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SUMMARY 


The Republican budget makes extreme, unnecessary cuts in Medicare and Medicaid, education, and 
environmental protection to pay for excessive tax cuts, largely for the wealthiest in our society. President 
Clinton believes we must balance the budget in a way that is consistent with American values: honoring our 
commitment to our seniors, helping working families, providing a better life for OUf children. 

Following arc the most extreme elements of the Republican budget. 

HEALTH CARE. The bill contains $433 billion in Medicare and Medicaid cuts, four times the largest ever, forcing 
many rural and urban hospitals to close and reducing quality of care for all Americans. 

MEDICARE. The Republican budget would turn Medicare into a second-class health care program, slowing annual 
per capita spend growth to 5.5%, compared to 7.1% for the private sector. It raises premiums by $264 for an elderly 
couple in 1996 alone and nearly doubles premiums by 2002. 

MEDICARE FOR POOR ELDERLY AND DISABLED. The bill eliminates the requirement that Medicaid pay 
premiums, deductibles, and copays for 5.4 million poor elderly and disabled. 

MEDICAID. The bill limits annual per capita Medicaid growth to 1.6%, compared to 7.1% for the private sector, 
denying coverage for nearly 8 million people by 2002. Its block grant eliminates the national guarantee of defined, 
meaningful coverage for the sick, elderly, poor, blind, and disabled. 

MEDICAID FOR CHILDIlEN AND ELDERLY. The bill could deny coverage 10 3.8 million children; 330,000 elderly 
could be denied nursing home care. . 

NURSING HOMES. The bill would repeal key enforcement measures that protect nursing home residents from 
abuses and inadequate treatment. 

MASSIVE TAX CUTS. The bill provides $258 billion in tax cuts, exploding to over $400 billion over ten years 
because key provisions are written to expand dramatically after seven years. 

UNFAIR TAX BREAKS. The bill takes from the poor to give to the wealthy. According to the Treasury Department, 
families in the lowest 20% of income distribution as a group (and those with incomes under $30,000, according to 
Joint Tax Committee), face a net tax increase, The top 12%. with incomes above $100,000, receive nearly half the 
benefits, with the highest 1%, those over $349.000, receiving $8,500 a year. Retroactive capital gains cuts provide 
a $13 billion windfall to those who have already sold their assets. 

TAX INCREASE ON WORKING FAMILIES. The repeal of the Earned Income Tax Credit hits 12.6 million working 
families (14.5 million children) with an average $332 ta~ increase in 1996. 

BREAKS FOR CORPOHATIONS. The bill permits corporations to raid pension funds, risking pensions for millions 
of workers, and allows many profitable corporations to pay no income tax. 

CHILDREN. The bi11 cuts benefits for disabled children and school lunch and other nutrition benefits. 

EDUCATION. The bill provides a gift to special interests by denying direct college loan opportunities for 2.5 million 
students in 1.350 colleges and universities. It would lead to $30 billion in education cuts over seven years, denying 
opportunities to millions of young Americans, including cuts in Head Start, Safe and Drug-Free Schools, basic and 
advanced skills for disadvantaged students, and Pel! Grant scholarships. In addition, Goals 2000 reforms and the 
AmeriCorps community service program would ~e repealed. 

ENVIRONMENT. The bill would open to oil drilling the rare. pristine Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, and its cuts 
would lead to massive rE!ductions in enforcement of clean air and drinking water laws and dramatically slow down 
clean-up of toxic waste dumps. 

COMBINED CUTS TO MEDICARE AND MEDICAID' 



1. 	 MAGNITUDE OF $433 BILLION MEDICARE AND MEDICAID CUTS: 

The Republican budget cuts Medicare and Medicaid combined by $433 billion over 7 
years -- four times greater than anything ever enacted by any Republican or 
Democratic President -- to fund a tax cut for the wealthy. These cuts will deny health 
care covmage for nearly 8 million people by 2002, threaten urban and rural hospitals 
wittl closure, reduce the quality of care for everyone, and increase health care costs 
for the privately insured through cost shifting. 

• 	 $433 Billion Combined Medicare and Medicaid Cuts Could Force 
Many Rural and Urban Hospitals to Close. 

Hospitals will receive $1,025 less per admission on average than they 
would under current law, a drop of roughly. 13%. 

According to the American Hospital Association. nearly 700 hospitals 
derive two-thirds or more of their net patient revenues from Medicare 
and Medicaid. The combined Medicare and Medicaid cuts could force 
many of these nearly 700 vulnerable hospitals to close. 

• 	 Over half of these vulnerable hospitals are rural, and 20% are in 
the inner city. Their closure will deny access to health care for 
many people in rural and urban communities across America. 

• 	 With each hospital closure comes job lose, since hospitals are 
often one of the largest employers in rural communities. 

$433 Billion Medicare and Medicaid Cuts Will Reduce the Quality of Care 
for Everyone. 

The American Hospital Association, the Catholic Health Association, 
Ihe National Associalion of Public Hospitals, and over 40 state hospital 
associations say: "the reductions in the conference report will 
jeopardize the ability of hospitals and health systems to deliver quality 
care, not just to those who rely on Medicare and Medicaid, but to all 
Americans." 



• $433 Billion Medicare and Medicaid Cuts Will Increase Health Care Costs 
for the Privately Insured By Cost Shifting Billions of Dollars. 

• 	 A new analysis by Lewin-VHI for the National Leadership Coalition on 
Health Care concluded that the Medicare and Medicaid culs in the 
recondiation bill could lead doctors and hospitals to raise their fees on 
privately insured patients by at least $85 billion over 7 years through 
cost-shifting. Cost shifting is the process by which health care 
providers charge privately insured people more in order to make up for 
losses from serving Medicare and Medicaid beneficiaries and the 
uninsured, 

• 	 $67 billion of the $85 billion in increased costs would be passed on to 
workers by employers in the form of lost wages and higher health care 
premiums. This cost shifting would effectively reduce wage increases 
for !ower income workers by 1DOle, 

• 	 60% of the snif! would be concenlrated on the middle class -- families 
wilh incomes between $20,000 and $75,000. 



MEDICARE 


2. CUTS MEDICARE WELL BELOW PRIVATE SECTOR RATES: 


• 	 Their $270 Billion Cut Will Turn Medicare Into a Second Class Health Care 
Program. 
The Republican budget reduces Medicare spending growth per beneficiary far below 
projected private sector growth rate. Based on CBO data, private sector per capita 
health care spending is projected to increase 7.1% per year over the next 7 years, 
but the Republican budget reduces Medicare spending growth per beneficiary to 
5.5%, 	on average. 

Federal Medicare spending per beneficiary would be $1,700 less than under current 
law in 2002. 

3. 	 SLASHES FUNDING FOR POOR ELDERLY AND DtSABLED MEDICARE 
BENEFICIARIES: 

• 	 Under current law, Medicaid pays all Medicare premiums, coinsurance, and 
deductibles for people below 100% of poverty (known as OMBs) and premiums for 
people with incomes between 100% and 120% of poverty. 

