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CURRENT BUDGET OUTLOOK 
{in billions of dollars} 

1976 1977 


Base estimate: 

Outlays ..... ~ ......•................................... 
Receipts .............................................. . 

370.8 
292.3 

419.1 
351.4 

Deficit ..................................... . -78.5 -67.7 

Suggested changes: 

Outlays ............................................... . 
Receipts: 

Relatively desirable increases .••.•..•.•.••........• 
Offsetting economic effects of all proposals .......• 

-1.4 -23.5 

2.4 
-4.0 

Outlays .................................................. . 
Receipts .................................. ................ . 

369.4 
292.3 

395.5 
349.8 

Deficit ..•••...•••....•.•............•.•...•• -77 .1 -45.7 

. . 

September 18, 1975 

• 




-- - -- --
--

1977 BUDGET OUTLAY REDUCTIONS 

(Dollars in millions) 

1976 1977 
Revi sed 1978 Outlay 

Current Suggested Revised Current Suggested Planning Ef fect of 
Agency Estimate Rc~uctions Es t imat e Estimate Reduct ions Guidance Reductions 

Civ i} i an Pr o;]!ams : 
., -, cultur e .. .......................... . 14, 685 -640 14,045 14,767 -2,815 11, 952 -2, 970 

.- !:"\....._ .. .. ,. ....................................................... .. 1,789 1 ,789 2,239 -11 2,228 
Corio:; 0;: lligineers ... . .•.•••. 1,997 -24 1, 973 2,122 -207 1, 915 - "to . 

• m":. 127 , 089 -32 127, 057 142,798 -9,018 133,780 -10, 467 
J.lJ-:) • 5, 808 -15 5 ,793 8,723 -48(3 8,235 - 541 

ior. 2 , 469 -30 2,4 39 2,186 -189 1 ,997 - 144 
2 ,253 -6 2,247 2, 309 -100 2, 209 - 38 

26 ,072 -57 26,015 24, 801 -783 24 , 018 - 3 , 023 
1, 242 -14 1, 228 1,144 -54 1, 100 - 24 

12 ,075 12,075 12,950 - d O 12, 720 -230 
46 ,592 45/)92 55,614 -1,168 54.446 -73 

'.."_i"~ t il ..... . 

.~ ...... ........ ...................................................... ..~ 4,059 4,059 5,070 -30 5, 040 
3,185 3,185 4,864 -403 4, 461 - 803 

14 14 173 -753 - 580 -430 
, -;"\ ... 
t~ ..._.,.. .... ...... ., .................................... oo ...... .. 3, 498 -77 3,421 3,805 -250 3,555 -143 
Vf\ _ . • •• .• ••• .••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 18, 167 18, 167 17,704 -1,202 16,502 ~1,293 
,., 8,712 8,712 10, 358 -312 10, 04 6 -339 

(1,700) (-65) (1,635) 1,700 - 390 1, 310 -1,170 
J 720 -12 708 775 -50 725 -69 

3,443 3,443 3,567 -110 3,457 -110 
"r\,'.'l\ .. ........ ............................................................... .. 781 781 820 -25 795 - 1 
:CCJ.8ign Economi c Assistance .•.....•.•... 2,554 2,554 3,811 -43 3.768 -68 

r'lil i t t< ry P!-1?9r:-:ms : 
I}QrDiL=nt of Defense ..••.........••..•. 91,800 -505 91,295 98,765 -5,765 93,000 -1,105 

_.!..lit~-: l\.3s ·stunce...........••.••...•. 1(238 1(238 1,708 -26 1,682 -33 

'-..' • ..,.. . ~ .. .. .. .... "I .......................................................... .. 


• . ,'. L J "; .. t-Irnport Bank•••• • ••••••••••••••••• 
'P .. ...................................................................... .. 



( 


Agency 
All other ageIl.cies ....................... . 
All.CMances : 

pay adjust:It:erlt•••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Contingencies••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Energy (rebate) paym:mts •••••••••••••••• 

Threatened Congressional add-ons •••••••••• 
Undistributed Offsetting Receipts: 

i •OCS Recelpt:.S •••••••••••••••.••••••••••••• 
O'tl1.er••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

'Ibta.l ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Merrorandum: 

ASsume slower phase-in..................... . 


'Ibta.l •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

1976 1977 


Revised 1978 OUtlay 
CUrrent Suggested Revised Current Suggested Planning Effect of 
Estimate Reductions Estimate Estimate Reductions Guidance Reductions 

6,404 6,404 6,261 -71 6,190 

550 
400 
750 

2,500 2/ 

550 
400 
750 

2,500 

2,600 -1,050 
2,000 
1,000 

2/ 5,250 3/ 

1,550 
2,000. 
1,000 
5,250 3/ 

-8,000 
-12,057 
370,789 -1,412 

-8,000 
-12,057 
369,377 

-8,000 
-12,804 
419,090 -25,543 

-8,000 
-12,804 
393,547 -23,481 

370,789 -1,412 369,377 
2,0~0' 

419,090 -23,543 
2,000 

395,547 -23,481 

1/ Assumes new budget authority at the same level as in FY 1976. 

2/ Middle point of $2-3 billion range. 

3/ Middle point of $4.5-6 billion range. 
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DepartMent OJ: Agri culture 
1977 Ou t lay Reduc tions 

{In million:; of $) 

Revised 
Planning Current Suggest.ed plai1ning 

Progra..'!l guid.:mcE: Ad i us ben t estimate L"educ.tion guidance 

Fooc st~;p p~cgr~ 6919 6919 1335 5584 

Chi Id netd cion p r ogram 1900 820 2 720 IHO 16 10 

CC pri~f Slifport 
r~1~~~d prog~ams 

• 	 n;:;erv~tion and 
rcl<l~~d progcaI1s 

ur',"l neve lOP1!'C!{, t 
~:";g ra""-' 

i\.!bli c L'::".1 4£0 

and 
1 ?')(' 12 29 250 979 

620 620 so 570 

i:': !"J oLsin[; 
8~0 840 so 790 

104 1042 1042 

csec!'..:L . ~c~ulr.tory e:md 
5:'" Cr'. °74 S74 974 

_~es try 83 832 832 

OCher 270 270 270 

Less -=12'~e!~ts - 670 - 6 79 ....; 79 
E:;.nloY!l!ent :-ec.uction xx ,X-x xx 20 - 20 

TOTAL 13947 820 14767 2815 11952 

'NOTE : IE, as is Likely, t!1e Congr~J ... r.estores prog!2.'.nS pr op osed fo r termination 
in the 1976 budget , 1977 cutlays weuld be it.creased by about $250 million . 
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Date: Sept. 5, 1975 

SUJ."llmary of Outlay Red.uctions (Part I) 
Department of Agriculture 

(dollars in millions) 

Effect 
1976 

on outlays in 
1977 1978 

.. 

A. IS 77 planning guidance 
Adjustments: 

Ccngressional inaction, 
Child nutrition 

Curre~t estimate 

E. Suggested program recuctions: 

Fooel St0~:-~?S (4 itenlS)! 
C'..Crl:ent: estir.,ate 
C-LJ re:cClITc:enciation 

Suggested reduction 

Cd Id ~'litrit:L!n (2 items): 
C:.: r ::'2n t (:~::; tiE~~'.. t C 

C>~.2, rccGr::-::c:'"id,?.ticr.: 

Suggested reduction 

Tobacco ?rice Support: 
C~rrent estimate 
O~~3 rccol:-:~:;'2ndtlt~orJ. 

Sug22sted reduction 

Pe<:nut Price Support: 
Current estimnte 
OhB recom:nendation 

Suggested reduction 

6800 
6260 

2520 
2520 

89 
89 

620 
520 

xxx 

xxx 

14685 

540 

100 

6919 
5584 

2720 
1610 

102 
52 

587 
387 

13,947 

820 

14, 7b 7 

1335 

lllO 

50 

200 

7200 
6025 

3115 
1740 

128 
78 

670 
420 

xxx 

xxx 

xxx 

ll75 

1375 

50 

250 



Effect on outlays in 
1976 1977 1978 

Technical Assistance: 
Current estimate 201 200 200 
O~3 rcco~~2nd~tion 201 150 150 

Suzgcsted reduction 50 50 

'(later ancl Sc"Ter Grants: 
Current estimate 66 70 200 
C~~B rc:coL;l~ler-dation 66 20 150 

Sugges~ed reduction 50 50 
[~~lcyre2nt reduction 20 20 

• Ictal suggested reduction 6~O 2815 2970 
Revised pla~ning guidance and 
-::clat(~d 1976 8TilOunt 14045 11952 
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1977 Outlay Reduct10ns (Part II) 
USDA/Food Stamps 

(dollars in millions) 

Date: q/5/75 

I I -­

/Xxi 

appropriation request, 
other administration action 

~ 

LI 

deferral action 

rescission action 

~ substantive legislation LI other congressional action 

1978 
BA OUtlays BA /1..:OU..:;..:t_l_a..:.y_s BA Outlays 

1976 1977 

.. &~ount: 

Current estimate ••••••••• ~. 6,800 6,800 6,900 6,900 xxx 7,200 
pMB recommendation •••••••••• 6,550 6,550 6,300 6,300 xxx 6,600 

Suggested. reduction••••••• -250 -250 -600 -600 xxx -600 

Ac'tions required: 
" 

\ 
Assuming that the legislative prohibitions on changi~g food stamp regui'f.tioh lapse on December 31, 1975, amend current 
regulatioIlssO that selected itemized deductions (L'e., shelter and chi\d support) would not be allowed in excess 
of a s~eclfic amount; eliminate deductions for education, pension and uriion dues, and limit medical deductions to 
costs 1n excess 'of a percentage of income. \ 
Prograrn. impact: . \ 

'. 
This proposal would eLi.minate from participation or reduce the bene~its of some households with relatively high 
gross incomes and large shelter expenditures. Depending on the shelter de,duction limit assumed" program costs 
could be ~educed $509-$700 millipn. 

Other consideration: 

Changes 6£ this sort are now being' considered by the Domestic Council Task Group. 

.I/---::-~,.'. (."~\ 
! ,"' i 

c> I 
:~) i 

r-:.._/'~addiiive with other food stamp issues "', ,"", ;' . :/ . i: ':'~ :~/ 



1977 Outlay Redu~~~ons (Part II) 

USDA/Food Stamps 
(dollars in millions) 

Date: 9/5/75 

L! appropr~ation request, L! 

L! other administration action L! 

I XI substantive legislation L! 

1976 1977 

deferral action 

rescission action 

other congressional action 

1978 
BA 	 Outlays BA Outlays BA Outlays 

• 	 A17\Ount: 
Current estimate ••••••••.••• 6,800 6,800 6,900 6,900 xxx 7,200 

I O~ffi recommendation .••••••••• 6,660 6,660 6,625 6,625 xxx 6,925 
Suggested, reduction ••••••• -140 -140 -275 -275 xxx -275 

Actions required: 

\ 
Resubmit, proposed legislation which would make SSI,.-& public assistance ~ecipients eligible for Food Stamp benefit 
only ir-t,hey qualify under Food Stamp income and assets test. \ 

P~ogram- impact:' 	 \ 
\ 

This proposal would reduce Food Stamp patticipationby approximately 1.2 ki11i~n•. Program costs would 
decrease $250-300 mi11ion~ Reduced participation would impact elderly households. 

Other consideration: 


Changes of this sort are now 
 being considered by the Domestic Council Task Group. 

'~?'''\ 
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Date: 

L--/ 

/ ~ 

L--/ 

• Amount: 
Current estimate ••••••••••• 
OMB recommendation •••••••••• 

Suggested reduction••••••• 

Actions required: 

9/5/75 

appropriation request 

other administration action 

substantive legislation 

1977 OUtlay Reduc~~ons (Part II) 

USDA/Food Stamps 
(dollars in millions) 

/ / deferral action 

L! rescission action 

L! other congressional action 

1976 1977 1978 

BA OUtlays BA OUtlays BA OUtlays 

6,800 
6,800 
-0­

6,800 
6,800 
-0­

6,900 
6,600 
-300 

6,900 
6,600 
-300 

xxx 
xxx 
xxx 

7,200 
6,800 
-400 

\ 
Administrately implement an allotment schedule based on the current Ec~nomy Food Plan and providing individualized 
computation of coupon allotment for all recipient households and a partial hold-harmless of current participants:, , 
Regulations along these lines are in process. '\ . 

