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Free DIRT (Disability Insurance Reallocation Tax) Act of 2016-2020 HA-7-7-15
By Anthony J. Sanders

sanderstony@live.com
To avoid burdening the U.S. Supreme Court with the responsibility for criminally convicting the SSA Actuary, Commissioner and Trustees (ACT) in 2016 for deprivation of relief benefits under 18USC§246 when they conspire to cut DI benefits to 80% because the DI Trust Fund will be completely depleted under “current law”, whereas: (a) the SSA Actuary has not gotten right FDR’s infamous “pain the OASDI tax rate calculus”, that takes a week to differentiate the first time, the Chief Actuary has responded to the President in regards to the OASDI reallocation question with a common wrong answer – 2.7% - October 1, 2015 is not too late for Congress to get the OASDI FICA tax rate right to avoid depletion of the DI Trust Fund in FY2016; (b) SSA administrators are peculiarly obsessed with continuing their $666 persecution on DI beneficiaries in violation of the 42 month limit (Revelation 13:10) when a beneficiary receiving $600-$699 a month should automatically receive an increase to $700 plus annual COLA thereafter; (c) Congress and other rich taxpayers should not be compelled to contribute their incomes above $118,500 (2015) to the attached, but separate roll-call vote, on the 130% increase in tax-base that would be derived from the OASDI Without Income Limit Law (WILL) and shared with the U.S. Treasury, until the SSA Actuary has calculated the baseline in dollar amounts for the optimal OASDI reallocation tax rate, projected to pay benefits until 2020, at no cost to taxpayers, free.
To immediately amend the DI tax rate from 1.80% to 2.30%, from 0.90% to 1.15% for employees and from 0.90% to 1.15% for employers under Sec. 201(b)(1)(S) of the Social Security Act 42USC(7)II§401 and amend the OASI tax rate from 10.60% to 10.10%, from 5.30% to 5.05% for employees under 26USC(C)(21)(A)§3101 (a) and from 5.30% to 5.05% for employers under 26USC(C)(21)(A)§3111 (a) to avoid depletion of the Disability Insurance (DI) Trust Fund in 2016 without increasing the overall 12.4% OASDI or 15.3% OASDI and Hospital Insurance (HI) tax-rate under 26USC(A)(2)§1401 beginning October 1, 2015. 

To amend the DI tax rate again in 2018 to 2.20% from 2.30%, from 1.15% to 1.10% for employees and from 1.15% to 1.10% for employers under Sec. 201(b)(1)(S) of the Social Security Act 42USC(7)II§401 and amend the OASI tax rate from 10.10% to 10.20%, from 5.05% to 5.10% for employees under 26USC(C)(21)(A)§3101 (a) and from 5.05% to 5.10% for employers under 26USC(C)(21)(A)§3111 (a) without increasing the overall 12.4% OASDI or 15.3% OASDI and Hospital Insurance (HI) tax-rate under 26USC(A)(2)§1401 to maximize efficiency until a deficit appears in the OASI Trust Fund in 2020.

Without Income Limit Law (WILL) Act

To abolish the maximum taxable limit on DI contributions on January 1, 2016 and OASI contributions January 1, 2017 and repeal Adjustment of the contribution and benefit base Section 230 of the Social Security Act 42USC(7)§430.
To require the Social Security Administration to pay for SSI Costs beginning January 1, 2017.

To share profits in excess of social security program costs to the general fund of the U.S Treasury on a sliding scale beginning in 2017 DI 50/50 prioritizing the $22 billion + 2% annual growth cost of USPS, and OASI 10/90 to eliminate the federal budget deficit.  In 2020 OASI would share at negotiated rates an estimated 25/75, in 2025 OASDI would share 50/50 and by 2030 75/25 and at 2035 OASDI would take all to pay for the peak in costs of Baby Boomer generation and might need to raise the overall OASDI tax rate.  
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1. Enactment

I am a disability beneficiary.  I pray to pay for OASDI until 2020 at no cost to taxpayers with the Free DIRT (Disability Insurance Reallocation Tax) Act.  It took me two wrong answers, 2.4% for the Defense of Social Security Caucus in 2011, several years of hasty citation of the Actuary’s 2.7% propaganda around the world, before I got the 2.3% disability rate right December 2014, the DI rate goes down to 2.2% in 2018 to prevent the OASI trust fund from developing a deficit until 2020.  The SSA Actuary must take a week to calculate the OASDI tax rate reallocation to prevent the DI trust fund from being depleted in 2016 and benefits cut to 80%.  The DIRT Act pays for OASDI until 2020, for free.  Cutting benefits in 2016 could lead these Level 1 executives to be tried for a  fine and up to 12 months in prison for deprivation of relief benefits under 18USC§246.  Sit on a soft cushion for a week now and avoid a prison bed for a week later.  A lesson we don’t want the Agriculture Secretary to ever forget - protect welfare, abolish slavery.  Welfare benefits must grow or administrators shall be held responsible.  It amounts to discrimination against disability that the Actuary has not correctly performed the OASDI tax reallocation equation when served therewith by a disability beneficiary.  Middle-class taxpayers are intimidated by mathematically unnecessary demands to increase OASDI tax rates without getting the OASDI reallocation equation right until 2020 and/or playing the maximum taxable limit card to increase OASDI revenues 130% by taxing the rich the full 12.4% tax on all their income, income above a certain limit $118,500 (2015) is currently exempt from. If DI benefits are cut aggregately the U.S. Supreme Court does need to delay giving the SSA Actuary due process for the deprivation of relief benefits under 18USC246 like United States ex rel. v. Agriculture Secretary Vilsack and Office of National Drug Control Policy HA-10-6-15 for cutting SNAP benefits one fine day in October 2013.   King v. Burwell gets former OMB Director and HHS Secretary Sylvia Burwell off the hook for deprivation of relief benefits but defers resolution of her incompetent accounting of child welfare, and the premiums and tax credits that are destroying the Treasury Department budget that drives HHS costs above $1 trillion that we shall ignore, to a later date.  The only reason that her cruel conspiracy with Child Support Enforcement to deprive people on UI of DI benefits does not constitute deprivation of relief benefits is because the Actuary did not apply it.  As Social Security Trustee Sylvia Burwell must be chastised for both her conspiratorial association with the White House Intellectual Property Enforcement (WHIP) Coordinator, now abolished, as OMB Director and her conspiracy with Child Support Enforcement, as HHS Secretary, before the SSA Chief Actuary.  Our grievance with Sylvia Burwell is that she has never been seen in any public document without being in the custody of an enforcement officer in violation of the Slavery Convention of 1926.  Extra care must be taken to protect and not abolish welfare in a fit of rage.  Welfare spending must grow steadily.  A more generous physician could be found than Sylvia Burwell who defends herself against deprivation of relief benefits with highly inefficient accounting frauds, five times the asking price, and potentially, ultimately more than 12 months of prison time if her annual HHS spending in excess of $1 trillion cannot be reconciled.  The SSA Actuary presents many wrong answers to the very pressing problem of the looming depletion of the DI Trust Fund and their plan to reduce benefits to 80% in 2016.  It is bothersome that the Actuary does not publish the right answers, nor has that office yet responded to being informed of the right answer, after two wrong submissions with accompanying genocide in Palestine.  The Actuary has not spared the taxpayers or the beneficiaries by performing FDR’s infamous pain in the OASDI tax rate calculation; nor come up with any estimates pertaining to the 130% increase in OASDI revenues from a Without Income Limit Law (WILL) because of corrupt $250,000 negotiations with $174,000 Congressmen who haven’t had the morale to authorize themselves a raise since President Obama took office in 2009.  
The Actuary’s letter to the Director of the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) titled, ‘Potential Reallocation of the Payroll Tax Rate Between the Disability Insurance (DI) Program and the Old-Age and Survivors Insurance (OASI) Program’ dated February 5, 2015 was wrong to use the actuarial DI shortfall statistic of 2.7% proposed by the President.  I have made the exact same mistake.  The Actuary should not have enabled the President to the give the hasty quotation of the Actuary’s shortfall estimate, as three parties have now done, but instead take a week to verify the optimal OASDI tax rate and avoid conviction for deprivation of relief benefits when DI benefits are aggregately cut to 80% when the fund is depleted in 2016.  Having taken the week to work up a crippling pain in the ass solving the OASDI tax rate calculation I assure the Actuary the actual optimal DI rate calculated in December 2014 is 2.3%, in 2018 the optimal rate goes down to 2.2%.  Taking away the guess work might cut work down to one long day and the Actuary might avoid the dreaded ‘pain in the OASDI’ completely, but not if he falls in love the answer, calculates 130% increase in OASDI revenues from the Without Income Limit Law (WILL) and makes radical changes to the Tables of his Annual Report like someone who knows what they are doing – me – could patiently endure.  The Actuary has not taken the time to calculate the OASDI tax rate calculation and ran off with his own propaganda when presented with it by the President, although in retrospect the 2.7% figure is clearly marked as is not usable for this equation, and in the President’s proposal the DI tax rate goes back down to the abysmal rate of 1.8% in 2018 because the 2.7% DI rate depletes the OASI fund.  Furthermore, the many estimates pertaining to taxing incomes over $250,000 are wrong in the sense that is not the right answer.  As of 2015, the base salary for all rank-and-file members of the U.S. House and Senate is $174,000 per year, plus benefits. The maximum taxable limit for OASDI taxes is $117,500.  Salaries have not been increased since 2009. Leaders of the House and Senate are paid a higher salary than rank-and-file members.  Senate Leadership; Majority Party Leader - $193,400, Minority Party Leader - $193,400. House Leadership Speaker of the House - $223,500, Majority Leader - $193,400, Minority Leader - $193,400.  Members of Congress are eligible to receive the same annual cost-of-living increase given to other federal employees, if any. The raise takes effect automatically on January 1 of each year unless Congress, through passage of a joint resolution, votes to decline it, as Congress has done since 2009.  If Congress wants to justify a raise it is a simple matter of them paying for the OASDI WILL (Without Income Limit Law) that would tax all their income, to increase OASDI revenues 130% to be shared balancing my federal budget, without any of their accounting errors, to turn a surplus both on-budget and off-budget.  
You may have read that Members of Congress do not pay into Social Security. Well, that's a myth.  Prior to 1984, neither Members of Congress nor any other federal civil service employee paid Social Security taxes. Of course, they were also not eligible to receive Social Security benefits. Members of Congress a Members are allowed to deduct up to $3,000 a year from their federal income tax for living expenses while they are away from their home states or congressional districts and other federal employees were instead covered by a separate pension plan called the Civil Service Retirement System (CSRS). The 1983 amendments to the Social Security Act required federal employees first hired after 1983 to participate in Social Security. These amendments also required all Members of Congress to participate in Social Security as of January 1, 1984, regardless of when they first entered Congress. Because the CSRS was not designed to coordinate with Social Security, Congress directed the development of a new retirement plan for federal workers. The result was the Federal Employees' Retirement System Act of 1986.  As it is for all other federal employees, congressional retirement is funded through taxes and the participants' contributions. Members of Congress under FERS contribute 1.3 percent of their salary into the FERS retirement plan and pay 6.2 percent of their salary in Social Security taxes.  Members of Congress are not eligible for a pension until they reach the age of 50, but only if they've completed 20 years of service. Members are eligible at any age after completing 25 years of service or after they reach the age of 62. Please also note that Members of Congress have to serve at least 5 years to even receive a pension.  The amount of a congressperson's pension depends on the years of service and the average of the highest 3 years of his or her salary. By law, the starting amount of a Member's retirement annuity may not exceed 80% of his or her final salary.  According to the Congressional Research Service, 413 retired Members of Congress were receiving federal pensions based fully or in part on their congressional service as of Oct. 1, 2006. Of this number, 290 had retired under CSRS and were receiving an average annual pension of $60,972. A total of 123 Members had retired with service under both CSRS and FERS or with service under FERS only. Their average annual pension was $35,952 in 2006.  
The Office of Personnel Management (OPM), on the other hand, receives “such sums as necessary” mandatory appropriations for payments from the General Fund; $36.3 billion to the Civil Service Retirement and Disability Fund which has an FY 2015 balance of $875 billion and outlays of $82.4 billion, $11.4 billion to the Employees Health Benefits Fund which has a balance of $23.3 billion and outlay of $47.7 billion, and $50 million to the Employees Group Life Insurance Fund which has a balance of $44.1 billion and outlays of $2.9 billion.  The federal government contributes $0 to the Postal Service Retiree Health Fund which has a balance of $61.3 billion and zero outlays. OPM assets are estimated at nearly exactly $1 trillion, $1,003.7 million.  Due to the existence of the trust funds it is presumed that the OPM does not use the undistributed off-setting receipt method with their mandatory benefit accounts. The Office of Personnel Management (OPM) requests $240.2 million discretionary.  OMB estimates costs to be $93,362 billion.  OPM assets are estimated nearly exactly $1 trillion, $1,003.7 million.  This is a major discrepancy amounting to over $93.1 billion.  The Office of Personnel Management (OPM) is responsible for the administration of the Federal Retirement Program covering over 2.7 million active employees and 2.5 million annuitants.  Having discerned that the OPM subsidized insurance programs total of $47.75 billion plus $240 million administrative costs, $48 billion, this is $45.5 billion less than the $93 billion OMB estimate.  This discrepancy reduces the deficit by $45.5 billion.  Any retroactive debt relief due the accurate correction of OMB accounting of federal government spending on OPM spending will have to be verified and negotiated with the OPM budget office regarding the adequacy of the new $1 trillion total trust fund balance.  In summary although the OMB estimates federal spending to be $93.4 billion on-budget the OPM budget estimates $132,916 billion in outlays, $48 billion on-budget: $47.7 subsidy and $240 million administration; $53.5 billion in off-budget contributions and $31 billion in interest income, exactly $1 trillion assets in total health, life, retirement and disability, and unpaid postal health assets FY2015.  
Members of Congress are also provided with an annual allowance intended to defray expenses related carrying out their congressional duties, including "official office expenses, including staff, mail, travel between a Member's district or state and Washington, DC, and other goods and services."  Many members of Congress retain their private careers and other business interests while they serve. Members are allowed to retain an amount of permissible "outside earned income" limited to no more than 15% of the annual rate of basic pay for level II of the Executive Schedule for federal employees, or $26,550 a year in 2013. However, there is currently no limit on the amount of non-salary income members can retain from their investments, corporate dividends or profits.  House and Senate rules define what sources of "outside earned income" are permissible. For example, House Rule XXV (112th Congress) limits permissible outside income to "salaries, fees, and other amounts received or to be received as compensation for personal services actually rendered."  Perhaps most importantly to voters and taxpayers, member of Congress are strictly prohibited from earning or accepting income that may appear to be intended to influence the way they vote on legislation.  The Actuary must cease attempting to foist a tax on incomes above $250,000 so as to come up with the right estimates for the OASDI WILL in the 2016 when the 2.3% DI maximum taxable limit should be eliminated and in 2017 when the 10.1% OASI maximum taxable limit ($117,500 2015) is also eliminated and the rich are taxed the full 12.4% OASDI tax.  

