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Mar. 24, 1988) (Sen. Sanford); S. 2914, 100th Cong., 2d Scss., 134 CONG. REC. $16,889-95
(daily ed. Oct. 19, 1988) (Sen. Moynihan); S. 101, 101st Cong,, 1st Sess., 135 CONG. REC.
$170, $425-29 (daily ed. Jan. 25, 1989) (Sen. Sanford); S. 219, 101st Cong., 1st Sess., 135
CONG. REC. §173, $636-37 (daily ed. Jan. 25, 1987) (Scn. Moynihan); S. 240, 101st Cong,,
18t Sess., 135 CONG. REC. S173, S682-84 (daily ed. Jan, 25, 1989) (Sen. Heinz); S. 401,
101st Cong., 1st Sess., 135 CONG. REC. S1413, $1421-22 (daily ed. Feb. 9, 1989) (Sen.
Hollings); S. 852, 101st Cong,, 1st Scss., 135 CONG. REC. $4384, S4419 (daily ed. Apr. 19,
1989) (Sen. Bryan); S. 1752, 101st Cong., 1st Sess., 135 CONG. REC. $13,297, $13,299-300
(daily ed. Oct.-12, 1989) (Sen. Heinz); S. 1785, 101st Cong., 1st Sess., 135 CONG. REC.
$13,803 (daily ed. Oct. 24, 1989) (Sen. Moynihan); S. 1795, 101st Cong,, 1st Sess., 135
CONG. REC. §14,129, 514,137-38 (daily cd. Oct. 25, 1989) (Sen. Hollings).

For a general discussion of the removal of Social Security from the budget and its
consequences, se¢ DAVID KOITZz, SOCIAL SECURITY: ITS REMOVAL FROM THE BUDGET
AND PROCEDURES FOR CONSIDERING CHANGES TO THE PROGRAM (Jan. 4, 1993) (Cong,

Res. Serv. rep. no. 93-23 EPW).

Some have argued that section 13301 conflicts with the listing of discretionary
accounts sct forth in the joint statement of managers accompanying the conference report
on the Budget Enforcement Act. See supra p. 466. In a letter to the Director of the Office
of Management and Budget, the Chairman of the Budget Committee argued that the con-

gressional intent is plain:

I am writing to express my concern regarding a possible interpretation
of the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990 with respect to the budgetary treat-
ment of Social Security. I understand that your Office is considering whether
the administrative expenses of the Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance
Trust Fund and the Federal Disability Insurance Trust Fund shall be counted
in the deficit and as part of the domestic discretionary caps for purposes of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings). I wish to express in the strongest terms my view that
these administrative expenses should not be included in either the deficit or
the domestic discretionary cap for purposes of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings.

Section 13301(a) of the Budget Enforcement Act states:

The all-inclusive breadth of this language could not be more clear,
The subsection heading speaks of ®exclusion ... from all budgets.® The
operative language is unambiguous: “the receipts and disbursements . , . shall
not be counted.” Paragraph (3) specifically mentions the Gramm-Rudman-
Hollings law as one of the purposes for which Social Security must be

excluded.

The joint statement of managers accompanying the conference report
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