,- 5.4 million poor elderly and disabled people currently have their Medicare cost 
sharing covered by Medicaid. This assistance ensures that they can afford 
Medicare. 

• 	 Does Not Set-Aside Any Funds For Their Copayments and Deductibles, The 
Republican budget completely eliminates the requirement that states cover 
coinsurance and deductibles for poor elderly and disabled people, and does not set 
aside any money for this purpose. 

• 	 More than 5 million elderly and disabled people would immediately lose their 
guarantee of assistance with co payments and deductibles. 

• 	 Sets Aside Less Than Half Of What Is Needed For Their Premiums. While 
Republicans claim to cover poor elderly and disabled peoples' premiums, they 
set-aside less than half of the money needed to cover their premiums by 2002. 

• 	 950,000 Could Lose Assistance With Their Premiums -- Just When 
Premiums Are Increased. HHS estimates that as many as 950,000 poor 
elderly and disabled people could lose funding for their Medicare premiums 
in 2002 -- at the same time that the Republican plan increases these 
premiums. 

• 	 Couj'd Force The Poor To Leave Fee-Far-Service Plans. Without assistance with 
premiums, copayments, and deductibles, poor Medicare beneficiaries may be forced 
to leave their fee-for-service plan and enroll in a managed care plan that does not 
require cost-sharing - if one exists in their area. 



4. ALLOWS OOCTORS TO OVERCHARGE: 
• 	 Allows Doctors to "Balance Bill" or Charge Medicare Beneficiaries Above the 

Medica,. Payment Rates. 

• 	 Without protections from balance billing, beneficiaries in the new Medicare plans would 
be subject to higher charges. . 

• 	 The opportunity 10 balance bill in Ihe new Medicare plans will give doctors incentives to 
leave the traditional Medicare fee~for~service plans, forcing many patients to change 
their doctor or leave the fee-for-service program. 

5. 	 INCREASES MEDICARE PREMIUMS, 

• 	 Increases Medicare Premiums and Burdens Older and Disabled Americans -- Just 
to Pay for a Tax Cut for the Wealthy. 

The Republican budget increases premiums from 25% of Part B program costs to 
31.5%. In 1996 alone, this change will increase costs for elderly couples by $264. 
These higher costs will place a large fmancial burden on Medicare beneficiaries -
three-quarters of whom have incomes below $25.000. 

Slnce 1984, tre Pan B premit1m has been set so as to finance 25% of prograr.l costs, 

• 	 In an effort to protect beneficiaries from excessive increases in Medicare premiums, 
premiums were set at specific doliar amounts for 1991-1995, rather than 8t25% of 
program costs. The 1995 premium was set at $46.10 per month. As a result of t~e 
difficulties in estimating program costs far in advance, this premium actually financed 
31,5% of 1995 program costs. eVen though Congress neVer intended to raise premiums 
above 25% of program costs. 

• 	 In OBRA '93. Congress returned to the traditional approach of setting premiums at 25% 
of program costs rather than writing fixed monthly premium dollar levels into the slatute. 
Thus, OBRA '93 sel premiums at 25% of program costs for 1996 through 1 998. In . 
1996,25% of program costs will amount to $42,50 a month. 

• 	 The Republican budget would set premiums at 31.5% of program costs for the next 
seven years. President Clinton's plan maintains the current policy and permanently 
sets premiums al 25% 01 program costs. 

Among the 36 million Medicare recipients who will lace higher premiums, 8.8 million 
veterans -- one-third of all veterans in the United States -- will be forced to pay higher 
out-ol-pocket costs for lower quality care. 



6. CONSTRAINS SPENDING IN TRADITIONAL MEDICARE MORE THAN IN NEW PLANS: 


The 	Republican plan disadvantages the tradillonal Medicare fee-for-service program 
compared to the new MedicarePlus plans by constraining spending in the early years in 
the fee-for-service program far more than in the new plans. 

• 	 In 1996 alone. the Republican plan allows spending in the new plans to increase at an 
average per capita rate of 8.0% -- one third higher than the increase for traditional 
Medicare, 

This uneven treatment of MedicarePlus plans and traditional Medicare will harm qualily 
and create incentives for doctors to leave traditional Medicare. 

7. MEDtCAL SAVINGS ACCOUNTS: 

The Republican Medicare plan allows beneficiaries to withdraw a set amount of money 
from the Medicare program to buy health insurance wilh a high deductible. Individuals 
may deposit any money left over after the purchase into a tax-preferred medical savings 
accounl (MSA). 

MSAs !I,nd to attract only the neallhiest individuals, who expect few medical expenses 
in the coming year and who typically cost the Medicare program little. 

To the extent that MSA vouchers are set at a level that exceeds the cost of Il1ese 
healthy beneficiaries under tho current Medicare system, MSAs Will increase spending 
on heat thy beneficiaries. 

• 	 In fact, CSO estimates that MSAs will raise Medicare costs by nearly $5 billion over 7 
years. ,1\ lewin-VHI study concluded that MSAs woutd cost the Medicare system 
$15-$20 billion over 7 years. 

Since tile Republican plan caps Medica'e spending, MSA costs would have to be offset 
by further cuts in services for the less healthy benef:ciaries rernarning in the traditional 
fee~for~service plans. 



8. LOCKS BENEFICIARIES INTO PLANS: 


• 	 Under currenllaw, beneficiaries are permitted to leave a managed care plan at any 
time, wilh terminalion effeclive as of the first of the first month following the request to 
leave, 

• 	 Under the Republican budget, beneficiaries who enroll in one of the new MedicarePIJs 
plans, including managed care plans, provider~sponsored organizatior)s, or a 
high·de')Jctible medical savings accounl plan, would generaliy be locked into thai plan 
for a year. ·n general, they couid not leave the program except during the annual open 
enrollrmi:1nt period, 

• 	 The President's proposal retains current law and allows beneficiaries to leave at any 
time, 

9. 	 INCREASES COSTS FOR BENEFICIARIES WITHOUT EXPANDING BENEFITS OR 
PREVENTION: 

The Republican budget increases beneficiary costs while only adding one new benefit: 
coverage of oral nonsteroidal antiestrogen for the treatment of breast cancer. 

• 	 Currently, Medicare does not cover the array of preventive benefits now offered by 
many private plans, particularly managed care plans. These preventative benefits can 
both increase beneficiary'S health and reduce costs at the same time. 

• 	 President Clinton's proposa! updates the Medicare benefit package tOlmake it more 
comparable to private sector benefit packages, Including: 

.. 	 Mammography, The President's proposal eliminates copaYfnents for 
mammography services and provides annual screening mammograMs to help 
detect breast cancer. 

• 	 Certain Colorectal Screening, Early detection of cancers and other serious 
condilions can resliit in less costly treatment, enhanced quality of life, and, in 
some cases, a greater likelihood of cure, The President's proposal provides 
coverage for colorectal screening, 

• 	 Preventive Injections. The President's ~roposal would increase payments 
for certain preventive injections provided in physician offices which wiU 
encourage providers to immunize beneficiaries. 