The Iron Law of Wages states, that if wages rise above subsistence level, they produce inflation (insolvency insanity etc.) which in turn forces wages down to subsistence level again.  States therefore legislate minimum wage laws, regulate working conditions and provide the poor with social insurance.  Failing to take care of the DI beneficiaries, or SNAP beneficiaries, who are paid a subsistence income by the federal government, Congress does not have the morale to approve an increase in their own salaries.  Unfortunately due to the high levels of criminal insanity involved in their own insolvency, Congress and government officials tend to impose their insanely rich form of austerity upon the poor, increasing the conflict with the Iron law of wages, The nation depends on the steady growth of reliable welfare programs for the poor, disabled and retired.  How can the rich be expected to govern if the poor cannot afford to petition?  The alternative to dedicating your career and state resources to ensuring the state guarantee of a subsistence living affords a decent standard of living for everyone under the Iron law of wages is unfortunately, to rule with an iron fist.  I therefore leave it to Congress to write their own enactment clause upon both Tony’s Free Disability Insurance Reallocation Tax (DIRT) Act and OASDI WILL (Without Income Limit Law ) Act whereas this day of dire need of protection from discrimination against the DI Trust Fund, it does not seem appropriate to spray-paint ‘ Be the Democratic-Republican two party system Abolished’ although it tends to keep the peace nine out of ten laws that would have all gone bad because of insolvent Congressional intervention..  Nonetheless, the services of SSA Chief Actuary Stephen C. Goss are indispensable and, un-fortunately, un-dispensed.  
The right answers to problems facing the Social Security Administration (SSA), the depletion of the DI Trust Fund in 2016 and the OASDI deficit in 2020 - the Free DIRT and OASDI WILL Acts – balance the federal budget without increasing taxes on anyone but the rich.  There is no other perfect solution to the federal economic problems of this decade, nor other reason for Congress to delay enacting a cost of living adjustment (COLA) for themselves.  The President has proposed the reallocation strategy but the Actuary did not take the time to sort through the wrong answers and find the optimal rate.  The Actuary must calculate the optimal OASDI tax rate calculation that takes a week, to prove to the President and Congress that the optimal DI rate is 2.3% in 2016 and goes down to 2.2% in 2018 so as not incur a deficit in the OASI fund; or cost taxpayers anything.  Although the OASDI WILL involves balancing the federal budget, something only I seem to know how to do, there is no need for Congress to delay eliminating the maximum taxable limit on the adjusted 2.3% DI tax in 2016, that should afford both the DI and Postal Service slightly more than program costs  and the entire 12.4% OASDI tax that will turn the federal government a surplus in 2017.
2. A Disability Insurance Replenishment Tax is Free 
For the SSA Actuary, Commissioner and Treasurer to avoid conviction for deprivation or relief benefits under 18USC§246 The DI tax rate must be immediately raised to 2.3% and the OASI rate reduced to 10.1% so that there is no difference in the overall FICA tax paid.  This ratio would prevent the depletion of the DI trust fund in 2016 however by 2020 the combined OASDI trust funds will show a deficit.  Congress should immediately pass the DI reallocation tax act, and vote on whether they are ready to abolish the maximum taxable limit on the DI payroll tax for the 2.3% DI tax in 2016 as well as the 10.1% OASI tax in 2017, so the rich, including themselves, are prepared to pay the full 10.6% OASDI tax on their entire income, to balance a the federal budget and tax the rich 33% of their income.  There is no need to delay taxing the rich, but getting the OASDI tax rates right is a priority this 2015 so the DI tax would be repaired for the entire duration of calendar year 2016, and a perfect long-term equilibrium rate between OASI 10.1-10.2% and DI 2.3-2.2% would serve as a foundation for a 12.4% OASDI tax on the rich to pay the poor and balance the federal budget.  Having determined optimal rates at the current 12.4% rate of OASDI taxation in Table 2.2 of this work - 2.3% DI and 10.1% OASI until 2018 when the ratio shifts to 2.2% DI 10.2% OASI and remains at about that ratio until about 2090.  Without raising new taxes in every projection the combined OASDI trust funds are expected to show a deficit in 2020.  The federal government and the DI trust fund need new revenues now, the OASDI trust fund by 2020.  The Social Security Trustees demand new revenues or they will cut DI benefits to 80% in 2016.  Although $2.8 trillion are saved in the OASI account under current law OASI Trustees claim they cannot pay for DI without Congressional approval whereas the Social Security Trustees are incompetent to abolish the current law.  The Social Security Trustees have agreed they want new revenues in writing, but failing to perform the OASDI tax rate reallocation math, face criminal charges if they violate civil rights in 2016 by deprivation of DI relief benefits under 18USC§246.  

