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No-Year Appropriations In
The Department Of Agriculture

Unobtigated balances of budget authority in
the Departmen: of Agriculture increased
from $3.2 billion in fiscal year 1973 to
$13.8 billion in fiscal year 1976 and dropped
back to $7.1 billion in 1977. Analysis of 25
selected no-year appropriation accounts
(those which rer: sin available for obligation
for an indefinite period) disclosed substantial
variances between estimated and actual bal-
ances of unobligated budget authority.

Reprogrammings and transfers of unobli-
gated balances have given the Department
flexibility to use funds not needed in certain
programs to meet unanticipa:ied increases in
others without having to requust additional
funds. About 3346 million of unobiigated
balances have been reprogrammed or trans-
ferred within the Food and Nutrition Service
and Soil Conservation Service since fiscal
year 1976.

No-year appropriations generally should not

be used to fund a department’s programs
s unless there is a compelling reason to do so,
such as a long-term contractual commit-
ment. GAO concluded that only 10 of 25
Department of Agriculture no-year appropria-
tion accounts met the basic criteria of the use
of such funding.

RECEASED

IR

RELEASED

PAD-78-74
SEPTEMBER 19, 1978






]

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20848

B-142011

The Honorable Thomas F. Eagleton

Chairman, Subcommittee on Agriculture,
Rural Development, and Related Agencies

Committee on Appropriations

United States Senate

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This is in response to your letter dated March 24, 1978,
requesting GAO to conduct a review of unobligated balances
and no-vear appropriations in the Department of Agriculture
(USD2). The subcommittee has indicated a concern about the
large number of no-year appropriation accounts and the fact
that large unobligated balances are carried over by USDA
from one year to the next. GAO was asked to look specific-
ally at the following:

(1) The historical record of unobligated balances
that have been carried forward during the past several years.

(2) The extent to which these unobligated balances
have been used for purposes other than those for which they
were appropriated.

(3) Providing a recommendation on the advisability
of retaining "no-year” funding for each appropriation now
so funded.

In summary, we found (1) USDA unobligated balances rose
from $3.2 billion in 1973 to $13.8 billion in FY 1976 and
dropped to $7.1 billion in FY 1977; (2) transfers of unob-
ligated balances co other accounts and reprogrammings within
an wccount (both for purposes other than those contemplated
at the time of appropriation) have occurred only in the Food
and Nutrition Service and Soil Conservation Service during
the last 5 years; and (3) although several factors influence
which ‘type of funding an appropriation account should have,
15 of the 25 USDA no-year accounts you asked us to examine
have no compelling programmatic or budgetary reasons to be
funded by no-year appropriations.
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On May 19, 1978, we testified on the use of no-year
funding in USDA before the subcommittee. 1In response to a
request at that hearing, we provided for the record our pre-
liminary determination about compelling programmatic reasors
for no-year funding of the 25 USDA accounts on the list you
provided.

This report provides more detailed information on USDA
unobligated balances and appropriation accounts funded on a
no-year basis. Due to the short timeframe, however, it was
not possible to do an in-depth analysis of the specific fund-
ing requirements and program operations for each of the no-
year accounts with a view to making specific recommendations
on each account. We believe, however, that our analysis sup-
ports a determination about whether or not compelling pro-
grammatic or budgetary reasons exist for retaining no-year
funding.

In compiling our -information, we used various appendixes
of the Budget of the U.S. Government, budget tapes of the Of-
fice of Management and Budget, and information supplied by
officials of the Department of Agriculture and its bureaus.
At your request we did not obtain written agency comments on
the matters discussed in this repcrt.

HISTORICAL ANALYSIS OF DEPARTMENT
OF AGRICULTURE UNOBLIGATED BALANCES

During the past year there has been an increased aware~
ness and concern over the increases in unobligated balances
in the Government. We have recently issued two studies on
the subject: On January 13, 1978, we issued a report on the
*Analysis of Department of Defense Unobligated Budget Author-
ity" (PAD-78-34) to the Task Force on National Security and
International Affairs, House Committee on the Budget. 1In
April 1978 we published, at the request of the Budget Process
Task Force, House Committee on the Budget, a staff study on
"An Overview of Unobligated Balances in Civil Agencies”
(PAD-78-48). The studies are part of a continuing trend in
the Congress to gain a better understanding of unobligated
balances and their impact on the Federal budget and appropri-
ations process.

An unobligated balance is that portion of budget author-
ity that has not yet been obligated. In l-year accounts the
uncbligated balance expires (ceases to be available for ob-
ligation) at the end cf the fiscal year except for technical
adjustment use. In multiple-year accounts the unobligated
balance may be carried forward and remain available for

e
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cbligation for the period specified. 1In no-year accounts,
the unobligated balance is carried forward indefinitely
until specitically rescinded by law or until there have been
no transactions in the account for 2 full fiscal years.

Within the Department of Agriculture there was accumu-
lated an increasing amount of unobligated budget authority
from 1973 through 1976, when it reached a peak of §13.f bil-
lion. In 1977, however, these balances dropped to $7.1 bil-
lion. During this timeframe the Department had less than
5 percent of the Government-wide unobligated balances. (See

app., I.)

Federal funds--which are collected, owned, and used
by the Government--~have comprised 97 to 99 percent of USDA's
unobligated balances. (Trust funds, which are administered
by the Government in a fiduciary capacity, have comprised
the remaining 1 to 3 percent.) Pederal funds are comprised
of: general, special, public enterprise revolving, and
intragovernmental revolving funds.

The largest portion of USDA's total unobligated bal-
ances (47 to 87 percent during fiscal years 1973 through
1977) have been in the public enterprise revolving funds,
primarily due to permanent borrowing authority of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation. The next largest portion of
USDA's total unobligated balances (1l to 41 percent during
1973 to 1977) has been in the general funds. Special funds
and intragovernmental revolving funds have historically ac-
counted for less than .0 percent of USDA unobligated bal-
ances.

The subcommittee provided us with a list of 25 no-year
appropriation accounts in the Agriculture appropriations
bill for which it wanted a history of unobligated balances
(there are other USDA no-yvyear accounts not under the subcom-
mittee's jurisdiction). Twenty-four of these accounts are
general fund appropriation accounts and one is a public
enterprise revolving fund. Appendix II provides a listing
of the 25 accounts and the unobligated balances for each
from 1973 through 1979 (1978 and 1979 are estimates).

As shown in appendix II the actual unobligated balances
for the selected general fund accounts have ranged from $528
million to slightly over $1 billion frcm 1973 to 1%977. These
balances represent between 4.3 and 16.5 percent of the total
unobligated balances of the Department, and represented
about 41 to 53 percent of USDA's total general fund balances
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through the transition quarter. In 1977 the propo-tion of
the balances of these accounts increased substantially to
about 93 percent of USDA's general fund balances., This was
primarily because about $455 million in unobligated author-
ity to borrow in the Rural Electrification Admiristration
loan account, which was carried in USDA's general fund bal-
ances from 1973 through the transition quarter, was trans-
ferred to the Rural Electrificaticn and Telephone Revolving
Fund, an off-budget account. (Off-cudget accounts are not
included 1in the budget totals.)

Appendir II also shows that most of the unobligated
balances in the no~year accounts are attributable to two
bureaus within the Department--Agricultural Stabilization
and Conservation Service (ASCS) and the Food and Nutrition
Service (FNS). While these two bureaus have comprised most
of the balances, ASCS balances have been steadily declining
since 1973, both in absolute dollars and as a percentage.