Program impact: 
\
.\ 

Would decrease the cost of bonus coupons by $300 million annually •. The p~oposal would reduce allotment 

levels for about two thirds of participating households. The major impac~ would be on the one· and two-

person households. This proposal would incur an increase in Administrative costs (certification and issuance). 


,~/:''-'~7'"
1'-'> L) "­Other consideration: • ~ .f.' \. 

( . \ 
J ~, 

\ c-' : 
l :,'/ 

\ ..::>. :'; '~";':~/ 
~.~ .-........ ~ .... ~ 


* This proposal is related but distinct from the Domestic Council effort. 



1977 Outlay Reductions (Part II) 

USDA/Food Stamps 
(dollars in millions) 

Date: 9/5/75 

L/ appropriation request 	 deferral actionL/ 

L/ other administration action 	 / / rescission action 

/ ~ substantive legislation 	 other congressional actionL/ 

1976 1977 1978 
BA Outlays BA Outlays BA Outlays 

• 	 Amount: 
Current ,estimate .......•..• 6,800 6,800 6,900 6,900 xxx xxx 
OHB recommendation ....• .' .... 6,800 6,800 6,740 6,740 xxx 

Suggested reduction.•...•. 	 160 
xxx 

160, 	 xxx xxx 

. Actions required: 

Limit cost:""of-living increases to 60% of the chap.ge in the applicable index. 

,Program impact: 

Food Stamp rec~pients would receive lower allotments than those to which they might be entitled without 
'a "cap". 

Other considera.tion: 

Congressional enactment is ,unlikely in view of·FY 1976 experience with a similar proposal. 



1977 Outlay Reductions (P2yt II) 

USDA/Child Nutrition 
(dollars in millions) \ 

Date: 9/5/75 

~ appropriation request deferral action~ 

~ other administration action / / rescission action 

/ x/ substantive legislation other congressional action~ 

1976 1977 1978 
BA Cutlays :3A Outlays BA Outlays 

• 
F~c/L1~t: 

C~rrcnt estimate .......... . 2,580 2,520 2,790 2,720 xxx 3,115 
0:·3 recc!:.J-:lc;nda-tio:-J. ........... . 2,580 2,520 1,695 1,610 xxx 1,740 . 

S~g;ested reduction ...... . -0- -0- -1,095 -1,110 xxx -1,375 

Actions required: 

Amend the Block Grant proposal to include use of food stamps by children from eligible households for payment 
of school meals. Children from participating food stamp households would be able to purchase meals (now provided 
free or at a reduced price) using coupons which represent their per meal portion of the households food stamp 
allotment. Severe administrative problems such as determination of children's per meal cost in food stamps by 
age, sex and household allotment levels may be encountered and need study. Use of food stamps for this purpose, 
however, could reduce the duplication of Federal nutritional support which provide more than 100% of nutritional 
needs. 

Program impact: 

Reduced participation of non-needy children since Block Grant treats only with needy children. 

Other consideration: 

Non-enactment of H.R. 4222 in FY 76: programs authorized under the continuing resolu~ion (includes non-enactment 
of Administration's cost-of-living caps) - simple extension of current law. 

Enactment of the Administration's Block Grant proposal in FY 77 which would replace a number of narrow 
categorical programs (including the Special Supplemental Foods for Women, Infants and Children; 

/~~ Food Donations; and Special Milk) with a comprehensive State grant. 'C~-r'~lu'-

I . ~\ 
~ ;:.!*If H.R. 4222 becomes law, FY 76 outlays would be increased to $2,942 million. FY 77 and 78 costs would 
\ .;:;j

proportionately increase. \....,·11. I~/ 
...... 1'•.• ,., ....... . 
... _.:J..::~~,../ 
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1977 Oetlcly Reductions (P",rt II) 
eee/peanut Price Support 

(Dollars in Millions) 

IL:tc: Scotcmber 5. 1975 

1=1 appropriation request I I deferral action 

I~I othe r adi:linis tr <ltive action ,. I-I rescission action 

I_I substantive legislation 1=1 other conzressicnal action 

1976 1977 1978 .. 3A O....!tl<lE BA OutLqs IV.. Outli:l)'S 
,\.-'- r',', !,..,: t : 

Cur~2nt estionte . xxx 620 xxx 587 xxx 670 
D~·~~.J !.~c C'c~'-:-,cnd.:!~ion • xxx 520 xxx 387 xxx 420 

~UG~cstcd reduction •• xxx 100 xxx 200 xxx 250 

Acti~ns required: 

Re. turn to USDA's former practice of selling surplus peanuts (acquired under the price support program) to 
crushers for conversion into peanut oil. Currently eee crushes the peanuts and holds the oil for sale 
,,;hen prices are higher than at present. 

I'rogrZ:T:l impact: 

Peanut oil prices would be lowered. Outlays would be reduced as shown. 

Other consideration: 

The current run-up in costs for the peanut program is a result of a decision to make the program look so 
b<ld th;:;t Congress "lOuIe! pass peanut legislation more to the Administration's liking. .tilthough the 
strntegy is not working, USDA is continuing with it, and has proposed shipping the oil through P.L. 480 
rather than selling it con~ercia11y. 

A return to the old practice would mean ab<lndonment of the strategy but not an abandonment of the effort to 
reform the peanut program. 



- - --

P2.r.: II) 

D.:lte : Se.,tcl-;:'er 5. J"973 

i_j .:l?proprintio:l reques t !=I de£er~al ac tion 

Ixl c; t hcr uGt•• i f!l strative c:ction r _LI res cission nc tion 

1- substanti ve legis l .cttion (j ot;1cr conr,n~~s ion~l .:lcticn 

1976 1977 1978
• BA Outl~}"s BA _O ut l~y!; L,. ~ C:-:~l <!'!S 

,\;-:r lJ:1 ;: : 

CL ~ r~~: estimnte . xxx 89 xxx 102 xxx 128 
( . -J :- ::r.-:~2nCt:! ::':';'11 xxx 89 J...""XX 52 xxx 7S 1 

--li .. "~:~~$ t..::C l 'C!duct i on xxx xxx -SO]) x xx 50 ~I 

Acti ons required: 

Reduce poundage q uot as to bring producti on i nto be t ter b a l ance v,lith demanc. 

;ro"'r2IT: ii'1pac t: 

Hould reduce amount of b urley .:m.G fl ue -cured t obacco f arme!"s could p roduce and t hus reduce eee l oan o utlays . 

Other cor.sjder;;tion: 

\~ , ; uld reduce p res s u re to ship surp h:s t obac c o ur:der Food for Peace program . 

jj An ap~roximation. Harder es timate e xpected tv f ollow discussions >;-] i t h "USDA. 



1977 Outlay REo dons (Part II) 


USDA: Technical Assistance to Farmers and Landown~rs 


(dollars in millions) 


Date: September 5 t 1975 


I_¥ appropriation request I I ceferral action 


I I other administrative action I-I rescission action 


I-I substantive legislation I-I other congressional action 


1976 1977 1978 

BA Outlays BA Outlays BA Outlays
• Amount: 

Current estimate ••• 200 201 200 200 xxx 200' 

mm recor:l...'nendation • • 200 201 150 150 xxx 150 


Suggested reduction 50 xxx 50 


Actions required: 


Reduce budget request for Soil Conservation Service (conservation operations). 


Program impact: 


Preparation of farm plans (soil suitability for various farm operations) and other technical assistance to 

farmers and landowners ~vould be severely curtailed. 


Other consideration: 


Although there are no specific studies of this program, the assistance it provides improves the income of 

the recipient; such assis tance is available, for a fee, from private organizations. 



1977 Outlay Reductions (pzrt II) 
USDA \\'ater and Sewer Grants 

(Dollars in Millions) 

D~te: Scptc~ber 5, 1975 

I~I nppropriation request 	 1=1 deferral acticn 

I-I other admi~istrative actio~ 	 I I rescission 8ction 

I_I substantive legislatio~ 	 I-I other congressi.onal actio~ 

1976 	 1977 197::3 

• 	 BA O·Jtlny.'3 BA Ot:tl.:1YS lif',. O-I.lt~ 

Amount: 
Ct:rrcnt esti~ate ••. 150 66 150 70 xxx 200 

m:jj rcco:T;!'-cndation • . 150 66 20 xxx 150 


Su;gcsted reduction 150 50 50 


Actions ~equired: 

A one-year moratorium on providing new funding for water and sewer grants for FY 1977. 

Program iMpact: 

Eli:ninate the availability of grants during FY 1977 	for approximately 700 water and sewer proj ects. Tile 
roughly 1,000 projects to be assisted by the $400 M water and sewer 5% loan program would have to be 
implemented on a "loan only" basis rather than - on the average - with 1/3 grant assistance. T;1e previous 
grant moratorium - FY 1974, when grant funding was reduced to $24 M - did n0t prevent full utilization of 
water and sewer loan funds - $470 M. TI1e lowest incone cow~unities would likely not be eligible for project 
ossistance on a "loan only" basis. 

Other consideration: 

This program would be included in any future reforms of community or economic development programs (e.g., 
conversion to block grants). 

--:-.:'~'-" 
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DEPARTfvlt.,~ ( OF COMMERCE 

1977 OUTLAY REDUCTIONS 
(dollars in millions) 

Program 

EDA/Regional Commissions 

Maritime 

NOAA
• 

Patent 

DIBA 

NBS/OT 

Census 

Minority Business 

All other (including offsetting receipts) 

Savings from using Job Opportunities funds 

Personnel reductions 

Total 

Pl anni ng
guidance 

452 

691 

556 

84 

61 

74 

100 

51 

(20) 

2049 

Adjustments 

+190 

+190 

.~-:--." 

""At{) \,,' l' 
. . \ 

I ""I
' C), 

"::; J 
0;; 

~. ~ '~~,~J ~'U ".~> J 

Current 
estimate 

642 

691 

556 

84 

61 

74 

100 

51 

(20) 

2239 

( 

Revised 
Suggested
reductions 

planning
guidance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10 

1 

11 2228 



--
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SUMMARY Or 0UTLAY REDUCTIONS 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
{dollars in millions) 

Effect on outlays in 
1976 1977 T978--	 ..;.....- ..;;.... ­

A. 	 1977 Planning guidance .. xxx 2,049 xxx 
Adjustments: 

Increase 	resulting from 
$375M for Job 
Opportunities . xxx 190 xxx 

Current estimate. 	 1,789 2,239 xxx• 
B~ Suggested program reductions: 

Job Opportunities Program* 0 
Reduction in Commerce .. 0 10 

- Reduction in other agencies. 0 70 

C. 	 Personnel reduction . . • xxx 1 

Total suggested reduction. 	 0 11 0 

Revised 1977 planning guidance and 
related 1976 amount .•... 1,789 2,228* xxx 

* 	Every effort would be made to use Job Opportunities funds to substitute for otherwise required 1977 
outlays by Commerce and other Federal agencies. We es1;imat~ potential reduction of $lOM in Commerce 
and $70M in other agenci es whi ch have not yet been i denti fi ed,. 

~---::--'-A '" " \-" 	 l & "' 
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1977 Outlay ~cductions (Part II) 
Conmerce/Job Opportun; b es Program 

(dollars in millions) 

Date: September 5, 1975 

~ appropriation request L:J7 deferral action 

~ other Administration action ~ rescission action 

~ substantive legislation 0' other congressional action 

• 1976 1977 1978 
BA Outlays BA Outlays BA Outlays 

Amount: 
Current estimate. . . . . 125 190 xxx 
OMB recommendation (net 

increase in outlays) .. 125 110 xxx 
Suggested reduction. 80 xxx 

Action Required: 

Federal agencies would be requested to submit and the Secretary of Commerce would be instructed to select 
projects for Job Opportunities funding which to the maximum extent consistent with authorizing legislation
would reduce the requirement for FY 1977 expenditures. 

