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The Honorable Edmund §, Muekis
Chairman, C ammitiee on the Budget
United States Senate

Dear Senator Muskie:

You have mmmmrw&mwm

the Food Stamp Act of 1977, mic X1 of Pub. '
ber 29, 1977, section 1301, 91 Stat, ﬁ‘i. 79, to be cod
«8,C. §§ 2011, ot seyq,

As you point out, the Food Stamp Program has been run as an entitle-
ment program; that is, the enabling legisia benefits to any
rﬁmm meeting the sligibility miﬁm established hy m ?m Suamp

egislation, regardiess, in effect, of the coft o the Goveramer

¥

Section 401 of the Congressional Budget Act of 19874, 31 U.8.C., §
1381 (19761, placed new restrictions on QWW consideration of
entitiement authoriiy, When the Food Slamp Amendmenta of 1977 were
enacted, Congress far the first time place a @m m appmmm
authorized for this entitiement program. The anthorized riation
ce comained in that law were, approximetely $5, 848 dillion in fiscal
{u 978; 36, 159 billion in fiscal year iﬁﬁz $6. {89 billica i fiscal year

980; ang §8, 216 billion in fiscal vear 1981, Ym state tha! these statu-
tory suthorization ceilings were based o8 projectied costs for the food
stamp program at the time the (977 ammﬁmm were enacted, Al this
time, however, both the Depariment of Agricultyre and the Congressional
Budget Offic» estimate that the spropriation suhorization ceilings for
fiscal year 1980 and 1981 wiil be exceeded by substantial amounts if the
program continues 1o operate unider iis currens Wim

You state that the President's budget for fiscal year 1980 recommends
repealing permanently the autherization ceilings and leaving the level of

funding for the food stamp program 1o the annusl sppropriations process,
Your initial question is;

e + ¢ what the program implicstions would be, under curremt
law, of maintaining the statulory suthorization ceilings for FY
1980 and FY 1981, assuming that these ceilings would be exceeded
under current program guideiines,”




A-51004

In enacting the 1977 Act, the Congress changed the sature of the
food stamp entitiement program aot only by the inclusion of the
mnm, mmm, t&ma(m, but by
section um, 7 (&&G, * m:. wm

") In any fiscal year, the Secretary shall limit the value
Mwmmms@?‘gﬁmmag
m&awwmmmam
wuumwmﬁMugwmnma

mm:utm mmmw@

Of couirse, the C can choose 1o appropriate funds at, below,
wmm:m kich are authorized o be appropriated. However,
once the fwt&cgfqrmmmm mwzm

would have 1 gsueﬁ&l effect, m g
subsection m*ﬂﬁi is ﬁrry gm about the mmrys mm
ba M that the reqgu ments of the participsting States will exceed
m% mmmmmmmsmuwms
m the value of the allotmenis to be issued 1o eligible participating
households mmmbemgmmwicngtrm&mmg
the amount appropristed, Even withouwt subsect 027M), of course,
the Secretary would have (o be gure that expenditures did not exceed
tions, See, for example, the ymm of 31 U5, C, § 6605
(1978), which provide that no officer or emploves of the United Ststes
may m!w or authorize an mm or an ation under any appro-
priation in excess of the amount svailable thereis,
Accordingiy, m miy M@ option gm 1o the Secretary under this
statute is to make reductions in aliotments shen e realizes that suffi-
dagﬁa«h&wmmgwmgﬁ&mm@@:rgmmmnﬁ st the
then current level, Obviously, the timing of this decision is critical,
The iater in the fiacal year the dec:istm is m, the mcr the imp

¥ ij Emr e
In this regard you state that you undersisnd that the General Counsel
of the Department of Agriculture and the Counsel for the Senate Commit~
tee on Agricuiture, Nutrition and Forestry believe that there are only two
options available to th‘ Department under current law: (i} scross-the~
board pro rata reductions in benefits to all participants, and (2) simple
amexmp@maxmmmmwmmhm
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M ﬁxx:mmmmixm wmmmwﬁ
Mm" d ve wﬁmwmﬁ‘” mwa@
s m in o participarts retary

mHmmeﬁiumgﬂgwmm:mmmmWam

rate, bul there are general provisions of law which require

agencies spend money al a3 rete M wm them

% of mm t;y m@a m year, Si Qa.c. “é (ttﬁ)‘
mana gement mrg&ﬁu m; m the responsib
Mnlnt@m:;mmm;nwgmgmmw funis
before the end of the year, See 31 !ﬁ.&és § 683e),

Mwwmwmmmvwl&ar, we have now
wmtwawﬁmmgmmmm if appropriations
are sot sufficient to cover program coms, the mmry must make pro
rata reductions mmmgggﬁm stamp allotments or whether he has
some flexibility to reduce aliotmentis on some basis. The Depart-
ment of Agriculture has indicated {13 desire (o present ils views 1o us
before we render our opinion on this matier, We cwt ihe Department's
report in the next few days and me will render our opinion oo thatl issue
as promptly as poasible,

Accordingly, in our view, the reduction of the value of allotments to
be issued 1o eligible househalds is the anly wab%ap option available to the
Secretary of Agriculture if the funds appropriated 1o carry out the Vood
MA& are not in fact sufficient to run the program at s full rate,
WCQMM&W&%MW%%%WW}%

mly FORLS,
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BRPLTY waﬁﬁﬁ General
of the United Bates