In 1973 ASCS had over $288 million or 54.5 percent of the to-
tal for the 23 accounts. In 1977 it was reduced to slightly
over $73 million or 9.7 percent. While ASCS balances were
declining, PNS balances were on an overall rise from $28.5
million (5.4 percent) in 1973 to over $596 million (79.4
percent) in 1977,

" The estimated general fund unobligated balances for
1978 and 1779 show dramatic decreases to $93 million and
$4 million, respectively. We question the accuracy of
these estimata2s, however, because the Department nas
historically underestimated its unobligated balances by
a significant amount. Appendix III shows a comparison
of estimates and actual unobligated balances by bureau
from 1973 through 1977. Appendix IV lists estimated and
actual balxnces for each of the accounts. For example,
in seven budget presentations (1973-1979) budget year
estimates for the six appropriation accounts in the Soil
Conservation Service have shown no estimated unobligated
balances at the end of the fiscal year. Actual balances,
however, for the 5 completed fiscal years have ranged
from $32 millioni to $90 million (7 to 17 percent of total
funds available in these accounts excluding reimbursements).

We did not attempt <o analyze the Department's esti-
mates since we currently nhave underway 2 Government-wide
study of estimating procedures. Estimating in the Depart-
ment of Agriculture will be included in that review.
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REPROGRAMMINGS AND TRANSFERS

In response to your gquestion as to the extent to which
unobligated balances have been used for purposes other than
those for which they were appropriated, due to the short
timeframe, we limited our work to information on transfers
and reprogrammings of unobligated balances as provideld to
us by Department officials. This data disclosed that during
the past } years $9.3 million of unobligated balances have
been transferred between accounts in the Food and Nutrition
Service, §6.7 million has bcen reprogrammed witnin Soil Con-
servation Service accounts, and about $330 million was repro-
grammed within FNS accounts.

The authority for transferr.ng funds between the appro-
priation accounts established for the miscellaneous expenses
of any USDA bureau, division, or office, is contained in
section 702(b) of the Department of Agriculture Organic Act
of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2257). The amount transferred from an
appropriation account is limited to not more than 7 percent
of the sums appropriated for the fiscal year. The transfer
authority to an account is iimited to 7 percent except in
emergency situations,

An PNS official stated that there have been three trans-
fers among the PNS no-year accor..ts during the last 5 years.
Each case was described as an emergency in accordance with
7 U.5.C. 2257. 1In each instance the appropriations comait-
tees were advised of the action by letter. .. November 1976,
FNS transferred $§1.5 million from the Child Nutrition account
to the Special Milk account to insure that reimbursement com-
mitments would not exceed available funds. Similarly in Sep-
tember 1977, $4 million was transferred from the Child Nutri-
tion account to the Special Milk account. More recently, in
March 1978, FNS transferred $1.6 million from the Child Nu-
trition account to the Food Program Administration account
to cover the cost of FNS's regional office running the summer
feeding program for New York State. The budget propesal had
assumed that the State would continue to administer the pro-
gram and funds were therefore contained in the Child Nutri-
tion account.

In November 1977, FNS advised the appropriations commit-
tees that it had reprogrammed unobligated balances totaling
$2.2 million in the Pood Stamp ($836,000), Child Nutrition
($1,253,000), and Special Supplemental Food Program (S$111,000)
accounts from program to administrative use to fund a contract
to develop a Financial Management Improvement System. However,
the Department in its letters to the Chairmen, stated that
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tl.ese balantes were carried forward into 1978 in the Pood
Program Adminigstzation account. We beljeve that this action
shotild be classified as a transfer rather than as a repro-
aramming because the funds were "moved" from one appropria-
tion account to another as opposed to being diverted to a
different item within the overall appropriation account.

Department of Agriculture Administrative Regulations
(6 AR 29u) state that all "significant changes" in the pro-
gram plan recommended in the President's budget and approved
by the Congress must have prior approval. At the request of
the appropriations cormittees, the Department in April 1978
clarified tne guidelines and criteria to be used for repro-
gramming proposals. (See app. V.)

The Food and hutraition Service has reprogrammed about
$330 million within its appropriation accounts since March
1976. An PNS oZficial advised us that reprogrammings occur
largely because the budget estimates are made so far in ad-
vance and because of changes in the law which add activities
requiring funding that was unanticipated.

A synopsis of FNS reprogrammings follows:

-=In March 1976, PNS reprogrammed Food Stamp Bonus funds
($2,000,000) to finance a contract for reconciliation
of prior year food stamp deposits.

-=In July 1976, funds within the Child Nutrition account
($190,000) were reprogr»=med to assist the Trust Ter-
ritery of the Pacifi~ (slands to carry out develop-
mental and e perimontal projects. ,

-~In August " 377, PNS reprogrammed funds from program
use to administrative use within the Special Supple-
mental Food Program account {($144,000) and the Pood
Stamp account ($275,000 and $400,000) for management
improvement projects not anticipated during budget
formulation PNS also reprogrammed $2,085 000 from
program funds to administrative expenses.

-=In February 1978, because of new legislation and re-
vised program cost projections, PNS reprogrammed
$85,190,000 from child nutrition programs for carry=-
cver into fiscal year 1979 and $239,796,176 from food
stamp czarry-over available in 1978 to finance research
demonstraticn and evaluation projects ($4,823,000) and
increased bonus costs ($234,973,176).
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The Soil Conservation Service has reprcgrammed $6.7
million in its Conservation Operations account from 1976
through 1977. During 1976 and the transition gquarter, re-
spactively, $2,933,444 and $744,733 was reprogrammed from
technical assistance programs to soil survey programs to
accelerate soil surveys in high energy source areas and
sreas of rapid urban development. During 1977, $3,642,622
was reprogrammed from technical assistance, of which
$3,022,004 went to the land inventory program. According
to the Department, this amount was reprogrammed in response
to a request from the Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition and Forestry to provide data needed for their over-
sight plans to evaluate land and water congervation progranms.
The remaining $620,618 went to soill survey progranms.

AUTHORITY POR NO-YEAR APPROPRIATIONS
IN THE DEPARTM A

The utilization of no-year budget authority within the
USDA is authorized by the Congress in either the authorizing
legislation and/or the periodic appropriation acts.

In reviewing the legislative history of the authorizing
legislation for those programs which Lave no-year authority,
we found that there is very little or often no public debate
to indicate exactly why each one was established. In the
majority of cases a statement i3 included in the act that
says "to remain available until expended” or "to be avail-
able without fiscal yvear limitation®; however, there i3 no
explanation as to why. In short, we could find no delineated
rationale for the use of this type of funding in the USDA.

- Several appropriation accounts have been given no-year
status in the appropriations acts where there is no basis
in the authorizing legislation. The Agriculture and Related
Agencies Appropriation Act for 1978 included nine such ac-
counts. The House Appropriations Subcommittee on Agriculture
and Related Agencies in its report on the 1978 appropriation
bill provided the only explanation as to why these nine
accounts were provided no-year appropriations:

*This authority tends to result in savings by
preventing the wasteful practice often found

in government of rushing to commit funds at

the end of the fiscal year without due regard
to the value of the purpose for which the funds
are used. Such extended availability is also
essential in view of the long lead-time fre-
guently required to negotiate agreements or
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contracts which normally extend over a period
of more than one year. Under these conditions
such authority is commonly provided in appro-
priations bills where omitted from basic law.
These provisions have been carried through the
years in this bill to facilitate efficient and
effective program executicn and to assure maxi-
mum savings.”

Notwithstanding the lqck of a clear reason as to why
no-year budget authority is necessary or desirable in other
Agriculture accounts, we know that the Congress did authorize
its use. The issue then is the choice between the advantaces
of no-year funds and the risk of reduced congressional con-
trol over such funds.