,~'-'--"" 

,":;:,'" R A I. ....>\ 
Program Impact: ... /,'\I • 

~ -:"". I 

Agency projects now planned for FY 1977 which would otherwise result in FY 1977 expenditures would b~. :~/
funded with the FY 1975 Job Opportunity appropriations of $375M. .\.....j." ,-,(., ..,.~ ': .' ,,~ \ 

Other Consideration: 

Congressional opposition to this approach would be severe if actions in this direction are too blatant and 
might result in congressional prohibitions to use the money as a substitute for other Federal funds. 
Senator Montoya particularly has advocated that priority in the allocation of funds go to State and local 
projects. 
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
1977 Outlay Reductions 

Revised 
Planning Current Suggested planning 

Program guidance Adjustments estimate reductions guidance 

Construction 2122 xxx 2122 200 1922 


• 
Employment reduction 7 -7 

Total 2122 xxx 2122 207 1915 


(
.~~~ ."", 

~J
-0 • 


c.::.. I 


!<Yb'}l~;/\" / 
........._-­



SUMMARY OF OUTLAY REDUCTIONS 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

(dollars in mlllions) 

Effect on outlays in 
1976 1977 1975 

A. 	 1977 Planning guidance xxx 2122 xxx 

Current estimate ••...•• 199, 2122 xxx 

• 	 B. Suggested program reductions: 

Construction ........ 20 200 400 

C. 	 Employment reduction: 4 7 7 

Total suggested reduction 24 	 207 407 

Revised 	1977 planning 
guidance and related 
1976 amount . . .. . . . . . 1973 1915 xxx 

<' "'~r \,.11. ,~ 1" 

~., ·r 

/ ~. l ~ 1 
\ _, i 

\. ,,'..' \'1I.. -~. '. ~.•~: \~,...~..-
"'~' 	 .......... ~ 




1977 Outlay Reductions (Part II) 
Corps of Engineers/Construction 

(dollars in millions) 

Date: September 5, 1975 

/x/ appropriation request /~ deferral action 

/~ other administration action /x! recission action 

• /~ substantive legislation /~ other congressional action 

Amount: 1976 1977 1978 
B.ll. Outlays BA Outla:ls BA Outlays 

Current estimate ...••. 1271 1268 1450 1559 xxx 1485 
mill recommendation .... 1251 1248 1250 1359 xxx 1085 

Suggested reduction -20 -20 -200 -200 xxx -400 

Actions required: 

ReducG the current pace or curtail Corps of Engineers construction on some of the 
294 flood control, water supply, navigation and hydroelectric projects now underway 
by (A) proposing recission of funds for a large proportion of the new construction 
contracts to be let after January 1, 1976, and (B) reducing the currently anti­
cipated budget request in 1977. Although there is a large number of projects in 
this program, less than half have contracts to be let within the appropriate time 
frame. The size of the savings desired ($200 M) largely eliminates the possi­
bility of selectively choosing among them. 

,'. ,,_/::-:-~l:}- ,;'\ L /) , - -f 
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Program impact: 

Approximately 130 projects would be affected by the construction slowdown; about 
50 of these would be shutdown completely -- have no work in progress -- for various 
lengths of time. This would allow all hydroelectric power on-line dates to be 
met. The selection of the projects would be arbitrary and depend solely on when 
contracts were due as disoussed above. 

Other considerations: 

There are particular projects which could be picked out for environmental or 
economic reasons for termination (such as CEQ's dirty dozen) saving considerable 
amounts now and in the future. The more practical approach, however, would be 
the procedure recommended. 

The unemployment rate in the construction industry is at a high level. A $200 M 
reduction from the current planning level would imply an unemployment impact of 
about 10,000 jobs in the private sector. 

These projects are generally popular with the Congressional delegation involved. 
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Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
1977 Outlay Reductions 

(millions) 

1977 Revised 
Planning Current Suggested planning 

?-=-..'?5) r arn guidance Adjustments estimates reductions guidance 

Health agencies 5,104 5,104 5,104 

D~dicaid 8,327 711 9,038 -1,230 7 807 
M2dicare 18,336 1,837 20.,173 -2,500 17: 673

• 
E6~cation programs 6,503 837 7,340 -406 6,934 

In~c~e maintenance and 
other 

Public assistance ... 4,977 1,072 6,049 -353 5,696 
Social services .•... 1,100 1,240 2,340 -857 1,483 
OllSDr ••••••••••••••• 83,534 704 84,238 -3,254 80,984 
Coal miners benefits. 987 987 -15 972 
Supplemental security 

inco!:le ........•••• 5,874 5,874 -170 5,704 
Eu:nan development .. . 1,505 1,505 -200 1,305 
All other .......... . 150 150 150 

:cn~ployment reduction 
(agency-wide) ....•... -33 -33 

Tota 1 ................. . 136,397 6,401 142,798 -9,018 133,780 
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1978 

Summary of Outlay Reductions 

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 


(dollars in million) 


Effect on Outlays in 

1976 1977 


A. 	 1977 planning guidance & related 

1976 amount ................... .. xxxx 136,397 xxxx 


Adjustments 

Congressional failure to enact 

cost savings legislation: 


Medicare ...................... xxxx 1,837
• OASDr •..•••........•...•...... xxxx 704 

Public Assistance •......•..... xxxx 353 

Social Services ......•••...... xxxx 1,000 

Medicaid ...................... xxxx 711 


Override of Education 

appropriations bill veto ..••.... xxxx 837 xxxx 


xxxx 	 5,442 xxxx

(e,.. -r:..,'~~~ 

Reestimates of the Base: 

Public Assistance .....•..•... xxxx 719 <:)
\, ~ 
Social Services •••.••....•... xxxx 	 240 
 ". ~ "/

' , ..'Itt!!~, '-.......
xxxx 959. ..,<-- xxxx 

Current estimate ••.•••.•.....• 127,089 142,798 xxxx 


B. Suggested program. reductions 
Medicare: 

Current estimate ........•..•. 16,833 20,173 23,193 
.OMB recommendation ....•....•. 16,833 17,673 20,393 

Suggested reduction .••..... 	 -2,500 -2,800 

Medicaid: 

Current estimate ....•••••.... 7,765 9,037 10,188 

OMB recommendation ......••... 7,765 7,807 8 1 948 


Suggested reduction ••...... 	 -1,230 -1,240 



Summary of 9ut1ay Reductions 
Department of Rea' , Education, and Welfare 

(Con't) (doli in millions) ~ 

Effect on Outlys in 
1976 1977 1978 

Public Assistance: 
Current estimate ........... . 5,763 6,049 6,308 
OMB recommendation ......... . 5,763 5,696 5,955 

Suggested redu-ction ......• 	 -353 - -353 

Social Services: 
Current estimate ........... . 2,331 2,340 2,400 
OMB recommendation .........• 2,331 1,483 800 

Suggested reduction •.. ~ ... 	 -857 -1,600 

Aging/Nutrition:
• 	 Current estimate ........... . 131 135 100 


O~~ 	recommendation ......... . 131 44 20 
Suggested 'reduction ..•..•. -80 -80 

Rehabilitation Services: 
Current estimate... ......•.. 686 740 720 
OMB recommendation.......... 686 620 515 

Suggested reduction ..••.•. 	 -120 -205 

Black Lung: 
Current estimate .... ~....... 996 991 1,021 
OMB recommendation.......... 996 976 1,001 

Suggested reduction-.~ ...• 	 -15 -20 

OASD1: 
Curr~nt estimate .......•...• 72,865 84,238 92,966 
OMB recommendation ......... . 72,865 80,984 89,527 

Sug~ested reduction ...•••. 	 - 3,254 - 3,439 

SS1: 
Current estimate ........•.•• 5,517 5,.874 6,103 
OMB recommendation .. ~ ...... . 5,517 5,704 5,833 

Suggested reduction .••...• 	 -170 -180/ ,.} ;: A !-~""" 
'.'( 

j 
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1978 

Summary of O· ~ay Reductions 
Department of Hea1t~ lucation, and Welfare 

(Con't) (do11ars.fi millions) 

Effect on Outlays in 

Title I, ESEA: 
Current estimate •••.••• 
OMB recommendation ••••• 

Suggested reduction 

Adult Education: 
Current estimate ••••••• 
OMB recommendation ••••• 

Suggested reduction •• 

• 	 Vocational Education - Basic 
Grants: 
Current estimate ••••••• 
OMB recommendation ••••• 

Suggested reduction 

Work-Study: 
Current estimate •••••••• 
OMB recommendation •.••• 

Suggested reduction 

Non-Student Assistance: 
Current estimate .•••••• 
OMB recommendation •.••• 

Suggested reduction •• 

C. 	 Employment Reduction 
(agency-wide) 

Total suggested reduction 

Revised planning guidance 

1976 

1,755 
1,755 

66 
34 

-32 

186 
186 

287 
287 

284 
284 

-32 

127,057-._.-:----.,.
.<--\,,"';\:....'~.. 

. 
/., 
.,.;)\ 

", \ 

~= J'..; 

~. .i 
.'\. /' 

. ~ j \, .. 

1,895 

1,830 


66 

446 
396 

313 
212 

243 
119 

1977 


-65 

-66 

-50 

-101 

-124 

-33 

9,018 

133,780 

1,897 
~OO 

66 

396 
352 

310 
166 

274 
108 

-97 

-66 

-44 

-144 

-166 

-33 

-10,467 

xxx 

http:do11ars.fi


1977 Outlay Rel ,ions (Part II) 

Medicare 
(dollars in millions) 

Date: September 5, 1975 

[] appropriation request [] deferral action 

[J other administration action [J rescission action 

Di] substantive legis~~jon [] other congressional action
./,:. '. ;n,?:,\

• r:"'\ 
r)t ~ 1976 1977 1978 
,.'j BA Outlays BA Outlays BA Outlays 

.. , 
:! :- ~7. '. /

.A111ount: 
Current estb~ate 18,364 16,833 21,533 20,173 23,193 
O~'1B recommendation ...•.......•.. 18,364 16,833 21,533 17,673 20,393 

Suggested reduction ...•...•.•. -2,500 -2,800 

Actions required: Legislation would be proposed to freeze the Medicare payment rates for hospitals 
and physicians for one year beginning July 1, 1976. Hospital cost increases would be perrni tted, if 
approved by a State, within a maximum of an aggregate average 5% per diem State-wide. Physicians 
would also be required to accept Medicare payment as full compensation, i.e., assignment, and pro­
hibited from charging patients more than specified deductible and coinsurance in law (savings of 
$1 billion in 1977 and $800 million in 1978). Any limitation on hospital cost increases must be 
arbitrary since there is no agreement by the medical profession or by the public as to what 
cons Jcitutef3 "quality" of care or how much is a fair or reasonable cost for hospital care. A freeze 
on physician reimbursement is justifiable on grounds that physician fees should be permitted to 
rise only if higher prices are needed to induce more persons to enter medical schools or if public 
policy dictates that prices should be allowed to increase to restrict use of services. Since neither 
of these reasons is now applicable, there is no basis in social welfare for allowing physician 
incomes to increase beyond their current level. 