Respite Benefit for Beneficiaries with Alzheimer's Disease, The 
President's plan creates a Medicare respite benefit for beneficiaries with 
Alzhermer's disease or other irreversible dementia, covering up to 32 hours of 
care per beneficiary per year, administered through horne health agencies or 
other entities. Services could be provided in the home or in a day care 
setting. 



MEDICAID 


10. MAGNITUDE OF $163 BILLION CUTS: Lowering average annual spending growth per 
recipient to 1.6% could cause millions to lose coverage. 

The Republican budget cuts federal support for Medicaid by an unprecedented $163 
billion -- over ten times anything ever enacted by any Republican or Democratic 
President. 

• 	 The Republican plan achieves these savings by capping overall spending. This means 
that spending growth per beneficiary would fall from the current 7.0 percent to 1.6 
percent annually -- far below the rate of inflation. 

• 	 States cannot sustain coverage when federal funds are increasing at only 1.6 percent 
per beneficiary. States will be forced reduce benefits and/or provider payments and 
eliminate coverage for millions of people on Medicaid. 

11. MEDICAID CUTS COULD DOUBLE IF STATES REDUCE THEIR SPENDING: 

• 	 The $11;3 billion reflects only the federal cuts. Yet. Medicaid is a federal-state plan. 
and if states only contribute the amounts that the federal government will match and 
provide no additional funding, the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities estimated the 
total reduction in federal and state Medicaid funds would exceed $400 billion over 
seven years, compared with current law. 

While states are unlikely to limit funding to the match, with the squeeze from other cuts, 
the overall federal-state cuts could total far beyond $163 billion. 

12. ENDS NATIONAL GUARANTEE OF COVERAGE: 

The 	Republican plan repeals the Medicaid Program, replacing it with a "block grant." 

• 	 Completely eliminates Medicaid's guarantee of defined, meaningful coverage for 
Americans who are sick, elderly, poor, blind or disabled in other ways. 

Because the block grant constrains spending growth per beneficiary to 1.6% per year, 
providing 28% less funding than under current law by 2002. states will be forced to 
significantly reduce Medicaid eligibility and benefits. 

Under current law, all states are required to cover a minimum set of services, including 
hospital, physician, and nursing home services. States have the option of covering an 
additional 31 services, including prescription drugs, hospice care, and personal care 
services. 

• 	 Slates could eliminate almost any benefit currently covered by Medicaid. The only 
required services would be immunizations and limited family planning. 



13. 	 NO GUARANTEE OF EVEN MINIMAL HEALTH CARE COVERAGE FOR POOR 
CHILDREN UNDER THE AGE OF 13. PREGNANT WOMEN. AND PEOPLE WITH 
DISABILITIES: 

While the proposal includes language calling for States to provide Medigrant services to 
poor children under 13, pregnant women afJd people with disabilities, states CQuid 
determine the levels of benefits provided and in defining the eligible disabilities. 
Financially strapped states could satisfy this requirement with Ge minimis coverage, 
when could mean millions fewer people receiving a meaningful benefits package. 

• 	 The President believes it is wrong to change the laws in ways that could lead to less 
coverage for poor children, pregnant women and Americans with disabilities. 

14. 	 DEEP CUTS PLUS ELIMINATION OF GUARANTEE COULD LEAD TO MILLIONS 
GETTING LESS COVERAGE OR NO COVERAGE: 

With Federal Medicaid funding per beneficiary growing on average at one-fourth the rate of 
private health inS:Jrance spending per person, based on Congressional Budget Office data, 
states cannot continue to guarantee coverage. 

• 	 Of the 36 million Medicaid recipients, more than 18 miltion are children: one out of 
every five children in the nation. 

• 	 Another 6 mitlion of the current Medicaid recipients are disabled. Medicaid functions as 
the primary insurer for many peop~e with disabilities, since private insurance is generally 
not affordable for people with pre-existing conditions. 

About 1/3 of all babies born in the United States are covered by Medicaid. 

Over 90 percent of children with AI DS are covered by Medicaid. 

Loss of Medicaid Coverage Under Republican Plan 
• 	 The reduction in Federal support under the Republican plan could force 

States to deny coverage for nearly 8 million Americans in 2002 alone. 
according to HHS estimates. 

These nearly 8 million people include: 

3.8 million children who could be denied coverage 
• 1.3 million people with disabilities who could be denied coverage 

850.000 elderly who could be denied coverage 

• 330,000 nursing home residents -- over 70% of them likely to be 
~omen, 

150,000 veterans could be denied coverage. 

15. 	 WEAKENS QUALITY PROTECTIONS FOR NURSING HOMES AGAINST ABUSE AND 



NEGLIGENCE: 


• 	 Current law: The lanulDark nursing home feinI'm l;nv of OBRA ''8,7. approved with 
hj~p;lftisan support during the i{l.!agan Administratiun. sought to at}(~rcss at limes dcpJurahlc 
!l\;,auncllt in nursing homes, including lInju::aificeJ physical restrain!.s, ~md gross negligence in 
c;lring fof' nursing home residellls, hy establishing the Federal l1uality standards in place today. 
Prior to the OBRA '87 reforms, the lnstitutc of Mcuidne reported that all Stales had some 

. facilities with serious tleficlcncic:- in llur:-ing horne quality of care. 

• 	 Progress: Since OBRA 1987 reforms were implemented, nursing home quality has 
improved dramatically The use of physical restrainls has declined 25%; dehydration 
has declined 50%; hospitalizalion rales have declined 31%. (Research Triangle 
Inslitute; HCFA). 

• 	 Federal Enforcemenl and Protections Would be Repealed: The Republican bill 
takes away key OBRA87 prolections and enforcement. In addition, states would no 
longer be required to optimize individual residents' health and well-being. ·While states 
may want to maintain these guarantees, inadequate resources could lead them to fail to 
set and enforce qcality .Iandards Ihal protect elderly and disabled people in nursing 
homes. 

• 	 States could turn over their survey and enforcement responsibilities to private 
accfeditatlon organizations with no Federal review, thereby reducing 
accountabilily and. increasing variations if' quality and enforcement. 

Nursing honles would no longer be required to optimize individual residents' 
health and well-being. The bill repeals the current requirement that nursing 
homes provide services to "attain or maintain the highest practicable physical, 
mental, and psychosocial well being of each resident" Thus, residents could be 
denied skilled nursing and rehabilitative services necessary to improve their 
abilily to funclion. 

- Residents would no longer be guaranteed the same comprehensive assessment 
of tneir health and functional status now required nationally. 

• 	 Uniform data collection would not be required, making monitoring more d:':f:cu,L 

~ 	 Federal training requirements for hands~on caregjvers would be eliminated; each 
State could delermine who would be Irained and how. 