Pros and cons of no-year appropriations

No-year appropriations are those that are available for

‘obligation without time limit. Programs involving long-term

contractual agreements such as construction projects could
justify the use of no-year approprlatxons. In these cases
the total estimated cost of the project is usually appropri-
ated in the first year but it is expected that obllgatlons
will be made over the life of the project. Thus the proj-
ect's obligational authority is required to be carried over
from year to year until completion. In other cases, however,
no-year appropriations have been made for programs which do
not invole long-term contracts, and therefore in our opinion
there is no compelling need for no-year funding.

In considering the desirability of and need for no-year
appropriations in those instances where it is not required,
a number of factors should be taken into consideration.
These include: program management flexibility, financial
management, and congressional control.

No-year funding can be cecnsidered advantageous in that
program administrators are not pressured into premature de-
cisionmaking abou: obligating funds when there is no threat
of funds lapsing. This was emphasized by the House Appro-
priations Subcommittee on Agriculture and Related Agencies
when it stated that no-year funding "prevents the wasteful
practice often found in Government of rushing to commit
funds at the end of the fiscal year without regard to the
vaiue of the purpose for which funds were used.™ This factor
was also stressed by the Department in response to a related
study of entitlement programs. According to the Department,

e ameete e o
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no-year funds allow for orderly growth of the special supple-
mental food prcqaram without having to "dump" funds prior to
the end of the fiscal year.

Another advantage is the flexibility in using carry-over
balances to cover in:reases in programs above original esti-
mates and the absorption of cost increases due to pay raises
and inflation, thus precluding the need for supplemental re-
quests for funds. The Assistant Secretary for Foof and Con-
sumer Services has stated that fundlng for food stamps and
child nutrition programs is on a performance basis and that
precise funding levels are 1mp0551ble to predict because pro-
gram levels are dependent upon the numbers of participants
and economic conditions beyond its control. The Cepartment
contends that no-year funding is needed for program flexi-
bility to meet changing conditions in the economy and the
availability of carry-over authority provides flexibility to
use funds from periods when estimates have been too high to
offset those periods where the estimates have been :00 low.

In commentlng on proposed legislation, we stated that
there are certain financial management advantages in the
use of no-year appropriations:

--Such funding can provide a simpler method of account-
ing for funds than fixed year funding, particularly
by eliminating the two intervening year accounts and
"M" account as required for fixed year appropriations
by 31 U.S.C.A. Sections 701, 70°%.

--No-year appropriations provide flexibility to the
Congress: in any year the Congress can provide that
unobligated balances or any portion therecf (a)
shall revert to the Treasury i.e., lapse; (b) coild
be available for obligation in tiue subsequent year;
or {¢) could be placed in reserve for later deter-
mination.

In contrast to the above advantages, no-year appropria-
tions can have a detrimental effect on the Congress and its
control of the budget and program funding. One possible re-
sult of nc-year funding that should be a concern to the Con-
gress and program administrators alike is the effect it can
have on the management of programs and funds--if budget au-
thority for a program does not lapse at the end of the fis-
cal year, the incentive toward timely planning and execution
of programs is lessened since there will be "more time" to
obligate funds and carry out program objectives.
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A disadvantage of more direct concern to the Congress
is the loss of control over actual program levels from year
to year under no-year funding. For example, if onlvy a por-
tion of the funds appropriated for a program year are obli-
gated in that year, the result would be a program level lower
than the Congress expected. Then in the subsequent year,
with carry-over authority, the program level could be in-
creased to a level above that intended by the Congress. In
any event, the Congress is not in a good position to exer-
cise year to year control over program levels.

The failure to obligate funds zppropriated, even if
such funds are to remain available until expended, could in
some circumstances, raise the question of impoundment; that
is, whether the executive branch is slowing down program im-
plemantation and, thereby precluding the obligation or expend-
iturz of budget authority. 1In such cases, the Impoundment
Control Act regquires the President to notify the Congress
whenever he propose=s that all or part of budget authority
provided by the Congress be deferred or rescinded.

CONCLUSIONE

The accumulation of large unobligated balances by agen-
zies has been of great concern to the Congress recently.
This may imply to the Congress that the agencies have poor
planning or are not carrying out the programs as intended
by the Congress. Large balances of unobligated budget au-
thority can give an agency some degree of independence
(either real or imaginary) from program levels set in annual
appropriations acts. The Congress may consider this a threat
to its control over the “Federal purse strings."

The Department of Agriculture s unobligated balances-
increased significantly from 1973 through the transition
quarter, but dropped in 1977. Estimates for 1978 and 1979
are significantly less, but the Department's estimates of
unobligated balances have historically varied signiiicantly
from the actual balances. The validity of the estimates for
1678 and 1979 are, therefore, subject to guestion.

Reprogrammings and transfers of unobligated balances
are procedures that aid agencies in meeting unanticipated
program demands. They give agencies the flexibility to use
funds not needed in certain programs to meet unanticipated
increases in others without having to request additional
funds. Most of USDA's reprogramming and transfers have been

10

-



B-142011

in the Food and Nutrition Service, primarily the food stamp
and child nutrition entitlement programs. USDA procedures
require that the appropriations committees be advised prior
to reprogramming and transfers being effected. This gives
USDA flexibility in meeting program needs while still re-
taining a certai:i degree of congressional control.

The Congress has expressed its desires relative to the
period of availability of funds in Section 253 of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1970 (2 U.S.C. 190k) which
provides that each standing committee in its consideration
of bills shall endeavor to ensure that '‘all continuing pro-
grams and activities of the Federal Government are carried
on with annual appropriations to the extent consistent with
the objectives of those programs and activities.

It is our position that programs and activities involv-
ing long-term contractual commitments (such as construction
and other capital needs) could constitute compelling rea-
sons for the use of no-year appropriations. Conversely,
programs and activities not involving long-term contractual
commitments should generally be provided funds on a fixed
period basis-such as l-year or multi-year. Departures from
this position should be permitted only on a clear showing
that a program or activity cannot be successfully and ef-
fectively operated with fixed period appropriations or that
advantages such as program flexibility and financial manage-
ment and accounting efficiency attributable to the departure
clearly outweigh the disadvantages of the risk of reduced
congressional control.

* Qur analysis of the need for no-year appropriations
for the 25 accounts you provided us was based solely upon
whether there is a compelling procrammatic or budgetary
reason (i.e., long~-term contractuai commitments) for no-
year funds. While we did not consider management flex:i--
bility or financial management and accounting efficiency
as compelling reasons, these factors should clearly be
considered in any decision about whether or not no-year
furding should be continued. Appendix VI contains a com-
piete listing of these accounts with USDA and GAC comments.

We concluded that 10 of the accounts warrant no~-year
appropriations since they involve construction and long-term
contractual agreements. The other 15 accounts which include
performance and entitlement programs, salaries and expenses
type accounts, and grant programs, did not fund programs in-
volving long-term contractual commitments and, therzfore
in cur opinicn, éo not have compelling reasons for no-year

11
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funding. We believe that a change from no-year funding in

these 15 accounts would cause no serious impact on the pro-
grams funded through them. We are not, however, making any
recommendations as to how those accounts without compelling
reasons for no~-year funds should be funded.

The Department's rationale for having no-year funding
is based primarily on a desire to retain the flexibility
afforded by having funds available until expended. While
we believe that this is a factor that should be considered
in making a decision about funding, we db not consider such
flexibility to be a requirement for use of no-year appropri-
ations. :

In the final analysis, it is the Congress which must
make the ultimate decision on the funding of Federal pro-
grams. The length of time budget authority is available
is written into law. In making its decision, the Congress
should weigh the advantages and disadvantages of no-year
funding, financial management, and program effectiveness
against the risk of reduced congressional control as the
result of no-year funding.

As arranged with your office, unless you publicly an-
nounce its contents earlier, we plan no further distribu-
tion of this report until 10 days from the issuance date.
At that time, we will send copies to appropriate Senate and
House committees; the Director, Office of Management and
Budget; and the Secretary of Agriculture.