Although OMB off-budget revenues, outlays and surplus/deficit, pertaining to OASDI are inaccurate there is a looming sense of insolvency whereas the off-budget surplus since 1984 is estimated to become a -$10 billion off-budget deficit in 2017 and deteriorate therefrom.  At the beginning of calendar year 2013, the reserves of the DI Trust Fund represented 86 percent of annual cost. During 2013, DI cost exceeded income, and the trust fund ratio for the beginning of 2014 decreased to about 62 percent. Under the intermediate assumptions, cost exceeds total income throughout the short-range projection period. The projected cost in excess of income results in the estimated depletion of the DI Trust Fund reserves in the fourth quarter of 2016.  The Social Security trustees and the Congressional Budget Office project that beginning in 2016 the Disability Insurance Trust Fund will only have enough to pay approximately eighty percent of disability insurance benefits (Colvin ’14).  Lawmakers need to act soon to avoid reduced payments to DI beneficiaries three years from now.  DI Trust Fund asset reserves, which have been declining since 2008, are projected to be fully depleted in 2016, as reported last year. Payment of full DI benefits beyond 2016, when tax income would cover only 80 percent of scheduled benefits, will require legislation to address the financial imbalance, possibly including a reallocation of the OASDI payroll tax rate between OASI and DI (Lew et al ’14).  Under current law, one trust fund cannot share financial resources with another trust fund. Under present law, the OASI and DI Trust Funds do not have the authority to borrow other than in the form of advance tax transfers, which are limited to expected taxes for the current calendar month (Goss ’14: 45, 59)(Colvin ;14(Lew ’14).  Under the intermediate assumptions, the Trustees project that annual cost for the OASDI program will exceed non-interest income in 2014 and remain higher throughout the remainder of the long-range period. The projected theoretical combined OASI and DI Trust Fund asset reserves increase through 2019, begin to decline in 2020, and become depleted and unable to pay scheduled benefits in full on a timely basis in 2033. At the time of reserve depletion, continuing income to the combined trust funds would be sufficient to pay 77 percent of scheduled benefits. However, the DI Trust Fund reserves become depleted in 2016, at which time continuing income to the DI Trust Fund would be sufficient to pay 81 percent of DI benefits. Therefore, legislative action is needed as soon as possible to address the DI program’s financial imbalance. Lawmakers may consider responding to the impending DI Trust Fund reserve depletion as they did in 1994, solely by reallocating the payroll tax rate between OASI and DI. Such a response might serve to delay DI reforms and much needed corrections for OASDI as a whole. However, enactment of a more permanent solution could include a tax reallocation in the short-run (Goss ’14: 2, 4).  At the current tax rate the DI Trust Fund is projected to dip below the level of annual expenditures in 2012 and be exhausted by 2016.  The Actuary, Commissioner and Treasurer (ACT) have called for immediate legislative action to adjust the OASDI tax rates for employees under 26USC(C)(21)(A)§3101(a) and employers under 26USC(C)(21)(A)§3111(a) and DI tax rate under Sec. 201 of Title II the Social Security Act 42USC(7)II§401 (b)(1)(S).   

Optimal OASDI Tax Rate Competition 2015-2022 (billions) 

	OASDI Tax 
	Payroll  Revenues 
	Total Revenues
	Total Costs
	Change in Fund
	Fund