16, NO ADEQUATE QUALITY OF CARE FOR MEDICAID MANAGED CARE PLANS: 


• 	 Unlike, the explicit protections In current law for residents of nursing homes and 
institutions caring for mentally retarded individuals. the current Federal Medicaid 
contracting rules for Medicaid managed care plans use proxy measures -- such as 
enrollment composition requirements (the "75/25 rule") - that are vaguely. at best. 
related to quality of care for Medicaid beneficiaries who are enrolled in managed care 
systems. 

• 	 The Conference Agreement incluces no quality of care standards for managed care 
systems -- even though 23% of all Medicaid enrollees received their health care through 
managed care programs in 1994, and an even greater proporrion is enrolled in 
mHnaged care in 1995, 
• 	 States would not be required to establish or enforce quality standards for 

capitated managed care plans, 

The Federal government would have no authority to enforce managed care 
access standards or quality requirements. 

• 	 The Administration's proposal would ensure quality of care for managed care enrollees 
and nursing home residents by replacing out-dated statutory rules with real quality of 
care protections for managed care enrollees ~~ quality improvement programs that have 
been fietd-tesied in several states and were developed with extensive industry 
participation, 

17. 	 ELIMINATES QUALITY STANDARDS FOR FACILITIES THAT SERVE MENTALLY ILL 
AND MENTALLY RETARDED INDIVIDUALS: 

• 	 Federat law calls for explicit-outcome oriented quality of care protections for mer:ally ill 
and mentally retarded Medicaid beneficiaries who live in institutions, j 

• 	 While the Republican Medicaid proposal maintains S0l11e protections for nursing 
homes, it completely eliminates the current statute that includes explicit 
outcome-oriented quality of care proteclions for nursing home residents and mentalty ill 
and mentally retarded beneficiaries who live in institutions. 



18, 	 WEAKENS PROTECTIONS AGAINST SPOUSAL IMPOVERISHMENT: 

• 	 The Republican budget undermines protections against spousal impoverishment 
that were signed Into law by President Reagan in 1987, 

• 	 The Republican budget leaves it entirely up to States to determine which persons in 
institutions receive Medigrant assistance. Individuals could be denied coverage for 
long-term care services altogether, Spouses of individuals denied coverage would 
receive no protection from the "spousal impoverishment'" provisions. Because the 
Republican budget repeals the guarantee of nursing home coverage, it also effectively 
eliminates the guarantee of protec:ion from spousal impoverisnment. ' 

The Republican budget also repeals the right of individuals to enforce spousal 
impoverishment protections in court when they believe they have been wrongfully 
denied, making the protections unenforceable, 

19, 	 ELIMINATES FINANCIAL PROTECTIONS - PUTS MEDICAID BENEFICIARIES' HOMES 
AND FAMILY FARMS AT RISK: 

Ucder the Republican budget, the sick could be forced to sell t~e'r homes, family farm, 
car, and all their savings in order to qualify for Medicaid, The Republican proposal 
repeals all Federal laws protecting a mlntmum level of income and assets (such as the 
family home or farm) in determining Medicaid eligibility. 

.. 	 11 allows States to count the value of ~oels home or fami~y farm in determining 
Medicaid eligibility, 

• 	 People whom States define as no longer "poor enough" to qualify for medical 
assistance would be faced with paying all their medical costs themselves, or seeking 
help from relatives or chanty, 

In the worsl cases, families would have 10 mortgage or sell their homes to be able to 
pay for care, or elderly people needing long-term care woutd have no chOice but to turn 
to their children for help, 

.. Nursing facilities could require additional payments from residents or their families in 
order to be admitted, or in order to continue living in the facility, 

I 

The Republican Medicaid plan would remove all restrictions on how large a share of the 
costs of medical care Stales can require from eligible individuals, other than children 
and pregnant women, 

• 	 Guts in the scope of the nursing home benefits could mean that families 0' poor 
patients will have to pay for services such as personal hygiene, laundry. or vanous 
therapies, that States now pay, 



20. 

The Republican Medicaid plan eliminates all requirements that comparable services be 
provided across the different geographic areas of a State. Thus, people in politically 
weak communities could receive fewer benefits than those in more powerful 
communities. 

21. HURTS URBAN AREAS: 

Approximately 75% of Medicaid recipients live in cities. Assuming a proportional 
allocaticn of the $163 billion in Republican cuts, Medicaid spending in urban areas will 
drop by $122 billion. 

The Republican budget will deny Medicaid coverage to 6 million people living in urban 
areas. according to HHS, including: 

Almost 3 million urban children 
• 975,000 urban people with disabilities 
• 650,000 urban elderly 



TAXES 


22. 	 TilE SIZE OF THE TAX CUT, WlIICIl EXPLOnES OUTSWE TIlE llUnGET WINDOW, 
CANNOT liE .IUSTIFlEn 

• 	 At a lime when we are working tu halance the budget, the "Cuntract" tax cuts are !Un cosIly, 
C()fcing excessive cuts ill Medicare, Medicaid. cducatilln, technulogy, amI the cllvirunmcnt, as 
well as the Earned Income Tax Credil. 

• 	 Over 7 years, these tax cul provisions, in<.:luuing capital gains cuts, (';statc tax cuts. and 
Imlividual Retirement Account provisions, cost $258 hillion. Mor(;over. the cost of these tax 
provisions. particularly those for the most affluent, is designed to explode outside the 7 year 
budge window !O more lilan $400 hillion over 10 years.-+ 

23. 	 IT IS WRONG TO SINGLE OUT LOW ANn MonERATE INCOME WORKING 
FAMILIES EARNING UNnER $30.000 A YEAR FOR A SPECIAL TAX INCREASE. 

• 	 The Repuhlican budget raises income taxes on low and moderate income working families hy 
$30.R billion through cUls to the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC), a provision that President 
Ronald Reagan called "the hest anti-poveny, the best pro-family, tlK: hest job creation measure 
to come out of the Congress." 

• 	 President Clinton expanded the EITC to move families from welfare to work and to help 
ensure that parents who work full-time do not have to raise their children in poverty. 

• 	 Under the Republican plan, 12.6 million working Americans WiLh 14.5 million children would 
lose, on average, $332 of the EITC in 1996. Moreover, even after accounting for the fully 
phased-in Repuhlican lax cuts, about 7.7 million families who earn under $30,000 a year 
would face an average net tax incn.:ase in 1996 of $318 per family under their plan. 

• 	 On average, families in the lowt.:st 20% of income distribution would face a net income tax 
increase, not a tax cut, under their plan. 



24. 	 TAX CUTS ARE TARGETED TOO HI£A VILY TO BENEFIT THE WEALTHIEST 
TAXPAVERSo ANI} NOT ENOUGH ON HELPING MIIJDLE CLASS FAMILIES. 

• At a lime when we arc all working 10 halance the budget, any tax relicf must he l()cuscd Oil 

middle inC(1lI1C Americans. 

• 	 OUf plan targets 85% of the benefits to families earning under S100,000 a year. 