The Medicare cost-sharing proposal would continue to be supported (savings of '$1.5 billion in 1977 
and $2.0 billion in 1978). This proposal is consistent with principles in nearly all of the 
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national health insurance proposals that recognize that moderate cost-s~aring is needed to prevent 
unnecessary utilization of services and that limits must be established on total cost-sharing for 
adequate financial protection. The major element of the proposaL is to require beneficiaries to 
pay 10% of charges from the 2nd to 60th day of hospitalization, which is now free. Lengths of 
stay in the Medicare program are often longer than necessary, reflecting variation in the supply 
of hospital beds. For example, in the West--which has 5.9 hospital beds for 1,000 population-­
lengths of stay for Medicare beneficiaries average 10.1 days. In the Northeast--which has 8.7 
hospital beds per 1,000 population--lengths of stay average nearly 50% longer--15.0 days. The 
cost-sharing proposal also includes separate $750 limits on cost-sharing for hospital and 
physicians' services, replacing current potential liability of about $4,500 for inpatient 
services and unlimited financial liability for physicians' services. 

Program impact: Medicare hospital cost increases would be reduced from about 14% to 5% per diem 
• 	 ar.d Medicare physician fee increases would be frozen rather than rising about 10%. To the extent 

that a hospital's cost rise exceeded approved limits, these costs wou,ld be passed on to other payors 
of hospital expenses. The overall 5% limit would permit states to assess the justification for 
increases on a case-by-case basis. Announcement of the proposals in the budget would permit nearly 
six months for hospitals to adjust spending plans. Less restr ictive limits would make transition 
a more manageable problem but reduce savings. Some hospitals and physician may, however,' refuse 
to serve Medicare patients under these reimbursement policies. The cost-sharing proposal would 
increase cost-sharing for a typical hospital stay from about $100 to about $275. The proposed $750 
cost-sharing limits would assist less than 1% of beneficiaries. 

Other considerations: The cost-savings estimates are uncertain and include an assumption that 
future legislative proposals would not permit hospitals and physicians to "catch-up" for the limit 
period in 1978. Adjusting such, maximum increase amounts by an index, e.g., the cpr, is one alter­
native for future years. Congress will oppose the Administration proposals. 



(
1977 Outlay Re~ .ions (Part II) 

Medicaid 
(dollars in millions) 

Date: September 5, 1975 

[] appropriation request [] deferral action 

[] other administration action [] rescission action 

GU substantive legislation [] other congressional action 

1976 1977 1978• 
BA Outla~ BA Outlays BA Outlays 

ATI'.ollnt: 
Current estimate •••.•••••.•••• 7,765 7,765 9,037 9,037 10,188 10,188 
OMB recommendation .•••••...•.• 7,765 7,765 -7,807 -7,807 -8,948 -8,948 

Suggested reduction ...•••.•• -li230 -1,230 -1,240 -1,240 

Actions required: Medicaid program expenditures would be limited in FY 1977 by putting a cap on 
cost increases eligible for Federal matching consistent with the ,proposed Medicare limits, i.e., a 
5% limit on increases in institutional per diem costs and no increase in physician fees (savings of 
$400 million in 1977 and $300 million in 1978). These Medicaid limits would reflect the view that 
it is a State responsibility to control health costs through planning and regulation and that the 
Federal budget should not pe liable for open-ended spending for health programs for which States 
largely determine the eligibility, benefits, and reimbursement rates. The limits are essentially 
arbitrary, but would create incentives for firmer State actions to control per unit costs of health 
services. 

Legislation would again be proposed to lower the mln~um Federal share of Medicaid from 50% to 40% 
in the highest income States (savings of $700 million and $800 million), and thus more equitably 
relate Federal matching to States' ability to pay. Current law relates the .Federal share of 
Hedicaid to State per capita income--but assures that the Federal Government will pay at least 50% 
of costs for the wealthiest States. As a result, these States have generally established higher 
eligibility and benefits than lower income States. Over 50% of Federal Medicaid~.s now go to 
only six States, and over 30% to just two States--New York and California. ,/<::''­ ''-(I,,, 
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Legislation would also be proposed to end Federal,Medicaid matching for state purchase of the 
Medicare physician insurance program for eligible Medicaid beneficiaries (savings of $130 million 
in 1977 and $140 million in 1978). The premium for this program is already more than 50% sub­
sidized by Federal funds and the Federal matching through Medicaid results in a Federal~subsidy 
of 75% of state costs. 

Program impact: These proposals do not require benefit reductions, but could have that effect. 
Sta tes could pay for higher costs than allowed by the "cap" on Federal matching from their own 
funds. Announcement of the proposal in the January budget would give Sta tes nearly nine months in 
which to revise their budget and health costs control plans. The change in the minimum Federal 
matching would impact heavily on only a few of the thirteen States. About $350 million of the 
$700 million in FY 1977 savings would be in payments to New York, $140 million in California, $70 
million in Illinois, and $50 million in New Jersey. The elimination of the Federal Medicaid match 
for state goverrunent purchase of the Medicare physician insurance program would leave state expenses 
ffiore than 50% subsidized by Federal funds. This would still be a bargain for most States, which 
could be expected to continue to purchase such coverage. 

Other considerations: No "catch-up" inflation is assumed for FY 1978. 

Congress, however, is unlikely to enact these proposals. Savings estimates are uncertain. The 
Medicaid program could also be "capped" or limited in other ways, e.g., by setting maximum limits 
on eligibility, by putting a ceiling on average per capita spending, by lowering the Federal 
matching for optional services, etc. The development of such options will depend on decisions 
made concerning future Medicaid structure in the context of national health insurance. 
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1977 Outlay Reductions (Part II) 

SRS/Maintenance Payments 
(dollars in millions) 

Date: 9/5/75 

deferral' action~ appropriation request ~ 

rescission action~ other administration action ~ 

other congressional action/ :{/ substantive legislation ~ 

1978 

BA OUtlays BA Outlays BA Outlays 
1976* 1977 

• 
J·,;:~ou~t: 

C~rrent esti~atc ••••••••••• 6294 5763 6049** 6049** xxx 6308** 

O;,:I3 recoI';"menda tion .••••••••• 6294 5763 5696 5696 xxx 5955 
Suggested reduction: •••••• -353 -353 xxx -353 

Actions required: , 

L·..:9'::0l... ose cost-saving legislation contained in 1976 budget, to restri'ct the Federal matching percentage option 
to the Hedicaid formula, revise work-related expense provisions and i~crease the number of redetermination 
periods, and collect child support. , 

\ 
\ 
\ 

Program ir.1pact: \ 

'In U-,e case of the matching percentage, nine states, mostJ.y low income,\ lower payment level southern states, 
\';ould be required to use the Medicaid formula. Approximately one in se~en AFDC families would experience 
a change in the calculation of their child care and work-related expenditures. Every family would be 
subject to the redetermination process, which would tend to remove ineligibles and eliminate overpayments more 
rapidly, though with partially offsetting higher State administrative expenses. There are 2,000,000 AFDC 
faDilies fo~ which a liable absent parent is not supplying child support. Under this legislative proposal, 
a share of the ili~ounts collected would be.earmarked for the family, in addition to its welfare benefit. 

other consideration: 

No action has been taken by Congress on these proposals, and further action is un1i~e1y since these proposals 

were included in a legislative package that included several other,· more controversial items, such as the 

5~ cap on social security benefits. 


. . ..-... 
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15. 1 cut:"X'cnt nd 
aSf.>umes July 1 , 1976 effC'(:t iv~ Clnte 0"': 1e includes an c:.dde N 
to provide fOol· I: Y 1975 COS ts paid ont of n '·.... 
i\!jSllmes conslcmt t.:ilsGload of ll,354 , 000 persons witb ave!.·dgc monthly benefits o£ $74 . 55 in It~7 1 dnd 
$78.00 in 1978 , reflectinlj substantia 1 increases in 1975 and 1.976, as portrayed in the IID;.;r q'.lL,rterly 
repO;tt to Corg1:ec:;s . Also ~C£lects loss of $260 M in Quality Control savings due to chang'J in 'TIethod 
I)f cdlculatin'j State error I iabi l i.ty . Cost of non -MOC i1:erns is assumed constant at $660 r1. 

• 




1977 Outlay Reduc~_Jns (Part II) 

SRS/Social Services 
(dollars in millions) ~ 

Date: 9/5/75 

~ appropriation request / / deferral q.ction 

L! other administration action L! rescission action 

/x/ substantive legislation LI other congressional action 

1976 1977 1978 

BA Outlays BA OUtlays BA Outlays 

• Amount: 
Current estimate ••••••••••• 2331 2331 2340 2340 xxx 2400 

OMB recommendation •••••••••• 2331 2331 1483 1483 xxx 800 
Suggested reduction••••••• -857 -857 xxx -1600 

Actions required: 

Proposed legislation to reduce the Federal matching rate from 75% to 95% in 1977 and to 50% in 1978. (The 1976 
budget proposed such reductions for 1976 and 1977 respectively.) \ 

Program impact: 

Assumes the states will maintain or slightly increase their funding par'ticipation in this program. Practically 
every State would lose approximately one-third of its Federal grant in i976, with consequent reduction or 
elimination of a wide range of services (including child care, protectiJe services, food delivery, services to 
alcoholics and drug addicts, etc.) currently affecting approximately 5.5 million individuals. While this pro­
gram is not especially meritorious intrinsically, the proposed reduction cannot be justified on programmatic 
grounds, but instead would be simply an effort to shift a major share of the burden of funding from the Federal 
government to the states. 

Other consideration: 
Congress has already placed a $2.5 billion ceiling on Federal expenditures for this progra~, but has not 
shown any interest in the existing 1976 budget proposal. Under extreme pressure from states and localities, 
it is highly likely that no action would be taken by the Congress to reduce the matching rate. There is 

evidence that the social services program tends to increase dependency for individuals. Placing a greater __ 

funding burden on the states may result in the elimination of some of the more· ineffective services. 1~.{('4??, 
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1977 Outlay Redu~_~ons (Part II) 
OHD/Aging Nutrition 

(dollars in millions), 
8/19/75Date: 

I XI appropriation request L! deferral action 

L! other administration action I I' rescission action 

L! substantive legislation L! other congressional action 

1976 1977 1978 
BA Outlays BA OUtlays BA Outlays-

.. Amount: 
Current estimate .•.••..•••• 100 131 100 135 xxx 100 
o~m recommendation.......... 100 131 55 xxx 20--" 

Suggested reduction .•••••• -100 -80 xxx -80 

Actions required: 

This program duplicates services provided under the Older American's Act Title III authority as well as other 
programs -- a Spring Preview issue. As an alternative, these programs\could be consolidated with a single 
appropriation request. This action would allow for a phase-out of the \;ritle VII -- Aging Nutrition program. 

However, this proposal would require either no request for FY 1977 fund1 or legislation to terminate the Title VII 
program, justified on the grounds that this is a welfare-type benefit wi~h no income test, and that poor elderly 
can buy such meals with food stamps while wealthier elderly could pay th~ cost of their food. 

Program impact: 

275,000 elderly per day (1.3 million annually) would be required to pay for their meal, pay an increased amount, 
'or discontinue utilizing~such service. 

Other Consideration: 

A wide array of services are linked with the provision of meals. Thus, termination of Title VII might have an " 
adverse effect on the HEW effort to provide services to the elderly which may delay institutionalization. 
Impact measures (evaluations) of these activities will not be available prior to the FY 1978 budget review. 



1977 O':I.::.lcl";T Ec.,,~t:i.O:1S (Part II) 

HEW/OHD/RSA 
tdollars in millions).., 

9/5/75
Date: 

~ deferral action ~ a?p~o?riation request 

~rescission action~ other aQ~inistration action 

~ other congressional actionI XI substantive legislation 

1976 1977 1978 

Ell. Ou-c.lays BA Outlays BA Outlays 

• 	 Amount: 
Current estimate .•.....•... 720 686 720 740 XXX 720 
O~B reco~~endation .....•.... 686 675 680 X'..{x 590f.O..D..

Suggested reduction...... . 	 -45 -60 xxx -130-40 

Actio:;.'~ :cequired: 
Propose legislation to reduce the Federal share from 80% to 75%. The program, as originally enacted by the Congress 
required a 50% match. Over the years the Federal match has "creeped" upward. This action would more closely 
approximate this activity to matching provisions contained in the Social Services Block Grant and the Allied Services 
proposal. Such an action would be a step towards moving to consolidate these programs. 