3

Sjrfcerely yours ;
Awt e

Comptroller General
of the United States

12



DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

UNOBLIGATED BALANCES BY FUND TYPE

(Millions of dollars)

. 1978 1979
1973 1974 1975 1976 Q 1977 (note a) {note_a)
Department of Agriculture:
Federal funds:
General funds 1,304 1,592 1,950 1,588 1,289 811 93 4
Percent of total 40.7 22.5 15.4 11.5 10.5 11.4 11.0 .2
Special funds 281 218 146 127 203 280 337 21N
Percent of total 9.0 3.1 1.2 .9 1.7 3.9 39.7 15.8
Public enterprise
funds 1,503 5,155 10,412 11,935 10,576 5,793 194 1,239
Percent of total 46.9 72.7 82.3 86.5 86.5 81.5 22.9 70.6
P
Intragovernmental
revolving funds 12 10 22 27 18 20 13 16
Percent of total .4 .1 .2 .2 .1 .3 1.5 .9
Total Federal funds 3,106 6,975 12,530 13,677 17,086 6,904 637 1,536
Percent of total 96.9 98.4 99.1 99.1 98.9 97.2 75.1 87.5
Trust funds 100 112 112 124 137 202 211 220
Percent of total 3.1 1.6 .9 .9 1.1 2.8 24.6 12.5
Total 3,275 7,086 12,642 13,801 12,223 1;f66 648 1,756
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Government-wide .
unobligated balances 18€,961 234,279 288,270 292,909 254,465 255,191 220,424 224,301
Total Agriculture as a
percent of Government-wide 1.7 3.0 4.4 4.7 . 4.6 2.8 -4 .8

a/Estimated. !

I XIaN3Id4ddv

I XIgN3d4dv



UNITED_STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

UNOBLIGATED BALANCES

SELECTED NO-YEAR ACCOUNTS

(Thousands of dollars)

Bureau/account 1973 1914 1915 1916 TQ 1911

General funds:
Agricultural Research Service:
Agricultural Research

Service {Construction}) 4,566 31,566 8,668 40,081 10,198 5,794
Scientific Activities

Overseas __5,186 3,039 1,426 1,870 1,405 2,660

Total _18,352 _ 6,605 10,094 41,951 11,603 8,454

Percent of total,
23 accounts 2.0 1.0 1.0 5.9 2.2 1.1

Animal and Plant Health In-
gpection Service:
Animal and ?lant Health
Inspection Service

{Construction) __3,918 3,827 18,067 25,858 8,301 _ 5,679

Percent of total,
23 accounts .1 .6 1.7 3.6 1.3 .8

Farmers Home Administration:
kural water and Waste

- Disposal Grants 120,304 126,869 849 105,314 66,752 968
Rural Housing for Domes- D
tic Farm Labor 2,581 0 0 8,855 0 250
Mutual and Selt-Help
Housing . 833 1,212 981 9,524 6,386 10,902
Rural tiousing Grant .
Program ——T . T . il - ——T I
Total 123,718 128,081 1,830 123,693 73,138 12,120

Percent of total,
23 accounts 23.4 19.6 .2 17.3 13.8 1.6

1978
(note_a)

1979
(note a)

II XIQNI4dVY
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Bureau/account

8oil Conservation Service:

Conservation Operations

River Basin Surveys and
Investigations

Great Plains Conservation
Program

Resource Conservation and
Development

watershed Planning

Watershed and Flood
Prevention Operations

Total

Perceat of total,
23 accounts

Agricultural Stabilization
and Conservation Service:
. Agriceltural Consecvation
Progrim
Emergency Conservation
Measures
Water Bank Program
Forestry Incentives
Program

Total

Percent of total,
23 accounts

Food and Nutrition Service:
Food Stamp Program
Special Supplemental Food

Program (WIC)
Child Nutrition Programs
Special Milk Program
Food Program Administra-
tion

Total

Percent of total,
23 accounts

1973 1974 1975 1976 TQ 1971
7,086 4,309 6,020 8,732 4,558 8,247
1,303 1,000 1,631 1,210 1,087 1,476

152 112 317 269 ° 693 188
11,111 6,153 1,137 1,031 442 712
1,303 1,198 1,017 974 1,072 1,553
49,902 35,828 ~22,082 27,430 13,324 41,74}
70,857 _68,594 32,174 89,647 _81,376 53,919
13.4 10.5 3.1 12.6 15.4 7.2
256,061 254,427 264,500 121,354 32,330 52,047
20,431 19,688 23,542 19,790 16,307 8,567
11,652 17,544 12,980 18,928 13,977 7,695
= = 9,281 9,489 8,064 4,739
288,144 291,659 310,303 169,561 70,678 73,048
54.5 44.6 30.0 23.8. 13.4 9.7

0 130,497 586,529 201,403 112,170 240,730

- - - 637 140,597 126,373
26,413 22,342 71,818 58,369 28,455 229,104
2,033 .0 0 50 0 0
_28,446 152,839 658,347 260,659 281,222 596,207
5.4 23.4 63.7 36.5 53.2 79.4

1978 1979
(note _a) (note_ a)
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 .0
0 0
-4 .
S S
0 0
3,567 0
2,717 2,717
_.521 __._-521
..6,883 _3.238
7.4 08.6
0 0
0 0
85,190 0
0 da/0
el B 74
_85,130 N

91.6

II XIQN34ddv
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1978 1979
Bureau/account 1973 1974 1975 1976 TQ 191 {note a) (note a)
Foreign Agricultural Service:
Salaries and Expenses
(Spectal Foreign
Curcency Program) 3,016 2,891 2,335 __2:396 _ 2,243 _ 1,795 _ 1,040 ___ Al5
Percent of total,
2) accounts .6 .4 .3 .3 -4 .2 1.1 11.4
Total: 23 accounts 528,451 654,502 1,033,550 112,765 528,461 751,222 93,035 3,653
Percent of total, .
23 accounts 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.9 100.0 100.0 100.0
Percent of total USDA
general funds 40.5 41.1 53.0 45.0 41.0 92.6 100 100
Percent of total USDA
funds 16.5% 9.2 8.2 5.2 4.3 10.6 11.0 .2
- Foreign Assistance Programs:
Expenses, Public Law 480
{note () 302,217 287,159 238,82« 363,741 115,473 408,042 262,780 0

Public bEnterptise Funds:
Federal Crop Insurance
Corporation:
Federal Crop Insurance

Fund 50,997 63,311 44,778 43,205 40,245 64,311 ~22,826 -30,344

a/Estimated.

b/Combinea with Rural Development Grants and Rural Development Planning Grants in 1979 Budget (o
torm a nxw account--Rural Developmeat Grant Programs.

c/Combined in 1979 Budget to form a new account--Rural Housing Grant Program.
- d/Currently a l-year account--Proposed no-year account in 1979 Budget,
e/Account established in 1978. . ”

t/Balances tor this account are not included in the Budget Appendix or Budget tapes.

o \
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APPENDIX III APPENDIX III

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
ACCURACY OF ESTIMATED UNOBLIGATED BALANCES BY BUREAU
POR SELECTED NO-YEAR ACCOUNTS

{thousands of dollars)

Agricultural Research Service (2 accounts)