• 	 Tht.: Repuhlican bill gives nearly half the tax benefits to the top 12 % of families with incomes 
of $100,000 or more. The highest income 1 % of families, those with incomes ovn S349,000, 
would rCL:civc an average tax hreak of almost $8,500 pcr family. 

• 	 Their hill provides $13 billion in retroactive capiwl gains relief. a huge windfall for pasl 
investTllents. with no conceivahle economic purpose. This windfall call not he justified in light 
or cuts on working familil:s and Ihe pour. 

• 	 Oven!!!' thl:Y provide capital gains lax cuts costing $47 hillion over 7 years,and $77 billion 
owr 10 years, CUlS that overwhelmingly benefit the wealthy. [n fact, 75 % of the benefil of the 
capital gains cuts go to the weallhil:st 12 % of households l:arning over $100,000 a year. 

25. 	 SPECIAL INTEREST TAX LOOPHOLES. 

• 	 The AllIcril:an Pl:OpJc elected this Congress and this Pn.:sidenL to halam:e thl: budgl:! and lllove 
thl: coulIlry 1~)r\Vard, nOl to pl"llvide .'Ipecial tax breaks for special imen;sls. 

• 	 Tile Repuhlican hill contains dozens of special tax breaks for particular !;IXl1aycrs ami special 
interests. costing the rest of Ameril;an taxpayers more than $3 billion over 7 years. Tlu.:sc 
special-interest provisions, both large and small. are designed to henclit. among others: 

multinational corporations that stockpile- assets overseas, 

the airline industry, 

certain coal cOlllpanie.'l. 

rl:al l:.'Ilate developl:rs. 

IIISLJranCe companies, 

certain convenience stores. 

newspaper companies. and 

certain pharmal:eUlil:ai companies with operations in Puerto Rico. 


• 	 These special-interest favors for the well-connected are inappropriate in this delkit-reuuctioll 
hill, especially since this bill would result in tax increases for many needy working falllili(.!s. 
These provisions have little or nothing to do with stimulaling the economy or creating ncw 
johs. Now is the lime to close loopholes and special illlerest provisions. lIot open up new 
oncs. 

26. ALL PROFITABLE CORPORATIONS SHOULD PAY AT LEAST SOME INCOME TAX. 
BUT UNDER THE REPUBLICAN ALTERNATIVE MINIMUM TAX PROVISION. SOME 



I'KOFITAIlLE CORPORATIONS WOUL)) PAY NO INCOME TAX. WHILE MILLIONS 
OF WORKERS PAY THEIR FAIR SHARE. 

• 	 This Administration is committed to simplifying the Alternative Minimum Tax (AMT) without 
compromising fairness. The Congressional majority's bill goes too far. 

• 	 Under their bill, some profitable corporations would be able 10 pay little or no income tax, al a 
cost to the rest of America's taxpayers of $15 hill ion over 7 years and $18 billion over 10 
Yl:ars. 

• 	 Their provision rewards investments that afe seven y<.:ars old and makes till: tax code mon.: 
colllplex, ]Jot less. 

27. 	 A $90.000 PER ESTATE TAX CUT CANNOT BE JUSTIFIED. 

• 	 We ought to help farmers and small husinesses whose heirs want to continue running the 
family husiness, hut we should nUl provide tax breaks to the wealthiest estates at high cost 
when we an; trying to balance the hudget. 

• 	 Their provision would give an average of $90.000 in estate tax relief to the wealthiest one 
pereent of decedents who owe estate [aX each year -- ahoU( 30,000 wealthy estates -- costing 
$13 hill ion over 7 years and $27 billion over 10 years. 

• 
• 	 Only the wealthiest one pereent of taxpayers who die each year pay any estate tax. An estate 

that could take full advantage of proposed changes could save over $1 million in taxes, with 
some es1ates cutting thcir hill by over 75%. 

• 	 We helieve that heirs who want to continue to run their family farm or slllall business should 
not be forced to liquidate in order to pay estate taxes, but this bill goes [00 f1f. 

2S. 	 WEALTHY AMERICANS SHOULD NOT BE ABLE TO AVOID PA YING U.S. TAX ON 
THEIR GAINS BY RENOUNCING THEIR U.S. CITIZENSHIP. 

• 	 Wt;althy Americans who seek to avoid their taxes hy renouncing their citizenship should pay 
the Salll(; tax on il1l.:ome accrued while they were suhject to U.S. tax laws that those who 
remain '.vill pay. 

• 	 Tht; Republican hill effectively leavcs open a loophole for expatriates. Their provision would 
reward tax avoiders who arc willing to wait 10 years hefore realizing gains; it rewards thuse 
who invest in foreign assets; and it makes enforcement very difficult. 

29. 	 MULTINATIONAL CORPORATIONS SHOULD NOT BE "IILI': TO AVOID PA YING 
THF:lR FAIR SHAKE OF INCOME TAXF:S BY SHELTERING PASSIVE ASSETS IN 
OFFSHORE TAX HAVENS. 



• 	 This Administration put in place a new rule in 1993 to reduce th~ incentive fur 
multinational companies to stockpile passive assets in excess of reasonable business 
needs. primarily 10 avuid taxes, not to invest, grow. and compete. 

• 	 The Hl.:publil.:an bill repl.:als this provision, enhancing the incentive for these companies 
to move capital overseas and to kel.:p their profits in passive assets there.· 

30. 	 ALI. AMEI{lCANS WHO WORK HARD AND PLAY BY THE RULES OUGIIT TO liE 
AIILI, TO COUNT ON THEIR PENSIONS WHEN TilEY RETIRE. 

• 	 During the 19805, corporations removed more than $20 hill ion from l.:mploycc pension 
plans. often to fund corpofllte takeovers. until Congress effectively put an end to this. 
And just last year, we took further steps to improve r(.:nsion funding and, reduce 1<1xpayer 
risk through the Administration I s 1994 I\l.:tin:ment Protection Act. 

• 	 Now, the Conference Agreement permits employers to transfer without any excise tax. 
pension assets in excess of 125% ora pension plan's "termination liability" to pay 
cl.:rtain employee henefits. In effect, this would allow comp'lOit.:s to LIse pension as~ets (0 

free up (lthl:r I.:orporate 1i..IOds for other purposes, 

• 	 Their provision would increase risk to the Pension Iknefit Guaranty Corporation. and 
ultimately to American taxpayers. A plan's financial condition can t.:hangl: rapidly as 
interest rates and markets tluctuatc. Today's "overfunded" plan can become tOlllorrow's 
underfundt.:d plan, and experience shows that lhe financial condition of plans can 
deteriorate significantly prior to termination. 

• 	 Tht.:ir provision would permit wrporations to usc valuable tax henefits granted tll help 
Aml!l iC:lll workers accumulate retirement savings for Ilonpension. corporate purposes. 

• 	 Their provision would permit corporations to remove billions from the retirement system 
at a time when it is critical to increase national savings and retin!lllcnt st.:curity. 

