,564 265.914 

Appropriations over/under H 
spending limits ............................... , ..., ............................. ,.,............................ . (6) (1,296 

HIGHWAY CATEGORY SPENDING 

Highway Category spending limiis ...... uppp";"",, ....................,.,.,.,:............. : ........ 


Amount previously enacted ...... ",,""",....................... , .................... ,""'............... . 


Amount provided in P.L. 105--277, the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1999 fOl Programs 
Normally Funded under the Agriculture and Rural Development 
Appropriations Act..:"....... ,.,.,,"" .................. " ............... : ............... .,.,.""""",. 

Amount provided in P.L 105-277, the Omnibus Consolidateii and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1999 for Programs 
Normatly Funded under the Commerce, Justice, State and Related 
Agencies Appropriations" ~cL....,"................. " . .,,, .... ,,: .............. ""''''',:",, ... .. 

Amount provided in P.L. 10'&'277, the Omnibus Consolidated and 
'Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act af 1999 for Programs 
Norma;ly Funded under the District of Columbia Appropriations Act........ 

. 21,977 

, 
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Table 11.leonl'd) 

ENACTED APPROPRIATIONS AS OF OCTOBER 21,1998 


(in millions of dollars) 

FY 1999 
BA Outlavs 

AmOi.~nt provided in P.L 105-277. the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1999 for Programs 
Normally Funded under the Foreign Operations Appropriations Act.. ..... ,,' 

Amount provided In P.L. 105·277, the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1999 for Programs 
Normally Funded under the Interior and Related Agencies 
Appropriations A.ct"".,., ......................................... , ...................... ,.".,,",.,' 

Amount provided in P.L, 105-277, the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1999 for Programs 
Normally Funded under the Labor, Health and Human Services, 
Education and Related Agencies Appropriations Act.. ........... ,.,""'" .. ,""" 

Amount provIded in P,L, 105-277, the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency $upptementa[ Appropriations Act of 1999 for Programs 
Normally Funded under the Transportation and Related Agencies 

'Appropriations Act... •.•....., ................ .,.,., ....................................................... . 

Amount provided in P,L. 105-277, the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1999 for Programs 
Normally Funded under the Treasury and General Government 
Appropriations Act........................................................... " ............................ . 

Amount provided in P.L. 105-277. the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1999 for 
AU Other Programs", .. " .......................... ., ... , .............. """............................... 

21.462 

21.554 

Appropriations overfunder H 
spending limits ..•..............................•.........................................•.••••••••••••••••••.. (423 

Page 36 



.' . T.blo11. (confd) 
ENACTED APPROPRIATIONS AS OF OCTOBER 21, 1998 

(in millions of dollars) 

MASS TRANSIT CATEGORY SPENDING 

Mass Transit Category spending itmits...... , ...,...."".""".....................,.,,,, ...,......... 


Amounf previously enacted ...., ........................ ,.", ........... ",:.. , ................. ,", ......... ,' 


Amount provided in P.L 105-277, the Omnibus Consolidated and. 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1999 for Programs 
Normally Funded under the Agriculture and Rural Development 
Appropriations Act..,., .... , ............ , .,",.,',.,' ... ,,,..,,",,... , ............. "'"'., ............ ,"'" 

Amount provided in P.L 105-271. the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1999 for Programs 
Normally Funded under the Commerce, Justice. State and Related 
AgencIes Appropriations Act.. ...... ,,'" ,., ........... " .... " ......... """... ,, ................. . 

Amount provided in P.L. 105·277, the Omnibus ConsOlidated and 
Emergency Suppfemental Appropriations Act of 1e99 for Programs 
Normarly Funded under the District of Columbia Appropriations AcL.."", 

Amount provided in Pi. 105-277, the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1999 tor Programs 
NormaJly Funded under the Foreign Operations Appropriations Act. ....... " 

·Amount provided in P.l. 105~277, the Omnibus Consojidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act 0[1999 for Programs 
Normally Funded under the Interior and Retated Agencies . 
Appropriations Act. ............ , .. ,", .. , .... " .. "., ........,",." ...... , ... ,",................ , .. ,"".. 