Piscal BY CyY 44 riscal Y CY PY
year estimste estimate asctual year estimate estimate actual
]
1973 83 3,73 10,352 1973 0 228,726 288,144,
1974 4,820 1,520 6,605 1974 11,391 108,182 291,639
1978 1,520 770 10,094 1978 15,000 62,228 310,303
1976 770 0 41,951 1976 1,000 126,242 169,561
T - 0 11,603 i) - 86,262 70,678
1977 0 75 8,454 1977 45,598 16,170 73,048
1978 0 0 - 1978 11,170 6,808 -
1979 0 - - 1979 3,238 - -
Animal and Plant Bealth Inspection Co
ervice (1l account Pood _and Nutrition Service (S5 accounts)
1973 0 1,500 3,918 1973 923 2,006 28,446
1974 0 1,500 3,827 1974 1,949 0 152,839
1975 0 0 18,067 1978 0 412,038 658,347
1976 0 0 25,858 1976 0 132,000 260,659
b o] - b} 8,301 kaed - 0 281,222
1977 0 0 5,679 1977 0 338,742 $96,207
1978 0 - - 1978 88,742 85,190 -
1979 0 - - 1979 0 - -
Parpers Home Administration (3 accounts) Foreign Agricultural Service (1 account)
1973 16,000 123,979 123,718 1973 2,008 2,240 3,016
1974 123,147 130,386 128,081 1974 1,240 2,016 2,897
1975 130,082 0 1,830 1975 1,016 2,397 2,738
1976 0 0 123,693 1976 1,897 2,234 2,396
0w .. = 0 73,138 ™0 - 2,109 2,243
1977 0 0 12,120 1977 1,609 1,743 1,798
1978 0 0 - 1978 1,243 1,040 -
1979 0 - - 1879 413 - -
Soil Conservation Service (6 accounts) Pederal Crop Insurance Corporation (1 account)
1973 0 29,749 70,887 1973 29,754 36,834 50,997
1974 0 22,488 68,594 1974 34,911 55,229 63,311
1978 0 0 2,174 1978 $1,245 42,797 44,778
1976 0 18,00 89,647 1976 38,067 48,554 43,285
byl - 6,000 81,376 R - 46,830 40.245
1977 0 0 53,919 1977 42,429 8,716 64,311
1978 0 0 - 1978 2,061 -22,826 -
1979 1 - - 1579 =30,344 - -

Note: BY--budget year; CY-—current year; PY--past year.



APPENDIX IV

APPENDIX IV

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE ACCURACY OF ESTIMATED UNOBSLIGATED BALANCES

POR SELECTEU NO-YEAR ACCOUNTS (thousands of dollars)

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCE SERVICE

A tural Resgatc v
tgonstruction pogtion)

riscal [ 24 cY Y
yesr ssgimaty  estimace astyel
197 83 3,720 4,568
1374 4,820 1,520 3,566
197% 1,520 770 8,668
1976 770 0 0,082

k3] - 0 10,198
1977 1] 7% 5,794
1978 0 0 -
1979 0 - -

Scienti?t Activ
8 a2 £ }
1973 0 0 5,786
1974 0 0 1,039
197% -0 0 1,426

1976 0 0 1,870

k1] - 0 1,408
197 ] 0 2,660
1978 ¢ 0 -
1979 0 - -

ARINAL AND PLANT HEALTH IFSPECTION SERVICE

Anta. nd Plant Health In n
[1X3 construction portion

1973 0 1,500 3,918
1874 0 1,%00 3,827
1978 0 0 18,067
1976 0 0 25,858
™ - 0 8,301
1977 0 0 5.679
1978 0 0 -
1979 0 - -

1973 16,000 120,000 120,304
1974 120,000 120,304 126,869
1978 100,304 0 849
1976 0 0 108,314
TQ - 0 6‘5752
1977 0 0 968
1978 0 0 -

1979 - - -

Rural Housing for Domestiz Parm Laior

1973 0 3,147 2,581
1974 1,147 9,081 0
1975 9,081 0 0
1976 9 0 8,855
o] - 0 0
1977 ¢ 0 250
1978 0 0 -

1979 - - -

Fiscal

leaf

1972
1974
197%
1976

k]
1977
1578

1979

1973
1974
1978
1974

0
1977

1978

1979

1972
1974
1978
1976
E1d
1977
1978
1979

1972
1974
1275
1976

e
1977
1978
1979

n 1 and Self-H

2 4 = 4
gitimace eftinese

0
0
1,00
0

[~ X -3

E

(-2 -X- Ty -N-¥-¥-]

o9 SCovo

Great Plaing Conseryv

[-R=X-) (-2 -F-X-]

832
1,001

[~ X-X-X-%-)

186

N [
(- R-F-N-¥.¥-]

7

Qoocoocow

on P

PY
Acsuel

833
1,212
11 2%
9,524
6,386
10,902

7,086
4,309
6,020
8,732
4,558
8,247

1,303
1.000
1,621
1,210
1,087
1,476

152
112
ne
269
693
188

Resoucce Conservicion and Ogvelopment

1973
1974
197%
1976
pac)
197
1978
1979

1973
1974
1975
1976

™
1977
1978
1979

0o 000

Watershed Planning

(=R~ X=] oo

7.929
4,439

oSovo

569
$3s8

OO0

11,111
6,15
1,137
1,031

442
712

1,302
1,19%
1,017
974
1,072
1,553



APPENDIX IV APPENDIX IV
W B ood Prev n ation PEDERAL_CROP INSURANCE CORPORATION
Piscal Y cY 4 4 P C ingu n Fu
year (1131111} a8tinate acsugl
1873 0 17,413 49,902 r;;:;x ,,5::,;, mf’u“ ,5;;,]
” *
1974 0 17,484 $8,825
1978 0 0 22,082 197 29,784 36,034 50.997
1976 0 18,000 77,43 1974 34,911 15,229 3.1
n - 6,000 73,524 1978 51,2458 42,797 44,778
19717 0 0 41,743 197¢ 38,067 48,354 4,308
197 0 0 - N - 46,830 40,248
1979 0 - - 1977 42,429 3,718 64,111
1978 2,061 ~25,026 -
AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION AND SOWSERVATION SERVICE 1979 ~30,344 . -
Agriculsural Conservagion Progras 7OOD AND NUTRITION SEAVICE
1373 0 210,500 256,061 Pood Stamp Progrgs
1974 0 88,780 254,427
1978 15,000 49,27¢ 264,300 137 0 0 0
1976 0 108,768 121,384 1974 0 0 130,497
™ - 75,769 32,330 197% 0 412,018 $36.529
1977 30,763 4,06 52,047 197% 0 132,000 201,402
197 4,86 3 ~ ) - 0 112,170
1979 - - 17 0 0 240,730
1978 0 0 -
Emerqency Conservecion Neasyres 179 . 0 - -
1973 0 6,818 20,431 (WIC)
1974 0 7.23 19,4688
1978 0 11,688 23,542 17 - - -
1976 0 18,542 19,790 1974 - - -
0 - 18,542 16,307 1975 - - -
1977 13,942 11,307 8.5¢7 1976 - - 3
1578 $,307 3,567 - ) - 0 140,597
1979 0 - - 1977 6 0,742 126,373
. 1M 08,742 0 -
Mazer Dank Program 197 0 - -
1973 0 11,39 11.652 Shild Muegision Programs
1974 11,391 12,171 17,544
1978 0 1,264 12,900 1973 923 87 26,413
1976 1,000 1,932 18,928 1974 0 0 22,342
10 - 1,982 13,977 1978 0 -0 71,418
1977 - 1,208 0 7,698 1976 0 ] 58,369
1918 0 2,17 - - 0 28,458
1979 2,717 - - 1977 0 250,000 229,104
1970 ] 85,190 -
Incentiv 1379 0 - -
1973 - - - fpecial Milk Program
1’1‘ - - -
1978 - 0 9,201 197 0 1,949 2,033
1976 0 0 9,409 1974 1,949 0 0
N - 0 9,084 1973 ] 0 0
1877 0 0 4,739 197¢ 0 0 50
1978 0 521 - n - 0 0
1979 s21 - - 1977 0 0 0
1978 ¢ 0 -
1979 0 - -
FOREIGR AG L C
PO » Adnin ation
Sa B nses .
(Special Po urre zam) 1973 - - -
1974 - - -
1973 2,008 2,240 3.016 1978 - - -
1974 1,240 2,016 2,897 1976 - - -
1975 1,016 2,197 2,738 N - - -
1976 1,897 2,234 2,396 1977 - - -
™ - 2,109 2,243 1978 0 0 -
1977 1,609 1,743 1,795 1979 0 - -
1978 1,243 1,040 -
1979 415 - -