Program impact: 
This proposal assumes that the States would be able to supply enough additional matching funds to keep the overall 
program level constant. This legislative authority is an entitlement to the States up to their ability to match 
Federal funds to the authorization level. If the States do not raise additional revenues to meet the modified match, 
the proposal could reduce the Federal requirement to as low as $540 million - thus generating a potential BA savings 
of $180 million, with outlay savings of about $115 million in 1977. 

Other consideration: 

The Congress will not be receptive to a proposal which reduces funding for Vocational Rehabilitation. 
In addition, the President has decided to call a White House Conference on Handicapped Individuals in 
December, 1976, which would place further obstacles to reduced funding. 



1977 Outlay h.~u.uctions (Part II) 

HEW/OHD/RSA 


(dollars in millions) 


" 
Date: 8/19/75 

I I deferral action~ appropriation request 

rescission actionI xl other administration action 	 LJ 

I XI substantive legislation 	 LJ other congressional action 

19781976 1977 
BA Outla~ BA Outlays BA Outlays 

• 	 Amount: 
Current estimate .••.••••••• 720720 686 720 740 xxx 
OMB recommendation .••.•••••• 680 645..6..8..Q. 686 .§!S 	 xxx 

Suggested reduction••••••• 	 -75 -60 XXX . -75-40 	 -0­

Actions required: 

Consideration of this proposal is subordinate to Medicaid modifications proposed by Health Branch. Nonetheless, 
propose modifications of the regulations for Medicaid and the Vocation~l Rehabilitation Services (VR) programs 
to require use of Medicaid authority to provide medical services to VR 'flientele. The Social Security Act would 
require amendment. 	 \ 

Program impact: 	 \ 
'. 

Presently, States utilize VR authority to provide required health servicks for rehabilitation - 80% Federal match. 
This proposal would require States to utilize Medicaid - 50% Federal match. VR regulations presently require 
that other benefits be utilized insofar as they are adequate and do not ip.terfere with achieving the rehabilitatioI 
objective of an individual. HEW conservatively estimates 10% of the VR expenditure is health related. 

Other consideration: 

States will resist the additional State costs resulting from the reduced match. However, additional State costs 
may serve to introduce added efficiencies into the program. 



Date: 9/5/75 

~ . appropriation request 

~ other administration action 

/ x / substantive legislation 

1977 Outlay Reductions (Part II) 

HEW/SSA/Black Lung 
(dollars in millions) 

LI 

/ / 

~ 

1976 1977 

Limit cost-of-living increase to the same level,as the Federal salary\increase (to which this program's 
benefits are tied) --i.e., enactment of proposed 60% limit on CPI incre,ases. 

Program impact: \ 
\,

Beneficiaries would receive less than the expected benefit increase. 

BA OUtlays BA 

• 
--_._-;"~.O'.ln.t : 

C-:t::crent es-cir:late ••.••••.••• 996 996 991 
0:-::8 recoITl.-:1endation •.•••••••• 996 996 976 

Suggested reduction ••••••• -15 

Actions required: 

deferral action 

rescission action 

other congressional action 

1978 
Outlays BA Outlays 

991 xxx 1021 
976 xxx 1001 
-15 xxx -20 

/~.-~ 

/. <. i, ,. L t)-""'" 
I '..>'" - \Other consideration: ! -r: \f .... \En.::tctmcnt is extremely unlikely. \ 
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1977 Outlay Reductions (Part II) 
DHEW/SSA/OASDI 

(dollars in millions) ~ 

Date: 9/5/75 

~ appropriation request deferral actionL! 

~ other a~~inistration action rescission actionL! 

I xl substantive legislation other congressional actionL! 

1978 
BA Outlays Ell. Outlays Ell. Outlays 

1976 1977 

.. 
;'_~CL:nt : 

Cu~rent estimate •..•...••.. 68,388 74,681 79,055 84,238 xxx 92,966 

OHB recornrr.cndation •.•.•••••• 68,388 74,681 79,055 81,788 xxx 90,366 
Suggested reduction••••.•• -2,450 xxx -2,600 

Actions required: 

Limit cost-of-living increase to 60% of the increase in the applica~le index. 

Program impact: 

31 million beneficiaries would receive less than the expected benefit~increase. 
I 

Other consideration: 
, :-.... 

;' \.."1. \01 i '.... ,~."
Enactment is extremely unlikely. ( ~. 
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1978 

1977 Outlay Reduct~ons (Part II) 

DHEW/SSA/OASDI 
(dollars in millions) ~ 

Date: 9/5/75 

~ appropriation request 	 deferral action~ 

~ other a~~inistration action 	 / / rescission action 

/ x( substantive legislation 	 other congressional action~ 

1976 1977 
BA Outlays BA OUtlays BA Outlays 

• 	 A:..ount: 
Curren't estimate ..••••••..• 68,388 74,681 79,055 84,238 xxx 92,966 

O~~ reco~menda~ion ...••..... 68,388 74,681 79,130 83,534 xxx 92,232 
Suggested red~ction .•....• +75 -704 xxx -739 

Actions required: 
Enactment of 1976 cost-savings legislation (elimination of monthly retirement test and retroactive payment of 
actuarially-reduced benefits.) 

Progra.'l1 impact: 

The proposal to eliminate retroactive payments (which was recommended by ,the 1971 Advisory Council on Social 
Security), provides that social security benefits not be paid retroactively for months before an application 
is filed when this would require a permanent reduction in the beneficiary's future monthly, benefits. The 
advisory council recommendation is intended to insure that an OASDI beneficiary's continuing benefit income, 
on which he has to rely for the remainder of his life, is not reduced. The proposal would make the law more 
consistent with the objective of providing adequate benefit income for the aged. 

The retirement test would be modified so that it would no longer include a monthly test except for the first 
year an individual receives a cash benefit. This 'proposal would make the retirement test more equitable and 
less complex thereby increasing public understanding and acceptance, and providing for more efficient 
administration. 

....,9theb considerationl 
c.' 

Unlikely of enactment (proposed for 1975 and ignored). 0, ~'. 

\'" ,:'~, ~!:J .... ~~ ~). ~ 



1978 

1977 Outlay Redu~cions (Part II) 

SSA/HEW/OASDI 
(dollars in millions)~ 

9/5/75Date: 

appropriation request deferral actionL! L! 

other administration action rescission actionL! L! 

/x / substantive legislation L! other congressional action 

1976 1977 
BA Outlays BA Outlays BA Outlays 

• ~~ount: 
92,966Current estimate ••.•.•••..• 68,388 74,681 79,055 84,238 xxx' 

o~m recommendation•.•....•.. 68,388 74,681 79,055 84,138 xxx 92~866 

Suggested reduction .•.••.• -100 xxx -100 

Actions required: 

Enactment of legislation barring receipt of m~n~mum OASDI benefits by those receiving other publicly­
financed pension benefits (primarily Federal employees) . 

Program impact: \ 
Would reserve welfare-weighted m~n~mum benefit for originally intend~d recipients -- long-term, low wage 
workers. Increases program efficiency and equity. 
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1977 Outlay Reductions (Part II) 
HEW/SSA/SSI 

(dollars in millions) 

Date: 9/5/75 

I~ appropriation request 1 1 deferral action 

I~ other administration action 1 1 rescission action 

1><1 substantive legislation 1 1 other congrressional action 
• 

1976 1977 1978 
BA Outlays BA Outlays BA Outlays 

Amount: 
Current estimate .......... . 5,517 5,517 5,874 5,874 xxx 6,013 
OMB recommendation ........ . 5,517 5,517 5,704 5,704 xxx 5,833 

Suggested reduction ..... . -17O -170 xxx -18O 

Actions required: 

Limit cost-of-living increases to 60% of the change in the applicable index. 

Program impact: 

4.5 million beneficiaries would receive less than the expected benefit increase. 

Other consideration: 

Enactment is extremely unlikely. 



Attachment B1977 Outlay Reduction (Part II) 

HEW/OE Education for the Disadvantaged: Title I, ESEA 

Date: 9-5-75 

/ xl appropriation request / / deferral action 

;--? other administration action / xl rescission action 

;--? substantive legislation /I other congressional action 

• 	 1976 1977 1978 
BA Outlays BA Outlays BA Outlays 

Amount: 
Current estimate .•..••... 1,900 1,755 1,900 1,895 xxx 1,897 
OMB recommendation ....••. l,800 1,755 1,800 1,830 xxx 1,800 

Suggested reduction -100 	 -100 -65 xxx -97 

.Actions required: Propose a rescission of $100 million: in FY 1976 budget authority and 
an immediate budget amendment for the advance funded amount for FY 1977 that is in the 
FY 1976 President's budget. Since this program is advance funded, the impact of these 
reductions would not be felt until FY 1977. 

Program impact: The overall impact of this reduction would be a decrease in the national 
average per pupil expenditure under this program of some $18 from $277 to $259 per child. 
If State and local educational ag"encies want to maintain the average per pupil expend­
itures at projected levels, they should do so from their own revenues. This suggestion 
is based upon the following considerations. 

There is an estimated $930 billion from prior year obligations which States 
have yet to draw upon. " 



2 

Past evaluations,although some three years old, have indicated that an 
average per pupil expenditure of $300 has, in some instance~ been 
effective. Consequently, $300 per child became a norm of effectiveness. 
However, that evaluation also indicated that there were instances and 
studies that showed that amounts less than $300 (in some cases $200) have 
been effective in significantly increasing pupil achievement. 

Other consideration: There have been major efforts in the past several budgets to 
consolidate certain Federal education programs. Some success has been achieved 
with the smaller programs. However, Congress has been extremely reluctant to 
"bloc-grant" large programs. In addition, any "hold-harmless" would prevent the 
achievement of any savings from the 1977 planning target . 
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1977 Outlay Reduc~ions (Part II) Attachment B
HEW/OE Adult Education 

(dollars in millions) 

Date: _~-::.5.=.1..5.....-

(.xl appropriation request /7 deferral action 

I I other administration action I-X; rescission action 

/-7 substantive legislation /7 other congressional action 

.. 1976 1977 1978 
BA-----~ ·--~Ou~~~~~ BA Outlays BA Outlay_~ 

Arrount: 
---C-urrent estimate .......... . 68 66 68 66 xx 66 

0:·:\3 recomrendation ........ . 34 xx 
Suggested reduction ...... . -68 -32 -68 -b'6 xx -66 

Actions r~~ed: Rescind the advanced funded portion of the 1975 appropriation for Adult 
Education and immediately amend the 1976 budget request to eliminate the Adult Education 
advance funding request available for obligation in FY 1977. 

Program impact: Terminates Federal support for this activity which curre~tly serves some 
1 million adults in literacy training and similar activities. If State and local educational 
authorities wish to continue to support this activity, they can do so from their own 
revenues. However, the implications of this proposal with regard to the Voting Rights Act are 
potentially significant. It could hinder citizens who are illiterate from achieving 
literacy through adult education. The Voting Rights Act of 1975 defines illiteracyras 
failure to complete the fifth primary grade. In terms of voter turnout and registration, 
the inability to read and write has had an ~mpact on participation. Further, adult educa­
tion programs have provided the potential of reducing the unemployment and welfare rolls 
through increased employability. However, at present, the Federal Government is also 
providing nearly $3 billion through Social Services and the Work Incentive program which 
can (and is, in part) being used to overcome illiteracy among welfare recipients. 

Other consideration: It is unlikely that Congress will approve this reduction. 



1977 Outlay Reductions (Part II) Attadutent B 
HEW/OE Vocational Education/Basic Grants 

. (dollars in millions) 

Date: 9-5-75 

(XJI appropriation request / 7 deferral action 

~ rescission action/7 other administration action 

{7 substantive legislation r7 other congressional action 

1976 1977 1978 
BA Outlays BA Outlays BA Cfu.tl_~ 

-• 
A'TOunt: 
---CSiirent estimate ...••...••• 359 186 302 446 xxx 3.96 

o.\jB recomrendation ....•...• 359 186 208 396 xxx 352 
Suggested reduction .•••.•• -94 -50 xxx :'"4"4­

Actions required: Reduce the appropriation request by $94 million in FY 1977. This ~uld be an 
acceleration of approximately one-year in the proposed increase in non-Federal support in this area. 