	2015  OASDI 12.4% 10.6/1.8
	808.4
	938.0
	909.7
	28.3
	2,812.1

	OASI 10.6%
	691.1
	816.8
	758.7
	58.1
	2,783.7

	DI 1.8%
	117.3
	121.2
	151.0
	-29.8
	28.4

	2015 OASDI 12.4% 10.0/2.4
	808.4
	938.0
	909.7
	28.3
	2,812.1

	OASI 10.0%
	651.7
	777.4
	758.7
	18.7
	2,744.2

	DI 2.4%
	156.7
	161.6
	151.0
	10.6
	68.8

	2015 OASDI 12.4% 10.1/2.3
	808.4
	938.0
	909.7
	28.3
	2,812.1

	OASI 10.1%
	658.5
	784.2
	758.7
	25.5
	2,751

	DI 2.3%
	149.9
	153.8
	151.0
	2.8
	61.0

	2015 OASDI 12.4% 10.2/2.2
	808.4
	938.0
	909.7
	28.3
	2,812.1

	OASI 10.2%
	665.0
	789.5
	758.7
	30.8
	2,811.6

	DI 2.2%
	143.4
	148.5
	151.0
	-3.7
	54.5

	2016 OASDI 12.4% 10.6/1.8
	853.0
	985.3
	963.3
	22.0
	2,834.1

	OASI 10.6%
	729.2
	858.8
	807.5
	51.3
	2,835.0

	DI 1.8%
	123.8
	125.8
	155.8
	-30
	-1.6

	2016 OASDI 12.4% 10.0/2.4
	853.0
	985.3
	963.3
	22.0
	2,834.1

	OASI 10.0% 2015
	687.9
	817.5
	807.5
	10.0
	2,793.7

	OASI 10.0% 2016
	687.9
	817.5
	807.5
	10.0
	2,754.2

	DI 2.4% 2015
	165.1
	168.0
	155.8
	13.8
	73.6

	DI 2.4% 2016
	165.1
	167.1
	155.8
	12.9
	9.3

	2016 OASDI 12.4% 10.1/2.3
	853.0
	985.3
	963.3
	22.0
	2,834.1

	OASI 10.1% 2015
	694.8
	823.4
	807.5
	15.9
	2,766.9

	OASI 10.1% 2016
	694.8
	824.4
	807.5
	16.9
	2,800.6

	DI 2.3% 2015
	158.2
	161.2
	155.8
	5.4
	67.4

	DI 2.3% 2016
	158.2
	160.2
	155.8
	4.4
	32.6

	2017 OASDI 12.4% 10.6/1.8
	904.9
	1,042.7
	1,022.3
	20.4
	2,854.4

	OASI 10.6% 
	773.5 
	909.7
	861.1
	48.6
	2,883.6

	DI 1.8%
	131.4
	133.6
	161.2
	-17.6
	-22.2

	2017 OASDI 12.4% 10.0/2.4
	904.9
	1,042.7
	1,022.3
	20.4
	2,854.4

	OASI 10.0% 2015
	729.7
	863.9
	861.1
	2.8
	2,796.5

	OASI 10.0% 2016
	729.7
	865.9
	861.1
	4.8
	2,759

	DI 2.4% 2015
	175.2
	179.4
	161.2
	18.2
	85.6

	DI 2.4% 2016
	175.2
	177.4
	161.2
	16.2
	48.8

	2017 OASDI 12.4% 10.1/2.3
	904.9
	1,042.7
	1,022.3
	20.4
	2,854.4

	OASI 10.1% 2015
	737.0
	873.2
	861.1
	12.1
	2,779

	OASI 10.1% 2016
	737.0
	874.2
	861.1
	13.1
	2,813.7

	DI 2.3% 2015
	171.4
	175.9
	161.2
	14.7
	81.1

	DI 2.3% 2016
	171.4
	174.9
	161.2
	13.7
	46.3

	2018 OASDI 12.4% 10.6/1.8
	960
	1,105
	1,087.6
	17.4
	2,871.8

	OASI 10.6%
	820.7
	965.3
	920.5
	44.7
	2,928.3

	DI 1.8%
	139.4
	141.9
	167.1
	-25.2
	-47.4

	2018 OASDI 12.4% 10.0/2.4
	960
	1,105
	1,087.6
	17.4
	2,871.8

	OASI 10.0% 2015
	774.3
	917.2
	920.5
	-3.3
	2,793.2

	OASI 10.0% 2016
	774.3
	918.2
	920.5
	-2.3
	2,756.7

	DI 2.4% 2015
	185.9
	190.0
	167.1
	22.9
	108.5

	DI 2.4% 2016
	185.9
	188.6
	167.1
	21.5
	67.8

	2018 OASDI 12.4% 10.1/2.3
	960
	1,105
	1,087.6
	17.4
	2,871.8

	OASI 10.1% 2015
	782
	925.6
	920.5
	5.1
	2,784.1

	OASI 10.1% 2016
	782
	926.6
	920.5
	6.1
	2,819.8

	DI 2.3% 2015
	178.1
	182.6
	167.1
	15.5
	96.6

	DI 2.3% 2016
	178.1
	181.6
	167.1
	14.5
	60.8

	2018 OASDI 12.4% 10.2/2.2
	960
	1,105
	1,087.6
	17.4
	2,871.8

	OASI 10.2% 10.1 2015
	789.7
	934.3
	920.5
	13.8
	2,792.8

	OASI 10.2% 10.1 2016
	789.7
	933.3
	920.5
	12.8
	2,832.6

	DI 2.2% 2.3 2015
	170.4
	176.9
	167.1
	9.8
	90.9

	DI 2.2% 2.3 2016
	170.4
	175.9
	167.1
	8.8
	55.1

	2018 OASDI 12.4% 10.3/2.1
	960
	1,105
	1,087.6
	17.4
	2,871.8

	OASI 10.3% 10.1 2015
	797.5
	939.1
	920.5
	18.6
	2,795.6

	OASI 10.3% 10.1 2015
	797.5
	940.1
	920.5
	19.6
	2,837.4

	DI 2.1% 2.3 2015
	162.6
	168.1
	167.1
	1
	82.1

	DI 2.1% 2.3 2016
	162.6
	167.1
	167.1
	0
	46.3

	2019 OASDI 12.4% 10.6/1.8
	1,012.9
	1,165.1
	1,158.7
	6.4
	2,878.3

	OASI 10.6%
	865.8
	1,019
	985.1
	33.9
	2,962.2

	DI 1.8%
	147.0
	149.7
	173.6
	-23.9
	-71.3

	2019 OASDI 12.4% 10.2/2.2
	1,012.9
	1,165.1
	1,158.7
	6.4
	2,878.3

	OASI 10.2 10.1 2015
	833.1
	981.3
	985.1
	-3.8
	2,789

	OASI 10.2 10.1 2016
	833.1
	982.3
	985.1
	-2.8
	2,829.8

	DI 2.2% 2.3 2015
	179.7
	186.4
	173.6
	12.8
	103.7

	DI 2.2% 2.3 2015
	179.7
	185.4
	173.6
	11.8
	56.9

	2019 OASDI 12.4% 10.1/2.3
	1,012.9
	1,165.1
	1,158.7
	6.4
	2,878.3

	OASI 10.1% 2015
	825.0
	976
	985.1
	-9.1
	2,754.6

	OASI 10.1% 2016
	825.0
	977
	985.1
	-8.1
	2,812.7

	DI 2.3% 2015
	187.8
	193.5
	173.6
	19.9
	128.4

	DI 2.3% 2016
	187.8
	192.4
	173.6
	18.8
	85.6

	2020 OASDI 12.4% 10.6/1.8
	1,065.5
	1,224.5
	1,235.2
	-10.7
	2,867.6

	OASI 10.6%
	910.9
	1,072.0
	1,054.6
	17.4
	2,979.5

	DI 1.8%
	154.7
	157.6
	180.6
	-23
	-94.3

	2020 OASDI 12.4% 10.2/2.2
	1,065.5
	1,224.5
	1,235.2
	-10.7
	2,867.6

	OASI 10.2 10.1 2015
	876.5
	1,032.6
	1,054.6
	-22
	2,767

	OASI 10.2 10.1 2016
	876.5
	1,033.6
	1,054.6
	-21
	2,808.8

	DI 2.2% 2.3 2015
	189.1
	197
	180.6
	16.4
	120.1

	DI 2.2% 2.3 2016
	189.1
	196
	180.6
	15.4
	72.3

	2020 OASDI 12.4% 10.1/2.3
	1,065.5
	1,224.5
	1,235.2
	-10.7
	2,867.6

	OASI 10.1% 2015
	867.9
	1,025
	1,054.6
	-29.6
	2,725

	OASI 10.1% 2016
	867.9
	1,026
	1,054.6
	-28.6
	2,784.1

	DI 2.3% 2015
	197.7
	205.6
	180.6
	25.0
	153.4

	DI 2.3% 2016
	197.7
	204.6
	180.6
	24.0
	109.6

	2021 OASDI 12.4% 10.6/1.8
	1,065.5
	1,224.5
	1,312.3
	-29.1
	2,838.4

	OASI 10.6%
	956.5
	1,124.3
	1,122.9
	1.4
	2,980.9

	DI 1.8%
	162.4
	165.5
	189.4
	-23.9
	-118.2

	2021 OASDI 12.4% 10.2/2.2
	1,065.5
	1,224.5
	1,312.3
	-29.1
	2,838.4

	OASI 10.2% 10.3 2015
	920.4
	1,082.2
	1,122.9
	-34.7
	2,732.3

	OASI 10.2% 10.3 2016
	920.4
	1,083.2
	1,122.9
	-33.7
	2,775.1

	DI 2.2% 2.3 2015
	198.5
	207.6
	189.4
	18.2
	138.3

	DI 2.2% 2.3 2016
	198.5
	206.6
	189.4
	17.2
	89.5

	2021 OASDI 12.4% 10.1/2.3
	1,065.5
	1,224.5
	1,312.3
	-29.1
	2,838.4

	OASI 10.1
	911.4
	1,079.2
	1,122.9
	-43.7
	2,681.3

	DI 2.3
	207.5
	210.6
	189.4
	21.2
	174.6

	2022 OASDI 12.4% 10.6/1.8
	1,172.0
	1,341.4
	1,395.8
	-54.4
	2,784.1

	OASI 10.6%
	1,001.8
	1,176.3
	1,197.3
	-21
	2,959.9

	DI 1.8%
	170.1
	173.2
	198.5
	-25.3
	-143.5

	2022 OASDI 12.4% 10.2/2.2
	1,172.0
	1,341.4
	1,395.8
	-54.4
	2,784.1

	OASI 10.2% 10.3 2015
	964
	1,131.5
	1,197.3
	-65.8
	2,666.5

	OASI 10.2% 10.3 2016
	964
	1,132.5
	1,197.3
	-64.8
	2,710.3

	DI 2.2% 2.3 2015
	207.9
	218
	198.5
	19.5
	157.8

	DI 2.2% 2.3 2016
	207.9
	217
	198.5
	18.5
	108

	2022 OASDI 12.4% 10.1/2.3
	1,172.0
	1,341.4
	1,395.8
	-54.4
	2,784.1

	OASI 10.1
	954.5
	1,120
	1,197.3
	-77
	2,604.3

	DI 2.3
	217.4
	229.5
	198.5
	40.0
	214.6


Source: Goss ’14 Tables IV.A1-3 Intermediate Projections, this differential equation comparing the effectiveness of different rates in dollar amounts takes a week the first time.  It is possible that the Actuary could agree with the optimal rates of 2.3% DI and 10.1% OASI until 2018 when the optimal rate goes to 2.2% DI and 10.2% OASI, just by looking at this table, and prove it with his own table in as little as four to eight hours, to serve as a baseline for the 130% increase in revenues by the OASDI WILL.
Determining an optimum tax rate to better protect the smaller DI fund will not change the overall OASDI trust fund balance or change the overall FICA tax rate.  By shifting around >$40 billion revenues from OASI to DI there is an annual drop in OASI interest revenues exactly offset by an increase in DI interest revenues accumulating at a rate of $1 billion a year due to the +/- 3% rate of interest income. Mathematical discrepancies are probably the result of such a crude method of calculating interest but the estimates are good enough for decision-making.  There are three questions which must be answered.  One, how much does the DI fund need to avoid depleting all trust fund assets and not have enough funding to pay scheduled benefits in 2016? Two, what would be the impact on the OASI fund? Three, what is the optimal OASDI ratio?  In 2012 the optimal tax rate was determined to be 2.4% DI and 10.0% OASI.  Subsequently, these numbers were lost to Actuarial demand for revenues of 2.61% and bad mathematics, but the 2.4% rate has been restored, just in time to get the math right and avoid benefit cuts, at no cost to taxpayers, before 2016.  Under the current tax rate OASDI total revenues fall below total costs around 2020, DI is depleted in 2016 and OASI doesn’t show a deficit until 2022.  The intermediate projection reveals that in 2018 under the 10.0% OASI 2.4% DI rate the OASI account begins to operate on a deficit.  This can be delayed one year until 2019, by using the 10.1% OASI 10.1% DI 2.3% rate of taxation.  An OASDI tax rate of OASI 10.1% and DI 2.3%, is the minimum needed to turn DI a profit in 2015 and prevent depletion of the DI trust fund in 2016. The rate of OASI 10.2% DI 2.2% is not enough to eliminate the DI deficit in 2015.  It may be wise to re-adjust the tax rate in 2018 from OASI 10.1% DI 2.3% to OASI 10.2% DI 2.2% to accommodate the surge in retiring baby boomers but protecting the smaller DI trust fund against a deficit.  In every projection by 2020 the combined OASDI account begins to show a total deficit, exactly the same time as under current law.  This immediate intermediate OASDI tax adjustment to OASI 10.1% DI 2.3% 2015 is immediate.  Now that the math is within an acceptable margin of error Congress should not delay the adjusting the 12.4% OASDI tax rate from OASI 10.6% DI 1.8% to OASI 10.1% and DI 2.3% in fiscal year 2016 beginning October 1, 2015.  

3. A Without Income Limit Law Balances the Federal Budget
In terms of the Social Security fund, if it needs shoring up, currently there’s a cap.  It’s around $107,000, above which no OASDI taxes are paid (Wolff & Barsamian ’12: 71).  It is difficult to calculate the 75 year horizon for both the social security program and federal budget because the federal budget is so unpredictable. Since 2000, the last time the United States had a balanced budget, 2001 to be exact, the federal budget deficit has become greater than the ability of the hypothetical elimination of the OASDI income cap on contributions would generate revenues estimated at >$250 billion FY 2014.  SSI and SSA program cost the General Fund a total of $70 billion FY 2015. This leaves $180 billion to split between the long term solvency of the OASDI trust funds and eliminating the federal budget deficit, which would consume nearly all of it but turn a surplus calendar year 2015 if the OASDI maximum taxable limit of $118,500 (2015) is abolished.  Amounts for 1937-74 and for 1979-81 were set by statute; all other amounts were determined under automatic adjustment provisions of the Social Security Act.  It is preliminarily ruled up to 90% of the surplus profits of social security off-budget revenues may be appropriated for use by the General Fund to balance the federal budget, pay benefits and save OASDI.  By abolishing the OASDI Income Cap on Contributions the United States can balance the federal budget and save OASDI.  In the 75 horizon it is hoped that the federal budget will become easier to balance enabling social security to relieve poverty. Solvency at any point in time requires that sufficient financial resources are available to pay all scheduled benefits at that time. Solvency is generally indicated by a positive trust fund ratio. “Sustainable solvency” for the financing of the program under a specified set of assumptions has been achieved when the projected trust fund ratio is positive throughout the 75-year projection period and is either stable or rising at the end of the period (Goss ’14: 49).  