Amount provided in P.L. 105~.277, the Omnibus Consolida~ed and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1999 for Programs 
Normally FUlJded under the Labor, Health and Human Servlcos, 
EdUcation and Related Agencies A.pproprlations Act.. ............................ ,. 

Amount provided in P.L 105-277, the Omni~us Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental AppropriatIohs Act of 1999 for Programs 
Normally Funded under the Transportation and Related Agencies 

Appropriations Act.........."."""",..."" "'" .", .. , ............... ,' ", .... " ................ ,., .,., 
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Table 11, (cont'd) 
ENACTED APPROPRIATIONS AS OF OCTOBER 21, 1998 

(in millions of dollars} 

FY 1999 
SA Outl..s 

Amount provided in P.L 1Q5·277. the Omnibus Consolldated.and 
. Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1999 for Programs 

Normally Ftir.ded under the Treasury and General Government 
Appropriation. AcL"""".""""""""""""""""""'"'''''' "'''".,,''''''''''''''' "".... 

Amount provided jn P,L, 105-277, the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1999 for 
An Other Programs.. ",." '"p •••••••••••• " ••••••••••• ., .,.,.••••••• " .""""'"..,,•••••• _._ ........... . 


1------::=Total enacted, Mass Transit Category spending ....."".......... ".""'."",,.........•.___ ... 
 3,942 

\ Appropriations overlunder H 
spending limlts .......................... ""............................."",,............................... . (459 


NQlES 

j FY 1999 limits are the limits included in the Sequestration Update Report that was transmitted to the 
Congress on August 26, 1998, They include: enacted emergency appropriations, released contingent 
emergency appropriations, and other adjustments permitted under the Budget Enforcement Act (SEA) of 
1997 as of the release of the August Sequestration Update Report. The spending limits will change to 
include additional adjustments permitted by the SEA when OMB submi(s its cnd-of-Session Update 
Report (NOTE; NeIther the scoring of the individual appropriations bills or the discretionary spending 
caps have been adjusted for emergency spending provided in P,L 105-27-7.) . 

2 Includes the second~year effect of both emergency spending and regular discretionary spending 
enacted in P.L 105-174, the FY 1998 Supplemental Appropriations and Rescissions Act 

3 The FY 1999 Non·defense Qiscretlonary Cap has been adjusted upward by the following amounts for 
comparability purposes to reflect scoring of provisions that would result in upward cap adjustments: 

Foreign Operations ~ MOB Arrears............................."""""",,............ , ........ . 539 39 
Labor/HHS/Ed ~ Continuing Disabillty Reviews ................ ,', ..... ,.,., ................ . 355 327 
Labor/HHSfEd ~ Adoption Incentive Payments.""." ..."""".......................,, ... 20 2 
Treasury/Genera! Government - Earned Income 

Tax Compli" nee Initiative (EITC)....",,"""" .... ,," "."....,,"",,"""""""" ..... , 143 143 
Commerce1JusticelState - Arrears ........................ " ........ " .........."",........... " .. 475 475 
IMF: New Arrangements to Borrow (NAB} ..... ""....... """"",,,,,,,.,.,.,.,,,,, ..... ,,, 3,361 

IMF: Increase in lIle U.S. Ouoia..,.."""""".."""..,,"""",,..,,""'''''''''''''',,..... 14,500 

Totaf ....................................... : ............................... . 19,393 986 


Spending caps will be adjusted upward officially for SEA purposes in OMS's End-of-Sess/on Reporl 
for these adjustments and for emergency appropriations that have been provided and/or contingent 
appropriations that have been released since the August Update Report. 
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OMB COST ESTIMATE 
FOR PAY-AS-YOU-GO CALC1:LA nONS 

Report No:-!Ul 
Date: 11/25198 

LAW NUMBER: P,L, 105-277 (HK4328) 

BILL TITLE: Omnibus Consolidated and Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act~ 
FY 1999 

BILL PURPOSE: The sections ofPL 105-277 that are subject to pay-as-you-go scoring 
extend certain expiring tax and trade provisions. provide relief for farmers, dose certain 
tax loopholes and make other changes in the tax code. The payKas~you-go sections of the 
bill also affect various mandatory programs, including Medicare, veterans compensation, 
and Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) debt refinancing, 