APPENDIX V APPENDIX V

UNITED STATES CEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
CFRCE OF ™I SECRETARY
WADNGTOND.C X280

CURCT OF BUDGLT, MLANNING AND EVALLATION PPR - 5 573

JUBJECT: Guicance for Resrogramming Proposals
T0: Agency Sudga:z Officers

Secsion 296, Title VI of the Departaent’'s Acministrative

Regulations containg general juidelings for the submission

of reprogracming requesss. The aporooriatisns commtiges

have recens'y requessec th2s we Clarify those guidelines

::s :ssun sh3c 217 such proposals are handled on & consistert
s.

deprograzming proposals will be subamritted <o both Aporooriationg
Commicteas wnen onc of the following critaria are met:

== funding will be increased dy 10 percens or $50,000 or
more, whichever i3 lower, for any individual program.

= additiont® funging will be applied ¢ a program reducss
or deleted by either Agpropriations Commitise.

- funding will be = ‘ced for 8 Drogram known %0 be of special
intarest t2 either Asorz.~ietions Committee.

e fgw Programs not revisunlv justified to the Congress will
be fundes A

== Peprogramnings are droposad under the aythority of 7 U.r.C.
2257. (The Secretary‘'s 7 percant interchange authority.,

Reprogramming reques®s, drepared for both Approoriation Commitcees,

should be susmitieg 3 tne Directer, O0BPE wno will srrange for

s;}e:.]acnmm ang signature by appropriate Departmenzal palicy
cials.

An Explanation of Program Revisions (attached format) should be
included 2s an attachmens 20 each repragramming letter 3G provide
3 comprehensive and detailed explanation of the changes in
circumstances wnich necessitate the program revisions.

-



APPENDIX V APPENDIX V

J would 1ike 20 2ake this opsortunity 2o remind you that exireme
care must be exercised in decicing wnen the use of funds cone
stitutes a reprograming. Please refer 20 8§ AR 296 and 29

these guidelines when questicns arise. Let me know when fursfer
assistance i3 nesdad.

Fel IG5

Attachoent
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U,5, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE NO-YEAR APPROPRIATION ACCOUNTS

UMOER JURISDICTION OF

SENATE APPROPRIATIONS SuCOMMIITEE ON AGRICULTURE, RRA) DEVELOPMENT AND RELATED AGENCIES

BtiRt Ay

Actount Title
Account Number
vescription

Oepartment Explanation Y

GAO Couments

Compe ) Ving
Programmatic
Reason

for Being

AGRECUS TURAL RESEARCH SERVECE

Agricultural Research Service
12°1400- 52

Canstruction of faci)ities,

sctentific Activities Overseas

12- 0053382

Research tmportanl to American
eyriculiure is carried out in forelgn
countriss using encess foreign
currency,

1/ 0fficia) explanation supplied by UY
Rural Developnient and Related Agenc
necessarily reflect buresu or depar]

Note: Department did not Vist or provide official
conments on this account in materisl supplied for
the record (see footnote #1).

Officia): This account is no-yesr because of the
circumstancas surrounding 1. Research proposats
are recelved from numerous foreign countries, The
proposals must be reviewed and evalusted before
\h:z tan be considered for funding, Besides the
number of proposals that have to cons jdered,
the physical obstacles (distances, language
interpretations, etc.) must be overcome as well.
Because of the time required for proper administa-
tion, funds are made available for obligation
beyond the year fn which they are appropriated.

DA for the record as requested tn hearings before the
fes , February 24, 1978. Unofficia) comments were rec
tment offfciel position.

Construction projects usually require no-year fund-
ing.

his program involves 3-8 year retearch projocts
vhich are fulty-funded Yong-term contracts and
require no-year or sulti-year funding unless specisl
suthorization §s provided,

enate: Appropriations Subcommittee on Agriculture,
ived in subsequent {nforma) {Interviews and do not

Yes

You

Ia XIaN3dddv

IA XIaN3dadvw



1T

BUREAY
Account Title

.
~JBescription

ANTMAL AND PLANT NEALTH INSPECTION
SERVICE

Anima) and Plant Health Inspection
Service !ﬁnsfrucfﬁgmrg@
Y2-T500-0-1-352
Construction of a ltaboratory and

two animal tmport stations.

AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION ANO
CONSERVATION SERVICE

Agricul tural Conservation Program
is-gwo-l-soz

Cost-sharing for conservation is
carried out with landowners.

e e ey e — D2pArtmeont. Explanation..

Inf;armuon on No-Year Funding Status--USDA Accounts

|

Offtcia): The entire funding needed for the

in the budget year. lowever, obligations of these
funds Yor the construction of the projects are
made over & number of years as the construction is
completed.

Offictal: A no-year account 1s suited to this
type of program under which annusl and Yong-term
agreements for cost-sharing are subject to termina-
tion at any time and the funds resulting from such
terminatfon can be used to adjust payments among
program years,

construction projects wunder this account ave requested

Construction projects usually require no-year
funding.

This account s now funded by 15-month contract

suthority with special authorization to emter into
long-term {3-10 years) agreements. The appropria-
tion ¥s for Viquidation of contract authority. A

reguiar no-year appropriation is being proposed fn |

the FY 1979 Budget. 1ong-term fully funded
contracts require no-year or multi-year funding
unless specific authorization is provided.

GAQ Comments .

Campelling
Programmatic
Reason
For Being

Yas

Yes

IA XIAN3ddY

CHo-Ymar
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1

BUREAU
Account Fitle
Account Numbor
horption

AGRICUL TURAL STABILIZATION AND
CONSERVATION SERVICE font.)

tmergency Conservation Measures (ECH)
12-3316-0-7-453
Cost-sharing s provided for
emergency conservation repairs for
damage due to natural causes.

|m‘n\u§ tncent ives Program
12-1336-0-1- 302

Cost-sharing fur trow planting
and tinmberstand improvement,

Nater Bank Program
12-3320-6-1-307
Agreements are made to pay land-
owners lo preserve wetlands.

Informatfon on No-Year Funding Status--USDA Accounts

_Department Lxplanatjon .. . . . __.

Official; A no-year account is advantageous for this
type of program because it historically has faci)i-
tated an ismediate source of funding to meet the
unpredictable and irregular needs to rehabilitate
farmiapds damaged by natural disasters.

Unofficial: ASCS officials said informally that
multti-year funding would not affect program.

Offictal: A no-year account i3 suited to this type
of pm?ram under which annual and long-term agree-
ments for cost-sharing sssistance are subject to
termination at any time and the funds resulting
from such termination can be re-directed toward
new agreements.

Unofficial: Other factors cited for retention of
no-year funding include costs of adminfstrative
changes and hudget and program revisions.

0fftcial: A no-year account is suited to this
type of program under which long-term agreements
are subject to termination at any time and the
funds resulting from such termination can be
re-directed toward new agreements.

Unoffictal: ASCS officials said informally that
multi-year funding would not affect programs.

e i—ew.OAD Covments

Corrmellin?
c

Progranmat

There are no milti-year coamitments in this program.

No-year funding and carryover balances are not
essential.

Vong tevm tontracts requive no-year ur multi.year
funding unless spectal authorization is provided.
Increated cost of accounting must be weighed
suainst increased congressional control.