For the combined OASI and DI Trust Funds to remain solvent throughout the 75-year projection period: (1) revenues would have to increase by an amount equivalent to an immediate and permanent payroll tax rate increase of 2.83 percentage points (from its current level of 12.40 percent to 15.23 percent; a relative increase of 22.8 percent) (Goss ’14). Eliminating the maximum taxable limit on the 12.40 percent OASDI tax would have earned $975 billion, $249 billion, 34 percent more than OASDI payroll tax revenues of $726 billion. Problem solved.  The rich would be taxed 33 percent of their income to benefit the poor without any new OASDI taxes for the middle and working classes, ever.  Note: direct profit-sharing with the General Fund from an OASDI FICA tax without maximum taxable limit must only be allowed if it is scientifically proven, as it is in this document, that profit sharing with the General Fund would both completely balance the federal budget, producing a federal on-budget surplus and finance SSA, including SSI and administration, with at least 10% of surplus profit, so the OASDI trust funds and beneficiary population grow off-budget.  There is no need to delay taxing the rich 33 percent of their income.  Instead of a maximum taxable limit there is a maximum allowable on-budget federal deficit (Sanders ’14: 72, 73).

Without Income Limit Law OASDI 2016-2020

(in billions of dollars)

	
	Assets

Actuary

Estimate
	Payroll Tax Estimate
	Without Income Limit Law
	Total New Revenues 
	New SSI and Ad. costs 
	Net Revenues
	Maximum Allowable Deficit
	OMB Budget Deficit
	HA Budget Deficit

	2016
	2,834
	853.0
	1,143.0
	
	n/a
	
	
	-531
	-115

	2017
	2,854
	904.9
	1,212.6
	307.7
	75.7
	232
	-208.8
	-458
	n/a

	2018
	2,872
	960.0
	1,286.4
	326.4
	78.7
	247.7
	-222.9
	-413
	n/a

	2019
	2,878
	1,012.9
	1,357.3
	344.4
	81.9
	262.5
	-236.3
	-503
	n/a

	2020
	2,868
	1,065.5
	1,427.8
	362.3
	85.2
	277.1
	-249.4
	-550
	n/a


Source: Goss ’14 Table IV.A3 Pg. 46 Intermediate Projection 

If the WILL does not pass then the Actuary would foist the burden of OASDI taxes on the working poor and the tax rate would increase to around 15.8% in the latter half of the 21st century, from the current rate of around 12.4%.  The WILL would expand the taxbase by 130% without increasing the overall 12.4% rate of taxation simply by taxing the rich. The time to tax the rich is now.  The federal government needs revenues to balance the budget but pays their accountant $666 for more than 42 months (Revelation 13.10) to foist their accounting fraud on the Millennials.  It is necessary that the rich have time to revise their budgets.  Congress must not delay taxing people as rich as themselves the adjusted 2.3% DI tax on their entire income all calendar year 2016 beginning October 1, 2015.  The rich would be satisfied that their new DI taxes WILL pay for the U.S. Postal Service FY 2016 estimated to cost around $23 billion as well as DI operating costs and a $25 billion savings with more than $50 billion in new revenues from the FY 2016 DI WILL alone.  In FY2016 Congress could begin to tax the rich the full 12.4% OASDI tax on all of their income and SSA would pay for SSI and their own administrative costs. It is important that the federal government graduate from welfare dependency by accurately accounting for agency spending, stabilizing and predictably limiting agency growth to <3 percent.  By accurately accounting for agency budget requests, without any new revenues from a WILL this work turns the federal government a surplus beginning FY 2017.  It is important that the United States appreciates the fact that by eliminating the maximum taxable income the federal government has earned a maximum allowable deficit.  
OASDI Reallocation and Shared WILL Compared with Current Law 2016-2020

	Tax Year
	Payroll Taxes
	Total Rev.
	OASDI Costs
	SSI and Admin
	Max.

Federal Share
	Net Change in Assets
	Balance at end of Year

	2015  OASDI 12.4% 10.6/1.8
	808.4
	938.0
	909.7
	n/a
	n/a
	28.3
	2,812.1

	OASI 10.6%
	691.1
	816.8
	758.7
	n/a
	n/a
	58.1
	2,783.7

	DI 1.8%
	117.3
	121.2
	151.0
	n/a
	n/a
	-29.8
	28.4

	2016 OASDI 12.4% 10.6/1.8
	853.0
	985.3
	963.3
	n/a
	n/a
	22.0
	2,834.1

	OASI 10.6%
	729.2
	858.8
	807.5
	n/a
	n/a
	51.3
	2,835.0

	DI 1.8%
	123.8
	125.8
	155.8
	n/a
	n/a
	-30
	-1.6

	2016 OASDI 12.4% 10.1/2.3
	853.0
	985.3
	963.3
	n/a
	n/a
	22.0
	2,834.1

	OASI 10.1% 2016
	694.8
	824.4
	807.5
	n/a
	n/a
	16.9
	2,800.6

	DI 2.3% 2016
	158.2
	160.2
	155.8
	n/a
	n/a
	4.4
	32.6

	2016 OASDI 12.4% 10.1/2.3 with WILL
	1,134.4
	1,271.8
	963.3
	70
	226.3
	25.2
	2,887.8

	OASI 10.1% 
	924
	1,056.3
	807.5
	57.0
	172.6
	19.2
	2,828.4

	DI 2.3% 
	210.4
	215.5
	155.8
	13.0
	53.7
	6.0
	59.4

	2017 OASDI 12.4% 10.6/1.8
	904.9
	1,042.7
	1,022.3
	n/a
	n/a
	20.4
	2,854.4

	2017 OASDI 12.4% 10.6/1.8
	904.9
	1,042.7
	1,022.3
	n/a
	n/a
	20.4
	2,854.4

	OASI 10.6% 
	773.5 
	909.7
	861.1
	n/a
	n/a
	48.6
	2,883.6

	DI 1.8%
	131.4
	133.6
	161.2
	n/a
	n/a
	-17.6
	-22.2

	2017 OASDI 12.4% 10.1/2.3
	904.9
	1,042.7
	1,022.3
	n/a
	n/a
	20.4
	2,854.4

	OASI 10.1% 2016
	737.0
	874.2
	861.1
	n/a
	n/a
	13.1
	2,813.7

	DI 2.3% 2016
	171.4
	174.9
	161.2
	n/a
	n/a
	13.7
	46.3

	2017 OASDI 12.4% 10.1/2.3 with WILL
	1,203.5
	1,333.7
	1022.3
	72.8
	221.3
	24.6
	2,912.4

	OASI 10.1% 2016
	924.1
	1,052.7
	861.1
	59.3
	172.4
	19.2
	2,847.6

	DI 2.3% 
	227.8
	229
	161.2
	13.5
	48.9
	5.4
	64.8

	2018 OASDI 12.4% 10.6/1.8
	960
	1,105
	1,087.6
	n/a
	n/a
	17.4
	2,871.8

	OASI 10.6%
	820.7
	965.3
	920.5
	n/a
	n/a
	44.7
	2,928.3

	DI 1.8%
	139.4
	141.9
	167.1
	n/a
	n/a
	-25.2
	-47.4

	2018 OASDI 12.4% 10.2/2.2
	960
	1,105
	1,087.6
	n/a
	n/a
	17.4
	2,871.8

	OASI 10.2% 10.1 2016
	789.7
	933.3
	920.5
	n/a
	n/a
	12.8
	2,832.6

	DI 2.2% 2.3 2016
	170.4
	175.9
	167.1
	n/a
	n/a
	8.8
	55.1

	2018 OASDI 12.4% 10.2/2.2 WILL
	1,276.8
	1,428
	1,087.6
	75.7
	238.2
	26.5
	2,938.9

	OASI 10.2% 
	1,050.3
	1,194.9
	920.5
	62.3
	190.9
	21.2
	2,868.8

	DI 2.2%
	226.6
	233.1
	167.1
	13.4
	47.3
	5.3
	70.1

	2019 OASDI 12.4% 10.6/1.8
	1,012.9
	1,165.1
	1,158.7
	n/a
	n/a
	6.4
	2,878.3

	OASI 10.6%
	865.8
	1,019
	985.1
	n/a
	n/a
	33.9
	2,962.2

	DI 1.8%
	147.0
	149.7
	173.6
	n/a
	n/a
	-23.9
	-71.3

	2019 OASDI 12.4% 10.2/2.2
	1,012.9
	1,165.1
	1,158.7
	n/a
	n/a
	6.4
	2,878.3

	OASI 10.2 10.1 2016
	833.1
	982.3
	985.1
	n/a
	n/a
	-2.8
	2,829.8

	DI 2.2% 2.3 2015
	179.7
	185.4
	173.6
	n/a
	n/a
	11.8
	56.9

	2019 OASDI 12.4% 10.2/2.2

With WILL
	1,347
	1,501.9
	1158.7
	78.7
	238.1
	26.4
	2,965.3

	OASI 10.2  
	1,108
	1,256.2
	985.1
	64.7
	185.8
	20.6
	2,889.4

	DI 2.2
	239
	245.7
	173.6
	14.0
	52.3
	5.8
	75.9

	2020 OASDI 12.4% 10.6/1.8
	1,065.5
	1,224.5
	1,235.2
	n/a
	n/a
	-10.7
	2,867.6

	OASI 10.6%
	910.9
	1,072.0
	1,054.6
	n/a
	n/a
	17.4
	2,979.5

	DI 1.8%
	154.7
	157.6
	180.6
	n/a
	n/a
	-23
	-94.3

	2020 OASDI 12.4% 10.2/2.2
	1,065.5
	1,224.5
	1,235.2
	n/a
	n/a
	-10.7
	2,867.6

	OASI 10.2 10.1 2016
	876.5
	1,033.6
	1,054.6
	n/a
	n/a
	-21
	2,808.8

	DI 2.2% 2.3 2015
	189.1
	196
	180.6
	n/a
	n/a
	15.4
	72.3

	2020 OASDI 12.4% 10.2/2.2 with WILL
	1,417.2
	1,581.1
	1,235.2
	81.8
	132
	132
	3,097.3

	OASI 10.2 
	1,165.7
	1,321.8
	1,054.6
	67.3
	99.9
	99.9
	2,989.3

	DI 2.2
	251.5
	259.3
	180.6
	14.5
	32.1
	32.1
	108


Source: Table 12.4 Sanders ’14: 88, 89 edited to compare (1) current law with the (2) DIRT Act and (3) WILL
The new OASDI ratio of 10.1% OASI and 2.3% DI is correct for 2015; it should probably be changed to 2.2% DI and 10.2% OASI in 2018 for the long-term.  