31. 	 WE OUGHT TO liE HELPING LOW·INCOME WORKING FAMILIES RAISE TIIEIR 
CHILDREN IN AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND REnUIL)) THEIR COMMUNITIES. 

• 	 This Administration made the low incomc housing tax crl:dil permanent 'in 1993. Since 
its cnacllllen~ in 1986, state housing agencies repon that the credit has been used to 



construct or rehabilitate ncarly 100,000 units of low income reillal hou:;ing per y\.!ar. 

• 	 The Republbm budget [cnnintltcs the low im.;oll1c housing tax cn:dit at the end of 1997, 
a cut of 53.5 billion over 7 years. Their budget also ends an inccntive for community 
development that huilds bridges between businesses and cOll1ll1ullirics, 



WELFARE REFORM 


32. EXCESSIVE CUTS FOR DISABLED CHILDREN: 


The 	F<epublican budget cuts aid to severely disabled children by 25%, slashing 
$12 billion from disabled children's SSI benefits, 

• 	 The tightening of eligibility would apply to children currently receiving benefits, so 
that 160,000 children currently in the program would lose eligibility one year after. 
enactment 

The flepublican proVIsion make an illogical division between seve"ily disabled 
children, making some of them eligible for only 75% of Ihe federal benefil rate, 
The low income parents of all of these children experience special costs and 
reduced employment opportunities because of their responsibility for these 
child,en, 

33. 	 TOO LITTLE CHILD CARE FOR REAL WELFARE REFORM THAT WOULD MOVE 
PEOPLE FROM WELFARE TO WORK: 

• 	 The Republican Budget does not provide the child care that is essential to 
move people from welfare to work. 

• 	 The hipartisan Senate welfare reform bill would have increased childcare funding 
from $3 billion over the next five years, The Republican budget cuts that funding 
by $1 billion, which will mean thousands of mothers will stay at home and on 
welfare Instead of going to work 

The Republican budget also weakens important bipartisan work provisions of 
welfare reform such as requiring states to maintain their stake in moving people 
from welfare to work, rewarding states for putting more people to work, requiring 
recipients to sign personal responsibility agreements, and providing a contingency 
fund for economic downtums, 

34. 	 EXCESSIVE CUTS IN NUTRITION ASSISTANCE FOR 14 MILLION CHILDREN IN 
2002: 

• 	 The Republican budget cuts foods stamp benefits by about $35 billion over seven 
years. And it cuts child nutrition and the school lunch program by $5 billion, 
Everyone of the 14 million children now receiving food stamps would receive 
considerably less under the Congressional proposals. , 

• 	 Current law states that families with children that pay over 50% of their income for 
housing will receive food stamps in order to keep these families from having to 
choose between food and shelter. The Republican Budget repeals this provision. 



35. REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL JEOPARDIZES IMMUNIZATIONS FOR CHILDREN: 

The 	Republican budget repeals the Vaccin~s for Children program, putting at risk 
at least $1.5 billion over seven years that would otherwise provide vaccinations for 
children. 

36. SLASHES CHILD PROTECTION BY 20%: 

• 	 The Republican budget slashes child protection. including funding for foster care. 
adoption. and investigations of reports of child abuse and neglect. HHS estimates <0 

that total spending is slashed by about 20%, or about $4 billion over seven years. 
These cuts would occur at a time when GAO and others report that resources are 
already failing to keep pace with the need. Between 1983 and 1993, foster care 
caseloads mushroomed by two-thirds. Over 1,300 children die each year due to 
child abuse and neglect. Yet the Republican budget slashes and caps these 
programs, eliminating the guarantee of child protection services. 



EDUCATION AND TRAINING 


37. 	 EDUCATION AND TRAINING FUNDING SHOULD BE STRENGTHENED: NOT CUT 
BY $30 BILLION 

While Republicans claim that they are balancing the budget to protect our children 
a'nd grandchildren, their budget proposals would make devastating cuts in 
education that would deny many children the tools needed to rise to their full 
stature as human beings. These cuts would halt years of progress preparing 
children for learning, raising educational goals and standards, and making student 
loans more affordable. 

Republicans propose'to sell our nation's seedcorn. They cut education and 
training by more than $30 billion over 7 years, denying millions of children and 
youths opportunities to succeed. 

RECONCILIATION: The main education issue in dispute in the reconciliation 
package is the Republican proposal to nearly eliminate the Direct Loan proposal. 

38. 	 DIRECT LOANS: CHOICE AND COMPETITION MUST NOT BE ELIMINATED: 

The Republican budget cuts off direct lending opportunities for 2.5 million students in 
1,350 institutions in 1996 alone. 

Their proposal effectively replaces the Direct Lending program with the more 
costly, inefficient guaranteed loan program by "capping" direct lending at 10% of 
total loan volume. 90% all schools will be denied the opportunity to choose the 
student loan program. 

• 	 On November 15, 1995, over 450 College Presidents wrote the President, 
Speaker and Senate Majority Leader making clear that direct lending was very 
popular, and the competition and choice were the best principle, and that arbitrary 
caps were counterproductive. The Presidents and Chancellors of colleges and 
universities currently using or planning to use the Direct Lending program wrote to 
oppose attempts to "arbitrarily limit the ability of schools to participate in direct 
lending." 

, 
This year, 1,450 colleges and universities will offer direct loans, with an estimated 
loan volume of $12 billion. With 2 million borrowers, direct loans now account for 
35 to 40 percent of total student loan volume. 

The 	reason is straightforward: Under the direct loan program it is easier for 
studE~nts to repay their students loans, is simpler to borrow, and saves money. 

A reGent survey by Education Daily found that more than 90 percent of 
participating colleges and universities rates the direct lending program as 
"excellent." 



39. 	 INCOME CONTINGENT -- PAY AS YOU EARN - OPTION SHOULD NOT BE 
WITHDRAWN FOR MILLIONS OF STUDENTS: 

• 	 The Republican budget also effectively eliminates one of the most promising 
features of the Direct Lending program, which gives students the options of 
adjusting their repayment to reflect Iheir ability 10 pay. That simple change will 
make it more difficult for many students to take low paying public service jobs or 
start" new business or take a year off to raise a child. 

40. 	 UNBIASED SCORING OF SAVINGS: 

The Republicans claim that capping or eliminating Direct Lending will save 
taxpayer's money, But that conclusion is based on a scoring gimmick -- a special 
interest scoring rule imposed on the Congressional Budget Office by the 
RepUblicans. 

• 	 That biased rule requires CSO to include certain kinds of expenses when 
calculating the cost of direct lending but not when calculating the cost of ordinary 
gL:aranteed loans, 

• 	 Larry L'ndsey, a member of the Federal Reserve. recently wrote that, "As long as 
it is necessary to provide a profit to induce fenders to guarantee students loans, 
direct lending will be cheaper." 