OMB ESTIMATE: Additional detail shown in Table 12 
(Fiscal years; in millions ofdoIlars) 

1m 1222 2illlfr 2Il.QJ. ZOO2 2.Q1U 
Outlay effect"". 0 69 618 641 295 330 
Receipt effece ... a ::ill :M2.8 2Jj1 LID. U2.4 
Net cost.. ........ " .. 0 250 -2,880 -1,506 -1,118 -2,394 


OMD estimates that P ,t. 105-277 'hill result in pay-as-you-go CQsts 0[$250 million in 
t999 but savings of$7.6 billion over five years. The revenue provisions are estimated'to 
reduce receipts $181 million in 1999 and increase them $9.6 billion over five years. The , 	 , 

.major tax provisions include the foUo\\rlng: 

• 	 Extensions of the research 2nd experimentation credit: the work opportunity tux 
credit, the we1farc~to-work tax credit. and the Generalized System of Preferences. 
The extensions reduce receipts $2.5 billion in 1999 and $4.6 billion from 1999­
2003, 	 ' 

• 	 Offsets from closure ofa corporate loophole regarding certain deductible 
liquidating distributions ofregulated investment companies (RIes) and real estate 

, inyestment trusts (REiTs). This offset increases receipts $2,7 billion in 1999 and 
$15 billion from J999-2003, . 

• 	 A change in the lax treatment ofcash options for "qualified prizes", which results 
in higher reeeipls 0[$220 million in 1999, and $1 A billion from 1999-2003, 

• 	 Several sections provide tax relief to farmers. including the permanent extension 
of income averaging, and extending the net operating loss carryback period from 
two to live years, These pro\'istons reduce receipts $170 !\limon ;n 1999 and Si ,0 
billion over five years. 



• 	 PL. 105-277 also accelerotes the full deductibility ofhealth insurance costs for 
the self-employed, phases in an'increase in the private activity bond cap, and 
allows non~refundable personal tax credits to offset an individual's regular tax in 
full for 1998. These and other tax reduction provisions reduce receipts $601 
million in 1999 and $1.9 billion over five years. 

P.L. 105-277 also includes a variety of provisions affecting direct spending, which are 
estimated to increase outlays $69 million in 1999 and $2.0 billion over fiveYears. The 
major provisions include the foHowing: 

.. 	 Medicare home health provisions that modify the interim payment system and 
delay by one year implementation of the prospective payment system and across-­
the-board payment reductions. The bill also reduces the home health inflation 
adjustment over the period 2000-2003. The net cost of these and other changes is 
$20 million in ]999, and $7]0 million from 1999-2003. . 

• 	 A veterans compensation provision that lowers the standard far award of monthly 
veterans disability benefits for those who served in the Gulf War by requiring a 
presumption of service connection for ilJnesses based on a simple "positive 
associ~tion" standard. This proyision increases outlays $502 million fr<?m 2001-. 
2003. 

• 	 An authorization for TVA to prepay debt it owes the Federal Finandng Bank at 
the "nominal value" of that debt, rather than at the debt's higher "current market 
value," resulting tn a total 17-year cost to the FederaJ government ofabout $1_2 
billion, This provision increases outlays $94 mill.ion in 1999, and $690 million 
from 1999·2003. 

• 	 Other outlay provisions in P.L. 105-277 affect· visa fees for skilled nonimmigrant 
workers, amend the Public H"ealth Service Act concerning vaccine injury 
compensatioll. accelerate prh-alizntion of the Student Loan Matketlng 
Association. extend the Trade Adjustment Assistance program, and sell o~ convey 
land. These remaining outlay provisions result in net savings of $45 million in 
1999 and a net {ostof$SI mi!lionfrom 1999<.W03. ... 

5. 	 CBO ESTIMATE: Additional detail shown in Table 12 
(Fisca.! years; in millions of dollars) 

~ l222 lQ.QQ 2QQl ~ 2!lll.l. 
Outlay effect... 0 121 ],989 -1,037 102 ·40 
Receipt effect.. Q M 1M2 11 -734 ::2±Q 
Net (ost......... 0 -80 120 -1.05 I 836 200 

6. 	 EXPLr\:-IAT10N or DIFFERENCES BETWEEi'i O~1ll AND CllO ES':'IMATES: 

ror the bill:;is a whole, OMB eSlimates n net pay-as-you-go cost cfS:?50 lllimoD in 1999. 