In the long-run there is a predicted OASDI actuarial deficit, and in the intermediate time there is no delaying the beginning of an OASDI deficit in 2020 and fund depletion by 2032 unless Congress approves more tax revenue.  The Social Security Trustees have a duty to tell Congress the truth regarding the options, which they have not been doing in their legislative calls to action in regards to either the optimal OASDI tax rate to save the DI fund, nor the magical solution of eliminating the OASDI maximum taxable limit, so as to increase revenues by 3.4%, without increasing taxation on anyone but the very rich, those making >$118,500 (2015), which could theoretically be shared to balance both federal budget and social security trust funds for the 75 year horizon. The HI tax fund has not had an income limit on contributions since 1990.  Having repaired the HI tax trust fund deficit FY 2015 with an additional 0.9% HI tax on high income earners above $200,000 ($250,000 for couples) amounting to +/-$10 billion FY2015 it has been determined that an accurate estimate of revenues that would be generated by eliminating the OASDI income cap on contributions could be determined by calculating the differential between the revenues of the HI tax, which has not income cap and applies to all payrolls and employers equally, and those of the OASDI tax which has an income cap of $118,500 (2015).  In 2013 the 2.9% HI tax on all incomes generated $228 billion while the 12.4% OASDI tax on incomes below generated $726 billion.  It is estimated that without an income cap on contributions $113,700 (2013) OASDI would have earned $975 billion and would probably be earning more than $1 trillion 2015.  Eliminating maximum taxable income would have made OASDI $249 billion, more than enough to relieve the current law $62 billion FY 2015 on-budget cost of the Social Security Administration (SSA)  >$51 billion cost of SSI and >$11 billion cost of  administrating OASDI and SSI off-budget and splitting the remainder between the General Fund and SSA for the 75 horizon.  This would help ensure the rich are taxed at least 33% of their income and completely eliminate the budget deficit today.  Profit sharing an OASDI WILL (without income limit law) the on-budget surplus is projected to grow to over $234 billion (FY2016 estimate) in 2017 and rise to well over $700 billion in 2020 when a $1 trillion total surplus is projected.  Federal surplus revenues are dedicated to paying off the debt and using this budget the debt declines from 102.7% of the GDP to reaches 99.3% of GDP by the end of 2016 and 62.4% by 2020 without compromising with the lower, but still high, CBO debt held by the public statistics or, indeed accounting accurately for the borrowing incurred exclusively by the federal deficit (including off-budget benefit programs) and not the self-sustaining off-budget federal lending programs nor administrative inefficiency.  After one year without income limit on the optimally adjusted DI taxbase in FY 2016 the OASI income cap on contributions would be eliminated to tax the rich the full 12.4% OASDI FICA tax in FY2016, with interest income OASDI combined may not need to raise taxes again for the rise in expenses 2030-2050 and possibly increase the tax rate around 2070 as costs rise to 13.58% of taxable payroll in 2090, and share the remainder of profits with the General revenues to insure the 75 year horizon against poverty and federal deficits until about 2030 (Sanders ’14: 14-22). 
5. A Federal Surplus Disputes the Federal Debt in Excess of Deficit 

OMB must learn to prevent the Gross Federal Debt, from reaching 102.7% of GDP this 2015 and indeed from ever exceeding 100% of GDP.  By accurate accounting and will to DI the budget deficit can be reduced to -6.6 billion and debt to $17.9 trillion, 98.4% of GDP and declining rapidly as total surpluses exceed $1 trillion in 2020.  It is absolutely critical that OMB realize that the Other Defense Civil Programs row is completely fictitious and the deficit could be reduced by $57.4 billion and the Debt lessened by an estimated $358 billion if this fraud which was inserted into the historical tables against offsetting receipts in 2007 and without offsetting receipts 2009-2015, were detected and abolished.  The new Allowances row is also believed to be fictitious or duplicitous, $0 FY2000, $46 billion 2015, and $1,875 million in 2014 in OMB Table 4.1 Agency Spending.  A new fictitious Allowance for Immigration Reform row in OMB Table 12.1 Receipts, by Source, also needs to be abolished.  OMB needs to abolish the new Allowance rows because they are fictitious all spending is authorized by existing agencies.  There is little need to call in >$500 billion in TARP funds may be dedicated to the relief of the federal debt however unless OMB abolishes the fictitious rows and accounts more accurately for actual agency spending the United States is just going to confront the 100% of GDP debt next year and TARP funds are not just an accounting error, TARP repayments are federal loans from a legislative error with a clever acronym, that can be reintroduced into General Revenues and is probably included in the 33% increase in Federal Reserve payments to the general fund.  Everyone knows, U.S. military and medical spending have reached global limits and spending growth needs to be limited to less than $500 billion military spending and less than $1 trillion medical spending, annually, at least until 2020.  
Federal Budget FY 2015 2000-2020 (Millions)

	
	2000
	2015 OMB
	2016
	2017
	2018
	2019
	2020

	Executive Office of the President
	283


	506
	519
	532
	545
	559
	573

	Legislative Branch
	2,871


	4,694
	4,811
	4,932
	5,055
	5,181
	5,311

	Judicial Branch
	4,057
	7,584
	7,774
	7,968
	8,167
	8,371
	8,581

	Postal Service
	0
	0
	21,115
	21,643
	22,184
	22,739
	23,307

	Department of Agriculture
	75,071


	139,727
	143,500
	147,088
	150,765
	154,534
	158,397

	Department of Commerce
	7,788


	9,607
	9,020
	9,246
	9,477
	9,714
	9,956

	Department of Defense 
	281,028
	584,319
	495,000
	495,000
	495,000
	495,000
	495,000

	Department of Education
	33,476


	76,334
	70,315
	72,073
	73,875
	75,722
	77,615

	Department of Energy
	14,971
	29,374
	28,598
	29,312
	30,045
	30,796
	31,566

	Department of Health and Human Services
	382,311


	1,010,384
	996,000
	996,000
	996,000
	996,000
	996,000

	Department of Homeland Security
	13,159


	47,456
	39,155
	40,134
	41,137
	42,166
	43,220

	Department of Housing and Urban Development
	30,781


	38,088
	39,040
	40,016
	41,016
	42,042
	43,093

	Department of the Interior
	7,998


	13,702
	12,198
	12,502
	12,815
	13,135
	13,464

	Department of Justice
	16,846


	33,859
	22,493 
	23,055
	23,631
	24,222
	24,828

	Department of Labor
	31,873
	68,094
	54,837
	56,208
	57,614
	59,054
	60,530

	Department of State
	6,687
	28,954
	14,389
	14,749
	15,117
	15,495
	15,883

	International Assistance Programs
	12,087


	21,577
	37,406
	38,342
	39,300
	40,283
	41,290

	Department of Transportation
	41,555


	84,252
	80,571
	82,585
	84,650
	86,766
	88,935

	Department of the Treasury
	390,524


	572,593
	525,005
	538,130
	551,583
	565,373
	579,507

	Department of Veterans Affairs
	47,044


	158,039
	164,410
	168,520
	172,733
	177,052
	181,478

	Corps of Engineers--Civil Works
	4,229


	7,745
	7,939
	8,137
	8,341
	8,549
	8,763

	Environmental Protection Agency
	7,223


	8,379
	8,087
	8,289
	8,497
	8,709
	8,927

	General Services Administration
	74


	408
	418
	429
	439
	450
	462

	National Aeronautics and Space Administration
	13,428


	18,076
	17,938
	18,386
	18,846
	19,317
	19,800

	National Science Foundation
	3,448


	8,103
	7,436
	7,622
	7,813
	8,008
	8,208

	Office of Personnel Management
	48,655


	93,362
	48,000
	48,000
	48,000
	48,000
	48,000

	Small Business Administration
	-421


	1,057
	500
	500
	500
	500
	500

	Social Security Administration (On-Budget)
	45,121


	90,398
	70,000
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Other Independent Agencies (On-Budget)
	8,803


	19,413
	19,898
	20,396
	20,906
	21,428
	21,964

	Total on-budget outlays
	1,788,950
	3,176,084
	2,946,372
	2,909,794
	2,944,051
	2,979,165
	3,015,158

	Undistributed Off-setting receipts (On-budget)
	-105,586
	-136,208
	-145,297
	-144,639
	-145,067
	-148,630
	-149,793

	Total on-budget receipts
	1,544,607
	2,579,548
	2,876,327
	3,163,600
	3,348,100
	3,445,800
	3,604,700

	On-budget surplus/deficit
	86,422
	-460,328
	-70,045
	398,445
	549,116
	615,265
	739,335