The Republican proposal puts the special interests -- the banks -- ahead of 
studE'nt interests. The Senate proposal to cap Direct Lending would increase loan 
volume under the guaranteed loan program by more than $100 billion. That would 
ensure as much as $6 billion in additional profit for banks, lenders and others who 
hold guaranteed student loans. 



41, EDUCATION - DISCRETIONARY CUTS 


Nearly all Americans agree that investing in education is critical to our future 
economic prosperity, 

• 	 Despite this consensus, the caps on non-defense discretionary spending 
proposed by the Republicans would have a devastating impact on educational 
opporlunity for children and students of all ages, 

The massive culs in education proposed in just the first year of the 
Republican budget plan constituie nothing less than a down payment on 
the elimination of effective Federal support for education, 

• 	 The Republican plan is an attack on programs that will improve academic 
achievement. create safer school environments, improve the quality of our 
teachers, promote parental involvement, and provide innovative technology 
in our classrooms, 

• 	 Moreover, the Republicans a"ra proposing severe cuts in precisely those 
areas that parents, teachers, and business leaders <'lgree are most 
important for making real improvement in our education system, such as 
improving basic skills, raising standards for all students, keeping schools 
safe and drug-free, raising the qualifications of teachers, and bringing 
technology into the classroom, 

42, 	 CUTS IN HEAD START WOULD LEAVE THOUSANDS OF CHILDREN WITHOUT A 
CHANCE: 

• 	 Republican budget proposals cut $135 million from Head Start in 1996 -- $535 
million below tne President's request for 1996, 

• 	 Assuming Republican spending on Head Start remains frozen at 1996 levels, their 
proposal would deny comprehensive education, health, a social services, to 
180,000 children by the year 2002, 

• 	 These ClltS would fall particularly hard on our most vulnerable children, Most of 
the children participating in Head Start are onty 3 and 4 years old 95% of these 
chi!clren corne from families below the poverty line and 13% have a diagnosed 
disability. 

• 	 These cuts are a penny wise and pound loolish, for Head Start is a good 
investment in our nation's future. As the Council of Economic Advisors concluded, 
after reviewing the literature on Head Start, "Participants in Head Start-style 
programs are less tikely to be held back in school and less likely to be classified 
as special-education students, and more likely to graduale from High School." 
[Council of Economic Advisors, "Educating America: An Investment in Our 
Future," September 1995)1 



43. 	 ENDING GOALS 200() WOULD CRIPPLE STATE AND LOCAL EFFORTS TO RAISE 
ACADEMIC STANDARDS 

• 	 The Republican proposal to eliminate Goals 2000 would cut off 9,000 schools 
currently using Federal funds 10 raise educational standards, just as States and 
communities have completed their planning and begun to implement 
comprehensive reforms based on their own high academic standards. 

The President's proposal would extend funding to a additional B,OOO schools, for a 
total of 17,000 schools serving an estimated 8 million children. 

Goals 2000 has received widespread support because of its flexibility and its 
emphasis on high standards and accountability. The Wall Slreet Journal has 
reported that, Goals 2000 is viewed "by many political analysts as the most 
flexible education plan ever produced by the Federal government." Wall Street 
Journal, 8/30/95 

• 	 IBM Chairman Lou Gerstner, for example, says that "Goals 2000 is only a small 
portion of what we need. But it is a very critical portion because it is the fragile 
beginning of the establishment of a culture of measurement standards and 
accountability in this country. We must go beyond Goals 2000. But if we lose 
Goals 2000, it is an incredibly negative setback for the Nation." 

44. 	 SLASHING FUNDS FOR BASIC AND ADVANCED SKilLS HITS THOSE STUDENTS 
WHO NEED HELP THE MOST 

The Republicans have proposed to cut more than $1 billion and 1 million students 
from the Title I Education for the Disadvantaged program that helps low-aChieving 
poor children reach the same tligh standards expected of other students. 

More than 14,000 school districts and more than 50,000 schools rely on Title I 
funding to help improve basic skills for disadvantaged students. 

The President has requested increased funding and greater targeting of those 
funds on communities with the highest concentrations of poor children, but the 
Republicans would both cut funding and reject greater targeting. 



45. 	 SHARP RI"DUCTIONS IN SAFE AND DRUG-FREE SCHOOLS WOULD CRIPPLE 
EFFORTS TO REDUCE DRUG ABUSE, PREVENT VIOLENCE, AND IMPROVE 
DISCIPLINE IN AMERICA'S SCHOOLS 

The Hepublican budget cuts spending on Safe and Drug-Free Schools program by 
more than half, from $466 million to just $200 million. 

These funds currently support drug abuse and violence prevention activities for 
39,miliion students in nearly all elementary and secondary schools. 

The Hepublican budget amounts to a surrender to the drugs and violence that 
plague so many of our communities, despite the fact that school safety and 
student abuse of drugs and alcohol are among the greatest concerns of parents 
and teachers. 

• 	 The President's budget rejects surrender and raises Safe and Drug-Free Schools 
funding to $500 million per year. . 

46. 	 TEACHERS WOULD BE DENIED THE TRAINING THEY NEED TO HELP 
STUDENTS REACH HIGHER ACADEMIC STANDARDS 

• 	 The Hepublican budget cuts the Eisenhower Professional Development State 
Grant program by 80 percent, from $251 million to just $50 million. 

For all practical purposes, this would end Federal support for State and local 
efforts to prepare educators to teach to high standards in the core academic 
subjects - a key to reaching the National Education Goals. 

The President, by contrast, would nearly triple funding for the Eisenhower to 
$735 million, providing States and communities with substantial new resources for 
teacher training. 

47. 	 EDUCATION TECHNOLOGY CUTS THREATEN TO LEAVE SCHOOLS, LIBRARIES, 
AND COMMUNITIES OFF THE "INFORMATION SUPERHIGHWAY": 

The private sector will build, own, and operate the emerging National Information 
Infrastructure (Nil). President Clinton has made clear, however, that he will not 
allow the emerging information superhighway to bypass middle-class Americans, 
to extend the gap between the well-off and the needy, or to let the United States 
become a nation of information "haves" and "have-nots." 

• 	 That is why he strongly opposes Republican plans to gut the National 
Telecommunications and Information Administration and its Telecommunications 
and Information Infrastructure Assistance Program (TIlAP). Cuts, like those 
proposed for TIIAP, would mean that hospitals, clinics, schools, libraries, local 
governments and non-profits may be excluded from the development of the 
advanced Nil. 



48. 	 CUTS TO THE PELL GRANT PROGRAM DENY DESERVING STUDENTS A 
COLLEGE, EDUCATION 

• 	 Pell Grants are one of the bedrock Federal student aid programs, providing 
assistance to more than 3.7 million financially needy students. 

• 	 Republican proposals in 1996 have cuts $450 million from Pell Grants. By 2002. 
these cuts would deny Pell Grants to 380,000 deserving students. 