Program inpact: The Federal fonrula grants to States, used to maintain, extend, or irrprove vocational 
education programs, ~uld be reduced. If State and local educational agencies wish to keep the program at 
projected levels, they should do so from their own revenues. This proposed reduction is reflected in the 
legislation the Administration has sul:::mitted to the Congress. Rather than continue basic State support, 
the legislation ~uld allow Federal funds t6 be targeted on derronstration and "capacity building" 
activities. In addition, GAO has recently issued a study that indicates that there are high overhead oosts 
at the State level. HEW naintains that this is not the case, ~ver. 

Other oonsideration: It is unlikely. that this proposal will rreet with oongressional approval. 



-----

Attachment B~J"?"?_OUt}E__~uc.!-ion~j!,_a.£i:_]:'!:) 

, HEW/OE Work-Study 
([x)llars in millions) 

Date: 9.:=5:-J~__ 

(JtJ7 appropriation request /~ deferral action 

(~ OL~er admL~istration action ~ rescission action 

/~ substantive legislation ~ other congressional action 

1976 , 1977 1978• B.z\' OUtlays BA OUtlays Bl'. OUtl_~~ 

Arrount: 

---"'CUrrent estimate .......... . 
 250 287 250 313 xxx 310 

(X;B recorrr.-endation ........ . 106 287 106 212 xxx 166 
Suggested reduction ...... . -144 -144- -roT xxx -r44 

Actio!1s required: Rescind FY 1976 funds and alter the ratio of Federal/non-Federal 
matching funds from the current one non-Federal to four Federal to a one-to-one basis. Program regulations 
w:)uld have to re arrended accordingly. This results in a savings in FY 1977 of sorre $100 million. There is 
an evaluation study of the program done by the Bureau of Applied Social Research at Columbia University. 
One of the conclusions of that study, as well as the consensus of evaluation opinion and congressional 
test.inony, is that the subsidy could re cut without materially affecting the willingne-s-g of colleges to 
hire college w:)rk-study students. Sorre estiffiates-of the increased share that colleges could re persuaded 
to pay ~j...!.h:)U~ any enployrrent inpact, are as high as 50% of the wage. 

Program Impact: If institutions of higher education so wished, they would rrake up the reduction in 
Federal-supPort from their 0NI1 revenues. No student enployrrent impact since total level of effort would 
remain constant. 

Other consideration: It is unlikely that this proposal will rreet with the approval of the Congress. 



----

1977 Outlay Red'L ..:m (Part II) 
AttaL.. .....lent B 

HEW/OE Non-Student Assistance Portion of Higher Education Support 

'(dollars in millions) 


Date: 9-5-75 

(~ appropriation request /~ deferral action 

(j1 other administration action /){.7 rescission action 

~~ substantive legislation ;--7 other congressional action 

1976 1977 1978• B.z\ Outlays BA Outlays BA Outl_ay_~ 

Arrount: 
---C~ra~t est~mate .......... . 200 284 198 243 xx 274 

0:'3 rec(xr:-;-er1dation ......•.. 284 119 xx 108 
Suggested reduction ...... . -200 -198 -124 xx -166 

Actions required: Rescind funds for all non-student assistance higher education programs. 
This would place the Federal role as one based entirely upon direct support for students 
in postsecondary education. 

Program impact: This would eliminate all 'non-student assistance programs,. such as insti ­
tutional support for developing (ie. minority) institutions, support for disadvantaged 
students, cooperative education, etc. This would place considerable strain upon the 
higher educational community. However, we believe that continued emphasis upon the BEOGs 
(Basic Educational. Opportunity Grants) program, which serves a great many disadvantaged 
students at those institutions that traditionally have served poor students and are now 
receiving Federal institutional aid, will offset these reductions. Greater numbers of 
these students, due to BEOGs support, should insure institutional vitality. Although 
the impact could be reduced by phasing the program out over 4 - 5 years, such an approach 
would not produce the assigned 1977 outlay reductions. 
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Other consideration: This would complete the process, already recommended by the 
President, of giving aid to needy students, allowing them to pick their college, 
rather than subsidizing the colleges. Since Congress rejected this year's first 
step, it is unlikely that this reduction will be accepted by the Congress . 
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DEPART~ffiNT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 
1977 OUTLAY REDUCTION 

(Outlays in Millions of Dollars) 

Revised__ 
Planning Current Suggested Planning 

Program Guidance Adjustments Estimate Reduction Guidance 

Federal Housing Administration 
Fund ...•••..........•.•...... 1,000 +500 1,500 -308 1,192 

Government National Mortgage 
Association: Special 
Assistance Functions Fund .••• 87 87 87 

Housing Payments ...•.•.....•.• 2,560 2,560 2,560• 
Payments for the Operation of 

Low-Income Housing Projects •. 550 550 -120 430 

Community Development Grants .• 2,450 2,450 2,450 

Comprehensive Planning Grants. 67 67 -45 22 

Urban Renewal ••••••••.•••....• 1,125 1,125 1,125 

Flood Insurance •.••.•..•..•••• 130 130 130 

All Other .................... . 254 254 -15 239 

Total ...................... . 8,223 +500 -8,723 -488 8,235 
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SUMMARY OF OUTLAY REDUCTIONS 


Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(dollars in millions) 

Effect on outlays in 
__1976__ __1977__ --1978- ­

A. 1977 Planning guidance •..•••••••••••••• 
Adjustments: 

FHA Fund increase in net claims under 

xxx 8,223 xxx 

mortgage insurance programs •••••••••• 
Current estimate ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

xxx 
5,808 

+500 
8,723 

xxx 
xxx 

.. 
(Current estimate, excluding sale of 
tandem mortgages deferred from 1975 
to 1976) ..........................· .... . (7,980) (8,723) (xxx) 

B. Suggested program reductions: 
Federal Housing Administration mortgage 

insurance programs: 
Higher mortgage insurance premiums ••• 
Increased foreclosures on multifamily 
projects in default .•••.•..•••.••••• 

Discontinuation of premium rebates ••• 
Payment for the Operation of Low­

Income Housing Projects ••••••••••••••• 
Comprehensive Planning Grants •••••••••• 
Research and Technology •••••••••••••••• 

-10 
-5 

-18 

-250 
-40 

-120 
-45 
-15 

-26 

-125 
-40 

-300 
-40 
-10 

Total suggested reduction •••••••••••••••••• -15 -488 -541 

Revised 1977 planning guidance and related 
197 6 ar1't.oun t. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......... . 

....~ 
.j '", 

{, 

5,793 8,235 . xxx 
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Attachmenl.. B 
1977 Outlay Reductions (Part II) 

Department of Housing and Urban Development 
FHA Fund/Mortgage Insurance' Premiums 

(dollars in millions) 

Date: 9/4/75 

appropriation request t=J 'deferral actiono 
IT] other administration action c=J rescission action 

D substantive legislation o other congressional action 

1976 1977 1978• 
BA Outlays B~_ Outlays BA Outlays 

Amount: 
Current estimate .••••.•.•. 1,570 1.,500 1,500 1,500 1,000 1,000 
O~B recommendation .....•.• 1,570 1,500 1,482 1,482 974 974 

Suggested reduction .•.•. -0- -0- 18 18 26 26 

Actions Required: Make each mortgage insurance program actuarially sound by raising 
insurance premiums where warranted. Annual premiums for high risk programs would be 
increased up to the I-percent statutory limit. 

Program Impact: The increase in the annual cost of mortgage insurance would reduce the 
volume of insurance written (estimate not available). It is not clear, however, what 
impact this would have on claims. To the extent the marginal homebuyer is squeezed out, 
claims would drop. On the other hand, if the risks still using FHA insurance turned to 
the conventional market, the default rate would increase. The proposed action would 
require poor families to pay higher premiums. 

Other Considerations: Good estimates of actuarially sound premiums are available for 
single-family programs; the estimates for the multifamily programs are less reliable. 
HUD opposed this action last year on the grounds that the Department could not defend 
it with the default data then available. The data has improved considerably since then, 
but HUD's likely reaction to this alternative is unclear. HUD is setting up a committee 
to review the role of FHA and to develop a Presidential options paper. HUD probably 
would prefer to have this reduction considered as part of that decision process. 



Attachmen1.. B 
1977 Outlay Reductions (Part II) 

Department of Housing and Urban Development 
Federal Housing Administration Fund 

(dollars in millions) 

Date: 9/4/75 

o appropriation request D deferral action 

D other administration action rescission actiono 
substantive legislation other congressional actionill D 

1976 1977 1978 
BA Outlays BA Outlays BA Outlays• 

Amount: 
Current estimate .••...•.•. 1,570 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,000 1,000 
OMB recommendation .......• 1,570 1,500 1,460 1,460 960 960 

Suggested reduction •.•.. -0- -0- -40 -40 -40 -40 

Actions Required: Enactment of legislation halting the rebate of premiums under mutual 
and cooperative insurance funds. 

Program Impact: The provision for mutuality does not appear to have a significant 
influence on the demand for FHA insurance. Few families are aware of the possibility 
of a rebate when they obtain FHA insurance. Consequently, few potential insureds would 
be influenced by this change. Those homebuyers who would be dissuaded from FHA insurance 
could still turn to conventional financing. 

Other Considerations: HUD contends that this would be controversial, and that enactment 
probably .would be difficult to obtain. It also would be unfair to those few families 
who obtained FHA insurance with the expectation of receiving rebates. HUD has noted 
that even with legislation, it is possible that these participants would still be 
legally entitled to payments. 
re~ult in 1977 or 1978. 

If this turned out to be the case, no savings would 
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Attachmen"t. B 
1977 Outlay Reductions (Part II) 

Department of Housing and Urban Developme~t 
Federal Housing Administration Fund 

(dollars in millions) 

Date: 9/5/75 

D 
m 

appropriation request 

other administration action 

c=J 
c=J 

deferral action 

rescission action 

o substantive legislation c=J other congressional action 

• 1976 1977 1978 
BA Outlays BA Out.lays BA Outlays 

&~ount: 

Current estimate ..........•. 1,570 1,500 1,500 1,000 1,000 1,000 
OMB recommendation ......... . 1,570 1,500 1,250* 1,250* 875 875 

Suggested reduction ...... . -0- -0- -250* -250* -125 -125 

Actions Required: Accelerate foreclosure and sale of assigned multifamily housing mort­
gages. This would involve instituting foreclosure on all mortgages assigned for (say) 
more than 6 months, followed by sale in "as-is" condition. 

Program Impact: Sale proceeds would offset outlays elsewhere in the budget. This action 
might lead to rent increases under new ownership, creating a financial ~urden on lower 
income fa~ilies. However, the large write-downs in capital value needed to sell the 
projects, plus the location of many projects in low-income areas would tend to limit such 
increases. Tenants would still be better off than comparable families not benefiting from 
-the implicit subsidy of large write-downs. Moreover, they could be protected from severe 
changes in rental charges through grandfather clauses or priority on Section 8 subsidy 
lists. Greater emphasis on foreclosure-and-sale would have a favorable impact on manage­
ment efficiency, and thus reduce default claims over time. 

Other considerations: Congress would probably respond with operating subsidies to keep the 
projects afloat, or a statutory ban on foreclosures. HUD would resist this action on 
political grounds, although the Department's own analysis of the multifamily default 
problem indicates that this is the most cost-effective solution. 

* Assumes 13% reduction in 1977 inventory, instead of a 13% increase. 