2 




--

., 

and a net savings of $7.6 billion over five years. CBO estimates a net savings of $80 
million in 1999, and a net cost 0[$25 million over five years. OMB estimates a net 
increase in outlays 0[$32 million in 1999 and SI.9 billion over five years. CBO . 
estimates a net increase in outlays of$121 million in 1999, and $1.1 billion over five 
years. OMB estimates a net reduction in receipts 0[S181 million in 1999, and a net 
revenue gain of$9.6 billion over five years. CBO estimates a net revenue gain 0[$201 
million in 1999, and $1.1 billion over five years. 

Ofthe five~year, $8.5 billion receipts difference, the largest difference is due to the provision 
restricting abusive liquidating REIT transactions. Over five years, OMB estimates receipt 
increases 0[$15 billion from this provision, while CBO estimates receipt increases of$5.6 
billion. P.L. 10S-277 required that OMB score this provision using the economic and 
technical assumptions used in preparing the FY 1999 Mid-Session Review (MSR) baseline 
receipts forecast. The OMB MSR receipts baseline containe~ an explicit adjustment for 
anticipated revenue losses associated with liquid2.ting RElT transactions. It is believed that 
CBO's estimate was made relative to a baseline that did not fully capture the potential 
revenue erosion of these transactions. Because of the baseline differences, OMB estimates 
that the provision restricting liquidating REIT transactions raises significantly more revenue. 

Partially offsetting the estimating difference for the liquidating REIT provision are 
differences in estimates for the extension of certain expiring tax and trade provisions and 
provisions relating to famlc:-s. OMB estimates of the re'!e:me loss for the tax end trade 
extensions ·and farming provisions exceed CBO's estimates by $886 million and $675 
million, respectively. Technical modeling differences of the I-year extension of a modified 
exception from subpart F for active financing income and the provision ofa specialS-year 
net operating loss carryback period for fanning losses account for most of the estimating 
differences. . 

There are differences between OMS and CSO scoring of the provisions affecting Medicare, 
vetenms compensation~ and TVA debt refinancing. For the Medicare pro'.'isio~s~ CBO 

. estimates $IS0 million in outlays in 1999 and $800 million over five years. OMS estimates 
1999 outlays of$20 million, and five-year outlays of $71 0 minion. In 2000. OMB estimates 
outlays of $SIO million, while CBO estimates outlays of $2.0 billion. In 2001, OMB 
estimates outlays $480 million, while CBO estimatGs outlay savings of $1.1 blilion. CBO's 
baseline assumes higher Medicare spending, and this accounts for the large differences in the 
home health estimates in 2000 and 200 I. For \'eterans compensation, OMB and CBO differ 
in their assumptions of veterans behavior and how quickly the Department of Veterans 
Affairs (VA) will iI1)plement the provision affecting benefits for Gulf War veterans. Based 
on experience ·with Agent Orange legislation. OMB assumes V A will process and grant more 
claims than CBO does. OMB estimates outlays of$502 million from 2001-2003, while CBO 
estimates outlays of $40 million over .the same three years. For the TV~ debt repayment 
provision. OMB assumes lower long-term interest rates and thus a higher market value for 
TVA'$ debt than does C80. OMB estimates outlays of $94 million in 1999. and $690 
million over five years. CHO estimates outlays of$16 million in 1999, and S306111i11iol1 
over ti \"e years. 
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7. CU~1ULATIVE EFFECT OF DrRECT SPEKDING AND REVENUE LEGISLATION 
ENACTED TO DATE: 

(Fiscal years: in millions of dollars) 

l2.2J! ~ 1!l:OO 2.QQl 2QQ2 2Q!U 
OutlayeffeeL.,,, -180 -746 731 918 558 -- 812 
Receipt effect... ,. 21 2a M9.!i 1.11& :ill ~ 
Net cost...... " ..... ·271 ·844 -2,965 -860 -196 ·1,I46 

4 