Long-term cantracts, 3-10 years in this case,
requive no-year or multi-year funding unless
special authorization is provided.

e e e e mve ——. = e ————

Reason
For Beiny
No-Year

No

Yes

Yes

IA XIaN3ddv

IA XIQN3d4dV



£l

Inforpation on Mo-Year Funding Status--USDA Accounts

Compelling
BUREAY Prgaram tic
Aucount Title For Being
{3 /! - -
..-(?."::n ':r::ner e . eio—. . _lepartment Lxplanation . __ . GAQ Coments e IND Year
FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE CORPORATION '
federal Crop Insurance Corporation Official: Financing mechanisms utitized fnfunding This §s a public enterprise revolving fund. Yes
un FCIC necessitate the use of a no-year account ‘
2.49;35..,.,_35‘ because of the :renluﬂ collection and indemnity pay-
rovides crop Insurance to agricultura out concepts, the limitation on the use of premium R
producers, income to finance administrative and operating .
expenses, and the subscription to capital stock,
Collections of premiums to pay indemnities and {
administrative and operating expenses is not Vimitel i
to a fiscal year basis, it may that premivms |
collected after the end of the fiscal year would be
used to pay indemnities and administrative and )
operating expenses from the previous year or future
years. t Capltal stack authorized and subscribved to H
in any particular fiscal year may be needed in a {
preceeding year or subSequent year. K
1
TARMIRS HOME ADMINISTRATION (FmiiA)
{anned program are to
Mutual and Seltf Help Housin Official: A program of this kind moves slowly and Tota) amounty of grants for p H
12-¢006-0-1. l!l h Tasioe gathers mnen't‘uugln carrying forward the nece:ury obligeted In year program "";d‘d"e appropriated !
Grants are made Lo non-profit organi- work Intended. Therefore, (TN necessary (hat funds | #nd mo-yesr funding not required.
atiuny so they can pravide technical carry forward. This would permit the planned program !
assistance to groups of famities to to proceed in the event it may not be completed by the |
enabite them to build their own homes by end of the year. :
mutual exchange of labor.
Unofficial: Program and bud: et officlials interviewed
stated this program could be chanqed from no-year
funding without adverse impict. :
L}
1
'

IA XiaNZdd¥
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_Information on No-Yedr Funding Status--USDA Accounts

IA XIAN3ddV¥

LAY

Compelling
BUREAY Programna tic
Accuunt Title . Reason
focoubl Huiber . For Betng
oo caption . ~ . . beparcumnt Lxplanetion ... . . ... . __. . —GAD_fomments ._Bmmr
FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION (FmiiA) |
Rural Housing for Domestic Farm Labor Offictal: A program of this kind moes slowly an! Total amounts of grants for planned prograr are t No
l?-?oo&-o‘ivgol o gathers momentum in carrying forwari the necessary obligated in year program funds are sppropriated and
Grants to non-profit organizations work intended. Therefore, it is necessary that funds | no-yesr funding not required.
to provide low-rent housing for domestic| carry forward. [This would permit the planned proqram
farm lator. to proceed in the event it may not be completed by
the end of the year. |
Unofficial: Program and budget offictals iInterviewed }
stated this program could be chenged from no-year l
N funding without adverse tmpact. i
i !
‘ 1
Rura) Housing Grant Program Kote: [he Department did not 1ist or provide Same as above. | No
t?-?mo-h-t-%ﬂ comments on this proposed new account in material !
Proposed new account which includes supplied for the record (see footnote #1). '
Hutual and Self Help Housing and Rural X
Housing for Domestic Farm Labor, plus i
a grant program fur low-income home- t
owners to make health and safety type
repalrs to thelr homes !
[}
)
fural Water and Waste Jsposal Grants Same a3 above, Same as above to
T3 2066-0-T- BT £ . ,
Assistance for new and liproved water
and waste disposal systems for small '
rural conmunities, '
1

IA XIQN3d4dv
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Information on Mo-Vesr Funding Status--USDA Accoynts

Conpelling
bJREAU Pr:gramdtic
Account Titde o eason
CCOII: umber . For BE‘I\Q
_Description e ey eo—-—- -Department Explapation - GAQ Copments . e - MDY
FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE {FNS)
Child Mulrition Programs Official: Funding to the States is on » performance | performence funding and late claims are not compellin
12-3535-0-1-604 funding basfs. Given the open ended nature of reasons for no-yesr funding. If claims are made after
Program provides cash and commodfities performance funding, inherent reporting probless, and| funds lapse, funds can be restored for obligation. ‘
to schools for free and reduced price the certainty of late clatws, the need for funds to
meals, remain available unti) expended Is necessary. '
Unofficial: FNS offictals interviewed could not ‘
present any compelling reasons for no-year| funding. ,
Food Program Administration Offtcial: Most of the programs under the Food and Salaries and eapenses type accounts like this one i Ho
T2-3505-0-7- Mutrition Service are entitlement programs. The generally do not require no-year funding. ’
Expenses assoctated with administer- size and the complexity can vary greatly from year '
ing FNS programs, to year. Having the capacity to use prior year i
appropriations can enasble us to adjust to the
changing requirements of the programs without \
asking for supplementals, ‘
Unoffictal: FHS officlals interviewed could not
present any compelling reasons for no-yesr funding. i
food Stamg Pragram Offictal: Since the Food Stamp Program is an Flexibtlity of this type may be destrable on the part No
l?‘3505?591T663°“‘ entitlement program fts budget depends largely on of managers but does not warrant no-year funding.
Eligible households are provided the number of participants and the levels of the :
food stamp covpons to increase their coupen allotments. It is very difficult to project
food purchasing power in retai) stores. these nusbers since they are dependent on general '
economic conditions. Having the capacity to use B
prior year appropriations can help the program H
adjust to changing economic conditions which )
would increase or decrease participation and |
costs. .
Unafficials FNS officials interviewed could present
no corpelling reason for no-year funding. ,
1
i

IA XIAN3ddavw
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Information on No-Year fFunding Status - USDA Accounts

Compelling
BUREAU . Programmat §¢
Account Title - Reason
Account Nuabie: ' For Being
. Vescription . e iiny e _Department Explanation ____ - _5AQ Cosments . No-Year
Special Milk Program Official: Funding to the States {s on a performance | This program has always been funded on a }-year [
¥Z-3502-0-1-600 funding basis. Glven the open ended nature of basis. Twice in the last S years funds have been
Funds are reimbursed to schools performance funding, Inherent reporting probleds, and| transferred in from the Child Nutriticn account to
for part or all of the cost of milk the certainty of late clates, the need for funds to cover anticipated needs.
served. remain avaflable unti] expended Is necessary.

Unofficial: FNS offictals Interviewed could nol
present any compelling reasons for no-year funding.
They said that one-year funding had been su:ccesslully

handled.
upple Food Officlal: This program 1s relatively new. An order-| Even though this program has experienced significant No
mi ¢! upplements) foud Progra Iy program grmtg ?grplamed. but u{ul performance | growth slxchc its ‘:nce'l')tlon in !8’5. timed ﬁ'mding
2:3510-0-1-604 by each State has varied from the planned program. would work untt) program stabilizes.
Cash gramis provided to make supple- Therefore, it 13 necessary that funds carry forward.
mental food available to pregnant This would permit the planned program to proceed in
women, nursing mothers, infants and the event it mey not be completed by the end of the

children up to 5 years old. year.
{

RNt~

IA XIAN34dV
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BUREAU
Account Title
Kccount Number
_bescription

Information on Mo-Year Funding Status - USDA Accounts

__Department Explapation

Compell M?
Programmtic

GAQ Cosments . _. .

FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERYICE

Salaries and Expenses, Special Foretgn|
Currency Program

12-2901-0-1-352

Forelgn currencies are used to
develop new markets and expand exist-
ing markets for U.S. agricultural
commodities.