Attachment B 
1977 Outlay Reductions (Part II) 

Department of Housing and Urban Development 
Payments for the Operation of Low-Income Housing Projects 

(dollars in millions) 

Date: 9/5/75 

o 
o appropriation request o deferral action 

other administration action D rescission action 

[KJ substantive legislation CJ other congressional action 

1976 1977 1978• 
BA Outlays BA Outlays BA Outlays 

Amount: 
Current estimate ..•..•..•. 525 210 572 550 637 602 
OMB recommendation .•.•.•.. 525 210 272 430 337 302 

Suggested reduction .••.• -0- -0- -300 -120 -300 -300 

Actions Required: Enactment of legislation removing the ceiling on rents which public 
housing tenants may be charged (the so-called Brooke amendments). 

Program Impact: On tenants--Repeal of the Brooke amendment would allow local housing 
authorities (LHA's) to charge public housing families higher rents, although deep 
subsidies on behalf of these families (covering 100% of capital costs, 5ncluding 
interes"t) would continue to hold rents well below those prevailing in the private 
market. While LHA's would not be obligated to take this opportunity, it would provide 
justification for reducing operating subsidies via the Performance Funding System. 
,Higher rents would represent a major financial.burden for the poorest of these families, 
although they would still be much better off than families with similar incomes who do 
not live in public housing. 

On LHA's--LHA's would suffer financially, as tenants faced with rent increases stage 
rent strikes and increase" vandalism. This would not affect the Performance Funding 
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System, and therefore there need not be any offsetting increase in operating 
subsidies. 

Other Considerations: HUD would argue that the savings--even from complete repeal 
of the Brooke amendment--would be infinitesimally small in 1977 because of delays .~ 
in implementation due to phase-in of rent adjustments, court suits, and the like. 
While complete repeal of the rent ceiling is most unlikely, some improvements might 
be possible that would reduce operating subsidy requirements (e.g., legislation 
requiring LHA's to charge the maximum rents, improvements in the definition of 
income) • 

• 




Attachment B 
1977 Outlay Reductions (Part II) 

Department of Housing and Urban Developmept 
701 Comprehensive Planning Grants 

(dollars in millions) 

Date: 9/5/75 

appropriation request 	 deferral actiono 	 o 
o other administration action 	 m rescission action 

substantive legislation 	 other congressional actiono 	 o 
• 	 i976 1977 1978 

BA Outlays BA Outlays BA Outlays 
Amount: 

Current estimate .......... . 50 113 50 67 50 45 
OMB recommendation ....•...• o 103 0 22 50 5 

Suggested reduction •..... -50 -10 -50 -45 -0- -40 

Actions Required: Suspension of the 701 Comprehensive Planning Grants Program in 1976 
and 1977. This would require a budget amendment and/or a rescission of the 1976 
appropriation. No funding would be requested for 1977. 

Program Impact: The 701 program is one of 45 Federal planning assistance programs. 
Grants for planning activities are awarded on a discretionary, case-by-case basis, and 

--there is little equity in the allocation of funds--a recipient who has traditionally 
received a large proportion of the 701 funds will tend to receive that same proportion 
in the future. The larger, more sophisticated State and local governments receive more 

• 	funding because they are better equipped to cope with the paperwork involved in applying 
for grants. The 701 funding pattern for 1974 illustrates the traditional yearly funding 
pattern: 



2 
Percent 

Recipient Number Eligible of Total Funding 

States 55 24 
Metropolitan regional bodies 270 28 
Large cities 422 23 
Nonmetropolitan regional bodies 388 16 
Counties and small cities 20,000 9 

Suspension of the program should have no impact on any high priority projects; presumably, 
they would be undertaken by local governments with or without Federal funds. Marginal 
projects could not be financed. However, 	 under the Community Development Block Grant 
Program, funds may be used for activities 	leading to formulation of a comprehensive 
co~~unity development plan and enhancement of a recipient's policy-planning-management

• 	 capacity--the same types of activities' financed by 701. Further, the House Appropriations 
Committee, in its report on the 1976 HUD appropriations bill, endorsed the use 'of community 
development block grants as a supplementary source of planning funds. HUD is studying the 
issue as to whether community development block grants can be used for all activities 
eligible under 701. Some 701 recipients, specifically regional bodies, are not eligible 
for co~munity development block grants; they would lose their independept financing and, 
thus, be dependent on recipients of community development block grant money to finance 
regional planning activities. 

Other Considerations: The 701 program is 	politically very sensitive. 



( 
Attachment B 

1977 Outlay Reductions (Part II) 
Department of Housing and Urban Development 

Research and Technology 
(dollars in millions) 

Date: 9/4/75 

m appropriation request CJ deferral action 

CJ other administration action CJ rescission action 

CJ substantive legislation o other congressional action 

• 1976 1977 1978 
·BA Outlays BA Outlays BA Outlays 

Amount: 
Current estimate •••.•••.•..• 57 61 65 65 65 65 
OMB recommendation .....•.•.. 57 56 35 50 65 55 

Suggested reduction .•••... -0- --=s -30 -15 -0- -10 

Actions Required: 

Defer $15 million in 1976 budget authority and reduce the 1977 appropriation request from 
$65 million to $35 million. 

Program Impact: 

This action would allow the Department to continue major ongoing research activities 
focusing on housing allowances, lead-based paint hazards, energy conservation, and State 
and local management. The cutback would not allow for the initiation of any new research 
projects (e.g., research on safety and standards, environmental improvement, and public 
service delivery) . 

Other Considerations: 

Opposition from within the Department would be most intense. HUD believes a $70 million 
research program is the irreducible minimum. 
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L Eli! -j T,:ar... c:.'} 2:':--:'::;[L t 

r-!ater 

PO\'le:: 

Ad!:tin is t::at iorl 

-
El':',ployment Reduction 

~ota1, Gross 

O=fsetting Deductions 

Total, Net 

Planning 
q'uid"::1cG 
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49 
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$921 


125 


900 


498 
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49 

$3,624 

-1,4~8 

$ 2,1"86 

S'GS"S2:sted 
J:~ c~ d 1':' C -t inn s 

$8 

0 

66 

0 

51 

.5 (J 

0 

0 

, ,
lAo 

$189 
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~;189 

x~_2"t1 i.s 2eL 
" 'p...!... (:t1"l11. lr:.~f 

~:; Ll t_~-3.:: ~.i_'~ e 

$913 

1 r, ,­
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83.<:1 

498 
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583 
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-IS. 

$3,G35 

-1,4313 
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8FM.~:PRY OF OTJ'l'L:l'~y RELUCTIO!:·JS 

DEPA~TNEl,,"T OF THE INTERIOR 

(dollars i~ millions) 


Effect en ou~l~vs in 
197 __--=197..:..7___ 1:)78._---= .:::--- --- -=--­

1977 ?larming guid2.::-1ce 2,1815 xyyX~~:C 

l-Jj j 0.:o; t:n2r~b;: : 

x_'Xx o Arx' 

• Cu:crSf:t ~.:; ~ -=:ac ,-. '.••......... ~,...,.69 2,136 XX..'-: 


Suggested program reduc~~ons 

of RecLJ!11ation con ­:a~l.- ecll';' 

502 " __ L!.. 620 
Oy>j3 Recorn.me!1c:at ion .. . .. . , 59 564 620 

Sngges·te~~ 10 50 

29~ 338 292 
~ 92 288 ?B2 

Suggested Reduct i on -0- ::0 10 

,.. u .1 1 00 
O~1B F.ecommendation . . _ . . .. (J o 0) 

.)5uqgested Reducti~~ . . __ 1 100 



I 

BrA ccnstructicn and road 
cor:, str'..Jct iOi.l 

Current Estimate ...• ~ •.. 
0I.m Recommendation ..... . 

Suggested Reduction .. . 

Park Service read construction 
Cu~rent EstiDate ....... . 
OIvIB Recorrr.18nda t ion •..... 

• 	 Suggested Reduction ... 

?a~1.;___$ z:. ~~/ tS:\~_._1JI c~:.~:. i~~~ c-:.~d_ 
cc	!1.E:: t r....~: C L. :'orl 

Current Estimate .......• 
or..:13 Rec:OTItr.t2nda -t =_on If ••••• 

S~ggcsted Reduction _•• 

Total Suggested Reduction 

c. E~lplc'~i'nli2!1t Rc:~duc·:'ioll 

Revised 1977 91anning guidance and 
reIat ed 197 6 aiTle; un t .......... . 

n ~ ,; -'ct- 0"1 O1.,tl.a~.p.--:--:------£" I 1: c __. ___ 

1976 __.....:197...;,.7___--= ---­

140 140 
140 132 

0 8 

3 <;, 38 
39 30 

0 8 

,_. 'i 
:::> --I 47 
::::--'I·'.C'· 3 ~~i 

o 8 

-30 -175 

-14 

? 	 ;'-::0 1,997"-' I - ......... ' -' 

140 
134 

6 

35 
28 

7 

.115 

33 
7 

7 q~} 	 _~__ 
n 

-13C 

-1·;1· 

xxx 



1977 Outlay Reductions (Part II) 

Bureau of Reclamation 

(dollars in millions) 


Date: 	 September 5, 1975 

I~ appropriation request IX? deferral action 

I~ other administration action I~ rescission action 

I~ substantive legislation I~ other congressional action 

• 

Arn.ount: 

Current estimate •.....•• 
OMB Recon~endation ....•• 

Suggested reduction .•• 

Actions required: 

1976 1977 1978 
BA Outlays BA Outlavs BA Outlays• 

592 602 660 614 620 
582 592 610 564 xxx 620
-ref 10 50 50 xxx -0­

xx~ 

Deferring $10 million for construction contracts in February 1976 would result in an 
outlay reduction below the current estimate for 1977 of approximately $50 million 
because these multi-year contracts have small outlays in the first year, and larger 
outlays in future years. 

J 

Program impact: 

The Bureau of Reclamation's program is federally managed construction through competi­
tive bid, fixed price contracts, aimed at economic development in the West, i.e., 
irrigation, municipal and industrial water supply and hydroelectric power development. 
Irrigation project costs are partially repaid by the irrigators over 50 years with no 



::'!,,",te~est. PO\',1c~ and :;n.... !"".:.cipal a!1c. industri:=.l wa-::er supply costs are repcdd ove:-::- 50 
years w-i.l.: h in::'c.'::"est currently ccmput.t;<:! at a;::;prcxima'ts:ly 4%, '.,vell belo','7 the 'l're2.':-' .. ":-V I s 
currer:. t borrowing costs. 

nqoi.ng v; ,·:n:-k. i!'l all tl-!'2 Bu:::-ce.u of Re·:;:}.c.:natio:"1 1 ~ SC\ _'. i.-egioLs \,,:'11 be slm-red dmm 
t '~IL ::10 ongoi!1g projc.:;:s "jo1:1d be te:.::-r.1inatec.. 'l'h2 pl.o~ects affected by t~.e defe:o::-ral 
a~_-e p:ciraarily irriga-:.io:.:l PTOJ;~cts that are at bes~ e .:::onomically p..£;.::gi:1.al a~ld :::-equir '~ 
r ,uge Fede~al sUJsi d i es but SClne power and ~.;a.ter sUP:.:' -1 pro} ects a:::-e affected also. 
No S11utdown co!:; ,ts Hould be i!lcurrcrJ.. 

Other cO!1sideration: 
• 

A $ 5-') million L'eduction :':rom V-;e current pL:::ning level \'iould imply ,:m Ul1eIl'!?:!.oyrecnt 
i;p..?act ;jf cWct.t 2,500 jubs in the private. const1:'u\~ti ·:m il!dust:-:-y. 

Tt2 congressio~al delegations in the 17 Weste~n S~atcs very strongly support ~ 
BU::::3a.l 's pros-ram . 



