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. COMP’TROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
) WASHINGTON. D.C. 20348

_ ‘August 27, 137¢€
B-1153%8% '

President of the Senate
Speaker of the House
of Kkepresentatives

On July 2&, 1976, we received copies of the Precsident's
16th special message for Fiscal Year 1976 and the Transiticn
Quarter. The message was transmitted to the Congress pursuant
to the Impoundment Control Act of 1974. It inclucdzs thres re-
scission proposals concerning educetion progrems <f tne Depar%-
ment of Health, Ecucetion, and Welfare (HEW), one rescission
provosal affecting the child nutrition progrer adzinisterecd
by the Department of Agriculture, ané¢ four new dzlierral cro-
posals. '

The budget authority the President proposss o resciné
and defer has been withheld since July 1--27 cave before the
proposals were reported to the Congress. We bzlilisve the
President should have reportec these withholcéincs c¢f bulzet
acthority promptly, and his failure to 6o so ¢i< not comply
with the requirements of the Impoundment Control ict thet
impoundments be brought-to the .attention of zhez Concress .
whenever the President determines to w1+nhcld such auvthority.

Concerninc the proposed resclissions, the lete redorting
of these witnholdings 1is particulearly troulescrte because it
may operate to denv to the Congress the exdecteC Ionseguence
of its rejecting & rescission proposal-—the full ané prucent

-use of the budget authority. Specificelly, the lz:e repbcrting
of the proposed rescission cdelays the date upcn wxhich the 45-
cday period prescribed for congressional action on rescission
proposals begins to run. Based on the current congressional

schedule, the 45 Gays of continuous session will 2nd on Sep-

‘tember 29, 1Y76. Thus, if the rescissions are rejesctsd by

the Congress, budget authoritv will be reguired to bz made
available on September 30, 1976. Only one dev will remein
to obligate the budget authority for the annuel funés (Fiscal

“Year 1976 and Transition Quarter) involved in two of the

three HEW proarams. One day may provide 1nsu-ficze.- time’
tec obligate the funas.
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. GAO COMMENTS ON THE PRESIDENT'S

18+H.SEECIAL »:SSSAGE FOR.EISCAL Y

. - DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

: R76-46  Food and Nutrition Service
; B Child Nutrition Progrems
A . Account Symbol: 12X353% .
S ' Proposal for $9.35 Million Rescission
1
]
! The action propased irn the above message is clear.
! The justification for rescinding $7 million of the $5.35 million
i .
1 . . B
: sought for rescission is based upon a survey the Food .and Nutri-
% - tion Service (FNS) conducted two years ago -of all schools in
;. the country that were not then perticipeting in the school '
3 lunch program. The survey was gesigned to' indicate if any
R T | B T Ty AR S oy
1 ~of the schools not participatirng in.a schoosl lunch rrogram’
W : e - e Ve e, S VO ST N ST
5 would be receptive to initiating one if funds”for school*fodd ™
i service equipment were made available. According to FNS, the
response from nearly all schools was negative. To date, FNS
‘has not updated the survey. The officials. did indiczte, how-
. - ever, that schools already participating in the school lunch
program could use the assistance funds proposed for rescission.’
FNS officials indicated that the first two

dentences under the State Administrative Expenses section

0f the rescission message should be amended to read: "This
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‘ " program subsiclizes State &di _inistrati‘;e-expenses incurred

in carrying out State respcnsibilitiszs related :o'the.National
School Lunch Act and Child Nutrition 5c:} The. $4,050,000
appropriaﬁed for the'Transition_Qda}:er by the Second Supﬁief
menﬁal Appropriafions Act, 1976 com:ares_with a ﬁdtal-of
$6 650 000 prov1ded by the Acrlcul+u eﬁd Related Agencies

' Apcropr1a+1on Act, 1976, and the Flrst Supéiemental Appro-

\\prlatlons Act, 1976 | | ) |

\ | - FNS off1c1als cculd not sz ply.aﬁy-details_Or 
evidenCe to support the s:atement in the'fescission message
.that.“current estihates” indicate7the~or;ginaifbuegeﬁbreq¢es:

. is suff1c1en* to meet anticipated adzinistrative needs of the.

Sta*es. We belleve that 1nd1cafloh=.fr¢$ cers alﬁ St ates, sucu;
as New York, are that acdltlonal admi 1ls*ra*1v‘ funcs‘cou'd oe
used, for example, to 1mprove supervision of the sUmme;
food program. ” | |

FNS officials told us thaz, if the rescission is
rejected, the budget autherity woulé be made a&ailable.for
obllgatlon as requlred by the Impoun-ment Con*rol Act. -If
not all of the nonfood assistance anc State acmlnlstratiVe
expense funds were-obliga:ed by the States on Oc*ooer 1,

the remaining balances would be carried over into Flscal




over coulé be reallocatad at the disz:
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Year 1977. However, in accordance with whzt was termed

"treditionel" budgetaryv practice by TNE, the fundes. carried
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Secretary
of Agriculture to any progrem within :he child.n;:;ition
appropriations.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUZATION,

AND WELFARE : : -

R76-47 Office of Education _ _ .
R Elementary &nd Seconcar\ ZZucation

N "+ (Stete Equalization)

Account Symbol: 7560279
Proposal for $3 Mllllon fzzcission

'R76-48 - Office of Education .

School Asgsistence in Fedsrally
<s

*.wm_-_“M__:Af‘ected'Ar=as~’5av1r

Provisions)

'Account Symbols: 7560280, 75X0280
Proposal for $24 Million Zescission
_R76—49 | Eéucatiohlfo;,thé Landic a??éd

(State Grant Program) o
Account Symbols: 756026z, 7
Proposal for $90 Million =e

Information in the above three messages is correct

and the actions prqposed'a;e clear.

Notwithstanding the fact that the budcet authority

involved in iesciésion_proposal R76-47 lapses, if unobligated
on September 30, 1976, an Office of Zducation (OZ) budget

official stated that sufficient time (the remzining day
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cf September) will be availeble in which to otcliczare
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‘if the rescission is not epproved by the Congress.
; ' . Concerning R76-48, an OE procram officizl eztimated
that, if the rescission is approved, "hclé harmless" payments

to local educational egencies wil

[

be in the neighborhood of

o, et e -

90 percent of that authorized rather than the 75 percent

level of funding estimeted in the resciscion propzsai. If the

proposed rescission is rejected, the budget avthority will

remain available until expended.
With respeéi to R76-49, agency_officials'informeé'us
S that 1if the rescission is appfcved, States would experienée
’ . . some Gifficulties as they made adjustiments. to +their plans in
! _ : : . : _
-; - order. to operaEemyigh_reduced Feceral funds. The Second
3 Supplemental Appropriation Ac:z, 1976, limited-:hefavailébiléty
! of ‘the subject budget authority proposed for resciésion Qnﬁil
, =

September 30, 1976. Congress currently has uncder considesratio

i

; as part of the |Fiscal Year 1977 appropriation fcor OE, a technical

amendment that iwould establish the availability of the funds

: until September; 30, 1977. If the scheduled lapse date re-

mains September: 30, 1976, and the rescission is rsjected,
;'§ | the Office of éducation may nct be able to obligaze the funds

ii i ~ on September 30, 1976, end the budget authority will lapse.

oy —
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The informe:ion provided in def

D76-115, D76-116, and
taken are'clear,
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