	OASDI outlays (off-budget)
	330,765
	863,100
	963,300
	1,022,300
	1,087,600
	1,158,700
	1,235,200

	Other Independent Agencies (off-budget)
	2,029
	-958
	-958
	450
	-413
	81
	1,215

	Off-budget outlays
	332,794
	862,142
	1,042,342
	1,122,750
	1,197,187
	1,278,781
	1,366,415

	Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (Off-budget)
	-67,433
	-112,229
	-109,641
	-109,246
	-109,474
	-110,017
	-110,256

	Net Off-budget outlays
	265,361
	749,913
	932,701
	1,013,504
	1,087,713
	1,168,764
	1,256,159

	Total Off-budget receipts
	480,584
	757,877
	1,079,300
	1,224,900
	1,315,100
	1,385,600
	1,579,100

	Off-budget surplus/deficit
	215,223
	7,964
	146,599
	211,396
	227,387
	216,836
	322,941

	Total on-budget outlays
	1,788,950
	3,176,084
	2,946,372
	2,909,794
	2,944,051
	2,979,165
	3,015,158

	Off-budget outlays
	332,794
	862,142
	1,042,342
	1,122,750
	1,197,187
	1,278,781
	1,366,415

	Total outlays
	2,121,744
	4,038,226
	3,988,714
	4,032,544
	4,141,238
	4,257,946
	4,381,573

	Total Undistributed Offsetting Receipts
	-173,619
	-248,437
	-254,938
	-253,885
	-254,541
	-254,647
	-254,645

	Total receipts
	2,025,191
	3,337,425
	4,043,900
	4,388,500
	4,663,200
	4,831,400
	5,183,800

	Total surplus/deficit
	77,066
	-452,364
	55,186
	609,841
	776,503
	828,101
	1,056,872

	Gross Federal Debt
	5,629,000
	18,714,000
	18,658,814
	18,048,973
	17,272,470
	16,444,369
	15,387,496

	GDP
	10,154,000
	18,219,000
	19,181,000
	20,199,000
	21,216,000
	22,196,000
	22,990,000

	Debt as % of GDP
	55.4%
	102.7%
	97.2%
	89.4%
	81.4%
	74.1%
	66.9%


Source: OMB Tables 1.1, 4.1 and FY2015 Agency Budget Requests; Sanders ’14: 91-94 updated to abolish Allowances and Other Defense Civil Program rows and project revenues for the DI WILL in 2016 and OASDI WILL in 2017
After reviewing Agency budget requests OMB is asked to be more exact in their account of agency spending in Table 4.1. OMB must commission an annual review of agency budget requests to improve the accuracy and predictability of their accounting under Art. 2(2) of the U.S. Constitution.  There may be considerable retroactive relief due for agency budget officers who prove to OMB that their lower estimates to be more accurate than the figures in the OMB Historical Tables which are used to calculate the Deficit and Gross Federal Debt.  Accurate reporting is necessary to establish a baseline for predictable 2.5% annual rates of agency spending growth.  In 2015 it is estimated; the executive office of the President at $506 million, legislative branch at $4.7 billion and judicial branch at $7.6 billion are not contested with any sort of budget requests available on the Internet.  Nor is the $408 million General Services Administration or $140 billion USDA budget contested despite the SNAP spending reductions resulting in the conviction of the Agriculture Secretary for wrongful deprivation of relief benefits.  The Treasury Department’s total budget request is $573.5 billion about $1 billion more than OMB estimates.  Abolishing the refundable premium tax credit and cost-sharing reduction would reduce Treasury spending by $69.1 billion to $513.4 billion.  The Department of Health and Human Services budget request for more than $1 trillion, $1,010 billion, is reduced to $996 billion, saving $16 billion and a deficit neutral off-budget Medicaid Basic Health Plan for people with incomes 150-400% of the federal poverty line. The Department of Commerce requests $8.8 billion $800 million less than $9.6 billion OMB estimate.  The Department of Defense baseline has been around $495 billion since 2013, $89 billion less than the $584 billion OMB estimate this 2015.  The Department of Justice budget request is $31.7 billion, $2.2 billion less than $33.9 billion, the request could be reduced by $10 billion if the FBI, DEA and U.S. Marshall’s Interagency Crime and Drug Task Force were abolished and the ATF renamed Firearms and Explosives (FE).  The Department of Education requests $69 billion, $7 billion less than OMB estimates.  The Department of Energy requests $28 billion, $ 1 billion less than $29 billion OMB estimates.  The Department of Homeland Security requests $38.2 billion, $9.3 less than the $47.5 billion OMB estimates and may be able to justify retroactive debt relief using their new system of accounting for fees and FEMA.  The Department of the Interior budget requests $11.9 billion, $1.8 billion less than the $13.7 billion OMB estimate and may be able to justify retroactive debt relief.  The Department of Labor requests $53.5 billion, $14.6 billion less than the $68.1 billion OMB estimates.  The Department of Transportation requests $73.6 billion FY 2015 and credited with $5 billion and normal 3% annual growth, over the baseline budget request, $78,606 million for the solvency of the Highway Trust Fund and Mass Transit Account, $5.7 billion less than the $84.3 billion OMB estimate for Transportation spending in need of stabilization after a loss of gas tax revenues and nearly annual demand distorting Congressional subsidies.  The Corp of Civil Engineers requests $3.3 billion $4.3 billion less than the $7.7 billion OMB estimate that we go with to adequately provide for civil engineers in the historical record $7.7 billion 2015.  The Environmental Protection Agency request of $7.9 billion is $500 million less than the $8.4 billion OMB estimate.  NASA’s $17.5 billion budget request is $600 million less than the $18.1 billion OMB estimate.  The National Science Foundation requests $7.3 billion, $800 million less than the $8.1 billion OMB estimate. The Department of State requests $50.1 billion, nearly exactly same as the $50.6 billion OMB combined estimate as $29.0 billion for the Department of State and $21.6 billion for International assistance programs by OMB that should probably be changed to $14 billion State Department and $37 billion International Assistance Programs, abolishing narcotic control and law enforcement completely and limiting the State share of foreign military financing from $6.1 billion to the legal limit of $53 million and so as not to disturb the agreement regarding total spending transfer these $6 billion in funds to Multilateral Funds to help pay for the $16.7 billion request of the United Nations to meet an annual funding shortfall.  The Veteran’s Administration budget request for $160.4 billion is slightly more than the $158 billion OMB estimates.  The Office of Personnel Management (OPM) is subsidized by the federal government for their insurance programs a total of $47.75 billion plus $240 million OPM administrative costs, on-budget, this is $45 billion less than the $93 billion OMB estimate.  OPM administrated $132.9 billion in benefit outlays paid for by the $47.8 billion subsidy, $53.5 billion in off-budget contributions and $31 billion in interest income.  OPM benefit programs seem to be subsidized $48 billion annually since 2000, and have saved exactly $1 trillion in total health, life, retirement and disability, and unpaid postal health assets FY2015.  

Reduction to Total Outlays from Abolishing Allowances and Other Defense Civil Program Rows from the Outlays by Agency Table 2009-2019
	Year
	2009
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014

	Other Defense Civil Programs
	57.3
	54
	54.8
	-77.3
	56.8
	57.9

	Allowances
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1.9

	Total Fraud
	-57.3
	-54
	-54.8
	-77.3
	-56.8
	-59.8

	Total Outlays
	3,518
	3,457
	3,603
	3,537
	3,455
	3,651

	Revised Total Outlays
	3,461
	3,403
	3,548
	3,460
	3,398
	3,591

	Year
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018
	2019
	2020

	Other Defense Civil Programs
	57.4
	62.9
	60.3
	57.2
	63.6
	

	Allowances
	46
	56.4
	64.1
	68
	29.1
	

	Total Fraud
	-103.4
	-119.3
	-124.4
	-125.2
	-92.7
	

	Total Outlays
	3,901
	4,099
	4,269
	4,443
	4,728
	

	Revised Total Outlays
	3,798
	3,980
	4,145
	4,318
	4,635
	


Source: OMB Table 4.1 Outlays by Agency

Abolishing the Other Defense Civil Programs and $1.9 billion 2014 Allowances rows from the OMB Outlay by Agency table would prove $360 billion in debt relief FY 2009-2014 and $103.4 billion in deficit and debt relief FY 2015.  The size of this accounting fraud increased dramatically in 2015 to $103 billion from $60 billion in 2014, because of the sudden increase of the Allowances row from $1.9 billion in 2014 to $46 billion.  The Allowances row is prophesied to reach a high of $68 billion in 2018 before subsiding to $30 billion in 2019.  The Allowances row is not difficult to remove.  The current OMB accounting of the Allowances for Immigration Reform no longer distorts the margins of Other Revenues.  The only double-ledger accounting that would be incurred by removing the Allowances column is that total outlays would be reduced, which carries over into the total outlays and deficit, on-budget outlays and deficit and ultimately can reduce the gross federal debt by adequately proven dangling debt.  The dangling debt of the Allowances row is calculated in addition to the Other Defense Civil Programs fraud.  Together, abolishing the Allowances and Other Defense Civil Programs rows reduces total outlays in the Outlays by Agency table, making a modest historical reduction in total and on-budget outlays and total and on-budget deficits in the Revenues, Outlays, and Surplus or Deficit table since 2009.  Before 2009 it is believed that the cost of the Other Defense Civil Programs row were cleverly offset by undistributed offsetting receipts, so as not to change the historical totals or deficit that people remembered, but in 2009 the undistributed offsetting receipts were removed and this fictitious federal spending account began to charge a quantifiable amount of federal debt.  The undistributed offsetting receipts have been corrected in the second table in this final chapter of this fraud trial.  It is somewhat tricky.  From 1962-2008 the total undistributed offsetting receipts and the on-budget undistributed offsetting receipts, must be reduced by the amount of the Other Defense Civil Programs row.  From 2009 through present projections of the future, the undistributed offsetting receipts are not changed.  From 2009 the total outlays is the double-ledger changed by abolishing the Other Defense Civil Programs and Allowances rows.  This results in some changes Table 1.1 Revenue, Outlays, Surplus or Deficit from 2009 reducing total outlays, on-budget outlays, total deficit and on-budget deficit.