::!:nterior Fund 
(dclla:!:"s :':"'1 :ili l lic!l.s) 

Date : Sept. 4, 1975 

5· Apprcpriatio~ r equest 1/ !Je:fe:crCil uction 

Ot..iJ.E:r Admil: istrc.tion. 2.cticn L-I Rescissio~ action 

U Substantive le.;islation ,I! Ot.."h.er c.:7ngressior"!al action 

• 
 BA Bi>• 

~~~ount.: 

Cu:;:rent ~stima,- 3~O 

=0~orrunC~~.. d.<J 'C ~cn 30 
SuageEted rEducticL -0­

- ." '--ncr ;t~T "'or.": etC"Cl~ \. ~ ''-:' _ .\- J.-...:. ..... 

·:C ram -cns Fcce!.

in :!:"6cent ye=.r.s, ~62 m:;'.i..l~cr. 

!?5 mi llicn fc_ 

-, f 
·,.;h::'ch n~ 
". '0 >?P2 1 

_':f .!J i7 b 
t.l-· 

(\ t~e I':ma 
s alaries a_~ Gxpenses "uQ $118 rt'.illio!l 
tlrOFosed .c- ': the ent ire ~; 6 0 mill ion be 

uC2_n-:; it by one-hetlf . 

FroaraIIl imD&~\:.: 

292 39? 3:'8 
... ~ ...3. 2R8 ~.~. 282­.:::. 

~ 

-~. )- 60 50 xx'- 10 

0 ~ ~ .... 0 ....,;,",:.o.-.."j ~ Io .. " •. __ ":" n 

• . ,L.. 

~slaP~ c . .:'_. ~L 10~•• 

-al. land acqnis i tio!'! pro ­

'I'h.:; !;~dl?:cal lar,d l"'tCl:i ies are u!.~Ed rOT wildlife and conserva­

t~.? i)~(Jje,:~ted 1 ~1f~~el -­
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u~t il ~o!lowiny ycar5 . 

http:Fcce!.in
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Inte:!:" io2."/O££ ice of Sl'rf2 
(dolla~'s L 

Date : S2ot. 4, 1975 

· ~e.~-rra-L ~~~~~nr--7 .., i")D · ....rY'yo.; _ .... ~o ·;; r'::'(ju~c>t ,_r7" ~ J.C: __ . · ~c._J.-....... ~_
LJ 1:"r_ ..L. '-1."';- _.. C, .- ......... ! - ~ _ '-"­

A !I 'J):. dTn ; : c::t,~:- c·-_; o~ ~..L_1~x_ Othe-"~ _ _~L_.l..7"1 - ::;( .. .I. ac'" ;on r7 Rescission_ J.. ____ act,io!1 

1.7 StcbSt:3..-l1t l ve legislation 7 Gt:her conq:!:"css iO!'lal ::v::':l::ion 

1977 
!it 

BA B!l, Outlays BA vs 

AIT'DUn i = : --.--
CiCur!"E:-nt. sstLCl3-;:S . .. ... . .... . 30 20 66 ...; -. ~{?:~: 100 

~ll'ffi rE!cc!T'::lendat:ion .. - '" ..... 0 0 0 0 X:i~< 

3ugg2s~ed ~Gauction .. . . .. 30 20 6 ·5 5"!. xxx 100 

T·h.f-: ?''i 197"7 a.!..2.o':c.nce assurr:ed e;:":.a::trne!::t cf :;-- st~i~mi!"linq bi.i_ . '1'he Pr2sident'_'e':.o 

of -,::his hill has ~een sustained I alH.1':l.e budget levt::ls shm"!: :;Dove forecaf.;t ~ 


ac -':: ~,on on this issue _ ~o spEcific 2f£ir~~~ive 3ct_0n is neede~ to ac~ieue r~d~~tion~_ 


'=l".e pr:.::g:-::-a.n ir~:'!.?3 c L:; of t11is reduc·cior:. are ~ ~ . , e=£2ct" J C.0 ,'ily;: iad differences DEd:;"Tee. 

the Admini!:: tration I s position on stri t: ,.tirling Clnd t"nat: oJ.. the Cungre:;ss. TheBe d if ­
ferences have bee!1 c,:;})<:tted ',It lenS/til ~L:d ;Jxe 3L~pported by several FEA I D:tE::ricr I 
CommG:!:"c ,~ , CEQ and congress :t.ol.!Ql Etud:i.oc . 

?J.... c 



Int,erior/S .:.: _struc ·::. io~ 
- 1 l- ' ~; ; 1 j ! c)( 00 _ cL: ~n m__ ~on~, 

D ::l te: Sept . 4­

~ Ap?=opriaticn request x Deferr!!l action 

/ / Ot"he= Admin is'C,=ation action LI .2sci::;£ ion action 

Subs·:::' 3.r~ t ivs leg~s12tio__ I / O';"h""- 'n 'r'" C'~; ",n 1 ~ i - 1' .• ~ ~_ co <]__ ,~ __ • . \_. a _ Ol_~C 

• Bj 

197 ­ 19 
vc: BA ____ ",·s 

_ e'3~L'1ic.t;;= ,.... "..... 62- 140 61 140 xxx 140 
c:- ,1Ol-D ~eco'llITleT'.Cl :~t ,ion . .. .. . . . 61 14J -'~ 13?. .r. 134~ 

,"\ ):0
. J xv...... t;)Suggcst~d rgduction 0 7 ,J ..... 

;'educ'2 pt"ogl:cI!\ le'v'e1s in c:::C!! vI t1':e tWG :1cccunts by -;';7 n.l.l1ion in F'! 1977, generating 
o'..1t.1ay sav i.ngs Q,f $3 mi.Llio!1 i!1 the first yeor and ~o TIill ic~ in ti:e S '2C011C. S i1:ce 
t'he: road cOhstJ:uct i0n prc>grr.m involves con".:.:cac't CtUt.11Ol'i ty I -::n is ~ii11 r~q..1ire an 
Lt~crea~,e in the de:E~r~D.l of CA f:?:C'.:l t:l~t '.·'"!:lich \·;roulc. ot!10:c, . .,rise ve p::Qpcse6 _ 

aclay th­ ·onstrl.lcticr.. of an esti!(lnt~::! two schools fer a y .... ,, '- I 

:!:.ildia' 'hildrc'!l )!l either . ,_,r'~rO\'!([;Jd O~: oUi:6::-:.ea S::h00 1 

'!'h.ear. 

sPE?ndin ctect 

elay t'!-! 
'rhel:~ ]us-ciiicaticTi 

level -­
bG 90SC!?0l~eC~ ur_cil :fc11c~·nng ye,,':rs. 

foL 
exc 

http:oUi:6::-:.ea
http:eco'llITleT'.Cl


.. . . t'o-::__ ?:: cens - ::.. ~ra ;;.on: 

Both !?l'ograms are rece::"',ring incre~sed cong::-e£sicnalatte!ltion Si!lCe au·tho:::-ity lID 

e~,:ists to use thes:9 c'l.!'"ld::; . to assist non-Indian lOC3!. governments in Ir.3i 3.n-~.ro!?=:cte 
d_'-"2..S.. Whi:"e ::':C!TIe criticisr,l :fror:! Ir-Cliaros \"ould resul t. d18 najor s;:mrces of OP:9oSi­
ti.l-:":1 \ ill be S~'1.aLo!:'s ann COl~· .g~ess!t1Gr-! f~c!.\ ArizGn~: l:~ .. ~·1exico al"!c t!:"le No::cther""!. 
P::"'ai::1s Ssat.e3 . 

.. 




~ ~::::':!::'l1c"tio 

Dat~ : Sept. 4, 19 

.~ppropr ie:. t i0~ ~:equ;::s ~ , >:/
~ .......: 

I / Othc~ A:.... L .istrC:.tic.l action / / RCEcizoion e:.c'!.-.ion 


L7 Eub£tantive legisla.:io:':J Ot'hsr con 
 io~ai action 

ss BA 

Cu~rc~t est~ate .. . .. .. .. . 0 39 0 38 XX~ 35 
J~2 recommendation . . ..... 0 39 0 30 x 

Suggested reduction . " 0 0 0 8 :~).~ 7 

TL.e ~_· €qt:.es t. for E.!?'P;rop!~i .=.ticns to liquidate CA 'Vlould be l:~E:du-:ed H~ an increase ~_ 

def.nrals of !?15 mi11icn in ohl:Lgati,ons ~JCould be pr8PoseJ 

act: 

Tl-,is would y-e~rcsent :;:. recl.:;.ctio"l ,:-;f app~c~imatcly cr:e-t!1i.rd in the progra:1'. level 
:'0 ::- PY 1977, 21· tai:i.. ';ng dolrtYB in r0 1C' c·'Jr":.struc-i:: ion. Ho':/e'\' .;1:', no pe!:mD.nent sey-iOlls 
COnS0aUE-.n.::=es 'N,::nl1c1 'h .~ it 'c-:' re:l. Thera is n'1 specific prcgr~!'!Ut!at .ic justificatio.. 
fo ::: net spending cd: thE:i~( : ,ectec1 level -- eXc0pt that ~O!'1-=- lowe::..' pr-io!"ity 
activi -':1.'::;3 ,,,ouId ::'e rOS't!:",",H""ct until followir...g YCR:'S. 

http:cr:e-t!1i.rd


( 

---~---------_. -- ... . 

Tr-:i.s C-.cco"J.nt is rC?gula~ly the ,::;tlbj..:~t Clf ".::!ongl-€ssion ,,1 ctcd-c~~s' ai,d this reductio 
••• ,,1...:1b"'l·""-' "-c.- s '- . ';':"'': ..• , '·-.ot1 ~ _. ..... -. 't-';t· qt=>t~'-·d":Jd~-rrr-tiO ----,- '-1 <:.. _ ._::>1.5 ... _.Q . ~ Lr.CE: _'• ..:..n .. o_v€w 0.1 en c.1P..;-_Op__ a l.Cf!. re U_S I:.u '-. ,-_e 
accicm , i t is 3ut;j e.::ct:o t\,'C tY9~5 of :O:',~~new by the Conqre!:>s_ 

• 

http:C-.cco"J.nt


Int:.:ric ~,__!1Et~.}ction 

-!at '2 : 

,; ... ! !'''p,~''Yr;6!::' ..... ~ __ ::.t ; ...."''\ _ t::':~~ Deferral actior!..... _ _v!. .....· ,.,..._. '-eq1.1-<"'·'­

17 s :i.on ~.ctiCJn 

1.<bS"<:Dr't :"ve 1 islat:ion O ~.:.be~· con':-,r."t?ssion2.1 act ·i.cn 

• B l~ 

I:.:u1.l.nc: 

C"2rrer..t .......... 23 54- 54 1:7 XX;t AS 
")... ,. .. ... .,) 54 3CJ 39 3x~ 

0 (j 15 8 X:n"_"C 

~.eaUCG af'!Jro'O!: int ion !'E:. " "21 for the_ c~L., 'lie£:.n 

~~aticn~d Parks by nea:!:'ly 3, y ._vel . The currer.t 
e,;'.::i.:nate fo :·_" FY 1976 as shc\-m <..0oTJE: ,C',-,,­ :E:se~';:3 _ or.le-·tirne r2cuction ir:. ~~€qucsts t 
pe.::-mi t the agency to USe the large ~~'.l_o....,li~ja::.ed balances it has been carrying forward 
each year. 

l'!'ograI!' i~~act: 

This pould ir).v(llve clela}o ill ar.ing 1 Park-:. ,. 
!.:nt trjotl.ld'1clve EO ser !..O....'.CJ .LOEg-!"c.!lge 

-
, _onsequ~nces. '!'11~!·C is ::0 !?rog!,f;;~-"'h-ndt';'C 

basis fo~ th i~; r , ~cu(;tiGn~ Cy.ce:pt tha- p:!.ior.ity ?icti ..<.tics ';;ot.:..ld be. postponed. 

'!."his 2C!C01.ll'l i:::, oft.en s'l4bj ect tu cGngress ional add-a!' r: .no -tl1 is rcduci~: i.on \·]oul ­
I nC0.~~ s-;:ro!'l\~ oopes i·tion in t'he Ccngre·ss. 

http:rcduci~:i.on
http:I:.:u1.l.nc
http:act�i.cn
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