FOREFGN ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

Public Law 480
VZ2-2274-0-T-15¢
Credit sales of commodities to other

(usually developing} countries;

donation of commodities; sales to

private trade entitles isull)- fnter-
national barter sales (domnti; and
various activities to use forelgn

currencies generated prior to 1972,

Officlal: "...5 per centum of the total sales made
each year under this title shall be set aside in the
amounts and kind of foreign currencles specifled by
the Secretary of Agriculture and made available in
advance for use as provided by this paragraph over
such §riod of years as the Secretary of Ag%icuhm
termines w most effectively carry out the

purpose of this paragraph...”

Unofficial: FAS officta) tnterviewed sald change
from no-year funding would not disrupt operations.

Financing mechanisws utilized in PL.4BD necessitate
the use of a no-year account because of the long-
terw agreements entered Into with foreign countries
whereby proceeds from sales of foreign currencles
and dollar 1osn payments are merged with appropriated
funds reducing future budget requests in the years
the proceeds are recsived. At the beginning of any
given year there s no way to determine what the
demand ls going to be for commodities and what agree-
ments wil) be signed and on what commodities.

This program has bzen dvawing down on one appro-
iriation since 1969. There s no compelling reason
why & salaries and expenses account should be no-year.

A; the program §s currently structured a change
from no-year would cause accounting problems since
revenues are serged with appropriations and reused.
There ave altermatives to no-year funding if changes
In legislotion re made {example: program revenues
could be made & part of appropriations for the year
in which recatved and used). Bul an elaborate
sccounting system would be needed Lo maintatin appro-
prilﬂan year *mmy of outstanding losn m.ﬁ'c’.s
that wouid be repald over periods os Tong as 40 years.
Congress would have to make a funding decisfon after
careful study of alternatives.

Reason
For Being

_Ho-Year,

No

i Yes

IA XIAN34dvw
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BuREAL
Acuunt title
Account Numder
escription

SO CONSERYATION SERVICE (s09)
Conservation rations
Tat AR R

Provides technical assistance to
land owners for fastalling conserva-
tion measures; soll surveys.

81

Great Plains Conservation Program
12-2268-0-1-302
Cost-sharing and techntcal assistancy
for conservation messures in the 10
Great Plains States (3-10 year
contracts).

12-1665-0-1-

Provides for cooperation of Federal,
State and local agracies In developiay
river basin water resource programs.

River Basin Surg%}gn_d_lgge_sggnlons

information on Mo-Year Funding Status - USDA Accounts

..— .Departwent Explanation . . _._ . _
{811 S€S accounts)

Offtctal: In accomplishing soil and water consqrva-
tio.. work, muny State and Local governments and
sponsor ing Jocal orgenizations eater iato cooperative,
relnbursable, and trust fund arvangements with the
Service. Many of these agreements require 5€5 to
contribute either a fixed 3um or percentage of
program cost to sccomplish & prograa objective over
8 period of years. These arrangements seldos provide
for increasing the nonfederal shave for cost in-
creases resulting from inflation or Federal govers-
sent action such as pay costs. SCS wsuslly has to
pay a larger share of the total cost than origimally
expected, and rally SCS cannot expect to ask for
sppropristion increases in subsequent years 1o cover
*hese costs. Carryover funds pravide some flexi-
bility to address this situation without diluting
current appropriation levels.

\

SCS provides techalcal assistance to the
Agricultural Conservation Program (AC®), & USDA

zrogru administered by the Agricultural Stabilization!
onservation Service. This program Bas been proposed
for termination by sany adniaistrations over the
years, but has been contisued through congressionst
action. Thus, we often stert » fiscal year act
expecting to being requires to Ice MP, and

then at time during the fiscal year, belng
faced with an unexpected worklosd. While we earm
about §5 millica anaually In ::N|C|l' :hls

program, by sgrecment we absord am equal swoumt.

Here again, having sowe flexibidity mmzr
over funds enables SLS to respond to the

of this program.

Compell ing
Proarammat ic

GAD (osmenls

Conservation operations 1S basically a salaries
and expenses account involving no long-term funded
agreesent. Sslaries and espenses type accounts do
not require ao-year funding.

Long-term fully-funded contracts require no-year
or tiaed funding unless special suthorization is
provided.

flver Basin Surveys and lavestigstions Is basic-
ally a salarias 3ad expenses account {nvolving no
long-term funded sgreements.

Reason
for Baing

HMo-Year

Mo

»

Yes
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SOl CONSERVATION SERVICE { COWT.)

BUREAD

Account Iitle
Kccount Number
Description

Resource Conservatlon and Developmeny
2-1010-0-1-302
Program hﬂ‘n loce) Goverrnments
develop capability to plan for
resource conservation and development.

Watershed Planni

Ii-m-l-ﬁ%

USDA assists local organizations in
plananing for land and witer controt in

watersheds under 250.000 acres.

Matershed and flood Preventlon

rations

2-1072-9-1-300

Provides for construction and tech-
nical assistance tn fnstalling works
of {mprovement on small and large
watersheds; emergency operations.

Information on Mo-Year Funding Status - USDA Accounts

o —u—. — Deparieent Laplaoation .. .

Conpelling

Programmatic

) for Betng
5 [ LI

(AN SCS accoumts - coat.)

In contractual program i which local spoators ere
the moving force and the generosity of private 1and-
owners plays a large role in the success of 3 progre,
obligationy do not always occur a3 we plan them,
Several months of planning and clote coordination
leading to the letting of & contract may fall throwgh
at the last woment, or perhaps canmol be accomplished
before the end of the year because al) aecessary land
rights are not available. As a result, several
uiilion dollars related to & contract cannot be obli-
gated a5 expected. However, by carrying over the
funds, we are often able to let the contract a the
fivst weeks of the next fiscal year. To lose these
funds would mean losing the contract or diluting
curreat-year appropristions resulting in less com-
servation work on the ground anaually.

Cunds for Flood Preveation, Section 216, Emergency
Operations wsually come through the supslesental
process late in the fiscal year. The majority of the
funds are obligated and odtlayed in the mext tiscal
year. No-year funds are aeeded to carvy out the
iu::at of Congress in accomplishing the emergency
work.

Carryover funds have 3lso enabled SCS Lo have encugh
cash flow in the early weoks of 2 new {lscal year to
continue operations pending passage of row appropri-
ations or passage of a continuing resolution. While
this has not been & problem ia the last two years,
previously it was snd could be as evidenced this
yar ia passage of funds (or HEW and Lador.

Resourte Contervation and Duvelopment is parti-
ally salaries and expenses and partially cost-sharing
funds bul sgreements are mot fully-Tunded.

Natershed Planning Is basically & salaries and
expenses accoumt and does mot iavolve loag-ters
funded sgreements.

The construction part of the Watershed and Flood
Prevention Operations program requires mo-year lmdlngn

Reason

Yes
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BUREAU
Account itle
Rcount Nusdies
e cotption

SOI CONSERVATION SLAVICE {Lont.)

Informstiva on B Tear Funling Stelwn -

. bDeparsiment Laplanatlon . - --
{A)} SCS accounts - cont.)

Unofftctal: S budgel of ficlials stated that they
felt they could maintain o desirable level of
fiexibility with timed funding tn progréss aot re-
quiring na-year funding -

UsUA Accounts

Compel}in
Prograemat it

6N C s ——
Geneval Comment

SCS wies it staff Lo work s 1) sis appropet-
stions by sluply (harging thelr time to the approprt-
ste one.  Ihis, coupled with mo-year funding, .m.s
SCS flestbility tn responding to changes {n condt.
Uons, pelorities, ete. Congresslonal control to be
gained In changing from no-year fuading should be
weighed agalmst possible program fapact.

Hou,on
for Being
ho-Yeat
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