The  President must abolish the fictitious Allowances and Other Defense Civil Programs rows in the OMB Outlays by Agency Historical Table and reduce the deficit by $103 billion this 2015 under Art. 1 Section 9 Clause 3, Art. 6 Clause 3 of the U.S. Constitution and Art. 9 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. No, no, no.  No bills of attainder or ex post facto laws.  No religious tests.  No arbitrary arrest, detention or exile.  President Obama is invited to visit the Armed Forces Retirement Home, where President Abraham Lincoln wrote the Emancipation Proclamation, and to give a speech at the Arlington National Cemetery Memorial Amphitheatre, to discuss if there would be objections to abolishing the Other Defense Civil Programs row.  Accounting for this dangling debt avoids 100.6% of GDP gross federal debt in 2013, 103.2% in 2014, 102.7% in 2015, 100.3% in 2017 before going down to 98.8% in 2018.  The revised debt peaks at a maximum of 100.1% billion in both 2014 and 2015.  Defense spending for FY 2013 was $495.5 billion, $496 billion FY 2014 and $495.6 billion FY2015.  OMB Defense spending estimates are much higher, $608 billion FY2013 ($112 billion more), $593 billion FY2014 ($97 billion more) and $584 billion FY2015 ($88 billion more).  The only two agencies who demand more than OMB estimates are the Veteran’s Administration, $160 billion not $158 billion and the Department of Transportation $90.9 billion not $83 billion. 

In 2015 it is estimated OMB could reduce the deficit by $190.6 billion if OMB would only report agency budget requests more accurately.  Provided, that OMB (1) eliminates fraud, saving $103.4 billion, by abolishing the fraudulent $57.4 billion Other Defense Civil Programs and $46 billion Allowances rows, (2) accept agency budget request figures to improve accounting accuracy and reduce the statistical deficit by $190.6 billion, (3) limits military spending to <$500 billion and medical spending to <$1 trillion without review until 2020, as the nation must reduce spending in these two departments to achieve international norms, and (4) abolishes the $60.1 billion mandatory refundable premium tax credit and cost-sharing reduction by accounting for Medicaid Basic Health Plan to collect premiums and pay benefits off-budget in a deficit-neutral account monitored in the HHS budget request and OMB Table 4.1 off-budget; the United States can reduce the deficit by $294 billion, $354.1 billion in 2015 and more every year hereafter.  With new revenues approved by Congress such as the $10 billion 6% gas, oil, coal and electricity export tax or abolishing the maximum taxable limit on the disability insurance (DI) tax-base a surplus could be achieved if the administration made slight improvements to the -$6.6 billion total 2015 deficit, -$176 on-budget deficit and $179 billion off-budget surplus in this budget, go figure. Optimally adjusted to 2.3% DI and 10.1% OASI eliminating the maximum taxable limit on the DI tax alone generates $50 billion in new revenues without raising taxes on anyone but the rich; enough profit to share 50/50 with federal revenues to finance the United States Postal Service (USPS) this 2015.  If the rich were to pay the entire 10.6% OASDI tax on all their income the maximum allowable deficit (90% of surplus OASDI WILL profits) in excess of $250 billion would enable the OMB to balance the federal budget 2017-2020 (Sanders ’14: 91-97).
Over the past two centuries, debt in excess of 90 percent of GDP has typically been associated with average growth of 1.7 percent, versus 3.7 percent when debt is low (under 30 percent of GDP).  High debt loads make it more expensive to borrow and weakens our global position (Jennings & Zott ’13: 24).  Economists at the International Monetary Fund (IMF) suggest that the public debt of the ten leading developed nations will rise from 78 percent of GDP in 2007 to 114 percent by 2014.  These governments, including those in the United States and in many European nations, will by then owe around $50,000 for every one of their citizens.  That translates into more than $10 trillion of extra debt accumulated in less than ten years.  The governments of rich nations never borrowed so much in peacetime.  If current trends continue unchecked demographic pressures combined with political paralysis will send the combined public debt of the largest developed economies toward 200 percent of their GDP by 2030 (Peterson ’14: 3, 4). An international study for the National Bureau of Economic Research by Kenneth Rogoff of Harvard and Carmen Reinhart of the Peterson Institute for International Economics, covering the experience of forty-four countries over two hundred years, found that economic growth slows substantially when national debt climbs over 90% of GDP.  In 2009 the national debt of Greece reached 115% of GDP.  Within a year the international markets refused to lend the Greek government any more money by buying its government bonds resulting in a trillion-dollar bailout financed by EU taxpayers (Ferrara ’11: 11, 24, 12). 
Gross Federal Debt, Surplus or Deficit, Debt Held by Public, Compared as % of GDP 2000-2019

	Year
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004

	Gross Federal Debt
	5,629
	5,770
	6,198
	6,760
	7,355

	% of GDP
	55.4
	54.6
	60.0
	59.6
	60.8

	Surplus or Deficit
	236
	128
	-158
	-378
	-413

	Debt Held by Public
	3,410
	3,320
	3,540
	3,913
	4,296

	% of GDP
	33.6
	31.4
	32.6
	34.5
	35.5

	Year
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009

	Gross Federal Debt
	7,905
	8,451
	8,951
	9,986
	11,876

	% of GDP
	61.3
	61.7
	62.5
	67.7
	82.4

	Surplus or Deficit
	-318
	-248
	-161
	-459
	-1,414

	Debt Held by Public
	4,592
	4,829
	5,035
	5,803
	7,545

	% of GDP
	35.6
	35.3
	35.2
	39.3
	52.3

	Year
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014

	Gross Federal Debt
	13,529
	14,764
	16,051
	16,719
	17, 893

	% of GDP
	91.5
	96.0
	99.7
	100.6
	103.2

	Surplus or Deficit
	-1,294
	-1,300
	-1,087
	-680
	-649

	Debt Held by Public
	9.019
	10,128
	11,281
	11,983
	12,779

	% of GDP
	60.9
	65.9
	70.4
	72.3
	74.1

	Year
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018
	2019

	Gross Federal Debt
	18,714
	19,512
	20,262
	20,961
	21,671

	% of GDP
	102.7
	101.7
	100.3
	98.8
	97.6

	Surplus or Deficit
	-564
	-531
	-458
	-413
	-503

	Debt Held by Public
	13,305
	13,927
	14,521
	15,135
	15,850

	% of GDP
	74
	73.6
	73
	72.8
	73.1


Source: OMB Historical Table 1.1 and 1.2; Sanders ’14: Table 1 Debt and Deficit as % of GDP 2000-2020, CBO Revenues, Outlays, Deficits, Surpluses and Debt Held by the Government since 1965

OMB estimates that the “gross federal debt” reached a high of 103.2% of GDP in FY 2014 and is scheduled to reach 102.7% of the GDP this FY 2015 before steadily declining due to GDP growth.  CBO offers dramatically lower estimates of “debt held by the public” that reached $13.4 trillion, 74% of GDP FY2015 but does not prove it by accounting for agency spending.  CBO does offer a public debt that is much truer to the deficit.  However CBO debt held by the public also tends to accumulate faster than the explained by the deficit.  For instance in 2001 after a budget surplus of $236 billion the debt held by the public declined by only $90 billion. OMB on the other hand proves their revenues and agency spending totals in the calculation of their on-budget deficit but then inexplicably adds far more than the price of the deficit to the gross federal debt.  In 2001 after turning a surplus of $236 billion in 2000 the gross federal debt didn’t decrease, it increased $200 billion from $5.6 trillion to $5.8 trillion.  CBO debt statistics are nearly exactly explained by the deficit.  From 2014 to 2015, the gross federal debt increased by $900 billion with a $650 billion deficit to $18.7 billion in FY 2015. There is a total of $1.8 trillion in unexplained debt accumulation 2009-2015 but after reviewing the historical tables OMB has accumulated debt much faster than is explained by the deficit.  It might be wise to require by law that all future OMB debt be explained by the deficit.  Under current policies, CBO projects that even the smaller national debt held by the public, as opposed to the gross federal debt, would rocket to 185% by 2035, and to 200% by 2037, twice as large as our entire economy.  This national debt would explode further to unprecedented levels of 233% of GDP by 2040, and to 854% by 2080.  Before the financial crisis, US federal debt as a percentage of GDP was around 40 percent, not too much worse than the long-term average of 36 percent.  In 2013 the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) projects the debt will reach 62 percent of the GDP, in 2015 it will reach 74 percent and in 2020 it will reach 90 percent, and eventually surpass total economic output in 2025.  By 2037, the debt would exceed 200 percent of GDP.  The longer action to deal with the nation’s long term fiscal outlook is delayed, the greater the risk that the eventual changes will be disruptive and destabilizing (Jennings & Zott ’13: 23, 26) (Sanders, ’15: 1, 49-53).  Passing the OASDI WILL now will enable the United States to produce a surplus and pay back the portion of the national debt that is valid – the OMB Gross National Debt, the CBO Debt Held by the Public or the even lower OMB deficit statistic.  OMB (an CBO) must reduce their debt statistics at least equally by abolishing the fraudulent Other Defense Civil Programs and Allowances rows as a condition for accurately accounting for the revenue sharing provisions of the OASDI WILL that will balance the federal budget  
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