• 	 Pel I Grants remain a good investment for our country, A wealth of economic data 
show that college graduates earn more over their careers. making college 
educHtion a good investment for individuals and the Nation. The Bureau of Labor 
Statistics estimates that between 1963 and 1992, improvements in education 
accounted for about 20 percent of the per.capita income growth over the period. 

49. 	 ELIMINATES AMERICORPS .. PREVENTING STUDENTS FROM LEARNING 
RESPONSIBILITY THROUGH COMMUNITY SERVICE: 

• 	 The Republican proposal would eliminate the Americorps national service 
program, 

• 	 These cuts would deny nearly 50,000 young people the opportunity to serve their 
communities while earning money toward co!lege education next year. 

• 	 General David Jones, a former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staffs captured the 
spirit of lhe Nalional Service program best when he said: "AmeriCorps programs 
work. They show what we can accomplish when the gover('ment operates as a 
true partner of communities. Most important, they build partnerships by enacting 
an old truth that the men and women in our armed forces learn so well: to earn 
opportunity you must take responsibility for yourself and for others." 

• 	 !n'contrast to the Republican cuts, the President would increase funding for 
National Service by $345 million next year, providing nearly 50,000 community 
service and co!~ege aId opportunities next year, 

50. 	 ELIMINATES FUNDING FOR WOMEN'S EDUCATIONAL EQUITY ACT. 

• 	 The Republican Budget eliminates the Women's Educational Equity program, 
denying schools funding for research and training programs designed to promote 
educational equity for women and girls. 



51, ELIMINATION OF THE SUMMER JOBS PROGRAM WILL HURT DISADVANTAGED 
YOUTHS: 

• 	 Republican proposals to eliminate the Summer jobs program would deny 600,000 
disadvantaged young people meaningful work opportunities that prepares them to 
be active contributors to the workforce and the community_ 

• 	 By eliminating the Summer Jobs program, Republicans deny nearly 4 miliion 
disadvantaged youth summer job opportunities by 2002, compared to the 
President's request 

• 	 Conllary to some claims, studies show Ihat the Summer Job program does not 
d,spiace private market employment but, rather, employs youth who would 
otherwise be unemployed and on the streets, {Jon Crane and David Ellwood, The 
Summer youth Employment Program: Private Job Supplement or Substitute, 
Harv,udUniversity, March 1984J 



5Z. CUTS IN EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING PROGRAMS LEAVE WORKERS 
UNPREPARED FOR THE NEW ECONOMY: 

• 	 The Republican budget proposed to cut employment and training programs by 
$1.6 billion •• or 26% below the 1995 funding levels. 

• 	 The Republican budget reduces funding to help dislocated workers find new jobs 
by $379 million •• or 31% - compared to 1995 levels. 

• 	 For the dislocated workers program alone, Republican cuts would deny 155,000 
work"rs help obtaining the ski!ls they need to adjust to the new economy and to 
corporate downsizrng. 

• 	 These cuts don't make sense. Education and training programs, including those 
for experienced workers, have been shown to offer significant economic benefits. 
One recent study concluded that each year of education provided through a 
Pennsylvania program lor older displaced workers increased earoings by roughly 
7 percent [Jacobson, Lalonde, and Sullivan, 'The Returns to Classroom 
Training for Dislocated Workers," unpublished manuscript. September 1994; 
reported in Council 01 Economic Advisers, "Educating America; An Investment ie 
Our Future." September 1995)} 

f\notner recent study of the Job Training Partnership Act, a federal program that 
provides training to economically disadvantaged individuals, found that 
participation increased the earnings of adult males by 10% and the earnings of 
adult female participants by 15%. These earnings gains were one and a half 
times greater than the costs invested to produce them. [Bloom, The National 
JTPA Study: "Impacts, Benefits, and Costs of Tille II-A," Abt Associates, Ma,ch 
1994J. ' 



ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC HEALTH 


Reconciliation Provisions! 


53. OPENS THE ARCTIC REFUGE TO OIL DRILLING: 


The Arctic National Wildlife Refuge is a rare. pristine wilderness that the President 
supports protecting permanently. for the benefil of future generations. 

• 	 The Republican reconciliation bill would open the Arctic Refuge to drilling by the 
oil industry in hopes of generating $1.3 billion in federal revenues. 

• 	 The $1.3 billion estimate is overstated by several hundred million dollars due to oil 
price assumptions and other factors. It also assumes that the State of Alaska will 
not sue for 90 percent of the revenues (up from 50 percent in the bill) -- even 
though the Alaska statehood legislatio,n gave them 90 percent. 

• 	 Exploration and development would disturb the area and create unacceptable 
risks of oil spills and pollution. 

54. 	 CONTINUES TO TURN OVER BILLIONS OF DOLLARS OF TAXPAYER-OWNED 
MINERALS FOR A PITTANCE, EVEN WHILE IT RAISES TAXES ON WORKING 
FAMILIES: 

The Reconciliation bill includes sham mining reform that provides for the sale of 
federal mineral rights at their "market value" -- defined as the value of the surface 
land, not the minerals. It's like selling Fort Knox for the price of the roof. 

The provision -- which sets a 5 percent royalty to be imposed after minerals are 
processed and after numerous deductions -- is so riddled with loopholes that the 
Congressional Budget Office estimates that it will produce less than $1 million per 
year for the Treasury for all federal hard rock mines in the nation. 

This. together with the mining provision in Interior appropriations, provides for the 
continued giveaway of public treasures under a law signed by Ulysses S. Grant in 
1872. Just last Friday. Interior Secretary Bruce Babbitt was forced to turn over 
nearly $3 billion worth of copper and silver for less than $2000. 



55. 	 MANDATES TRANSFER OF WARD VALLEY [CAl SITE FOR A LOW·LEVEL 
RADIOACTIVE WASTE DUMP - WITHOUT PUBLIC SAFEGUARDS. 

The Administration has engaged in negotiations with the state 01 Calilornia to 
transfer the site with conditions recommended by a distinguished panel 01 the 
National Academy 01 Scientists. This provision would bypass good science and 
mandate unconditional transfer. 

56. 	 FAILS TO TAKE ANY STEPS TO BUILD ON OUR EFFORTS TO PROTECT AND 
RESTORE THE FLORIDA EVERGLADES. 

57. 	 ENVIRONMENTAL BUDGET IS A CATCHALL FOR VARIOUS OBJECTIONABLE 
POLICIES, MANY HAVING NOTHING TO DO WITH BALANCING THE BUDGET. 

• 	 The Republican budgel bill includes an uncompetitive approach for handing out 
national park concessions that would protect vender monopolies, weaken 
safe(luards against price gouging and generally compromise efforts to bring ptJre 
competition to vender services. 

• 	 Other proviSIons in the bills pander to special interests at taxpayer expense. 
including special loophole water deals lor corporate agriculture and certain water 
districts, and changes to lederal oil and gas royalty collection that invite evasion 
by making collection more difficult and costly. 



Appropriations IVA/HUD & Interior): 

The President and Vice President believe that the impact of deep Republican cuts in 
non-defense discretionary spending imposed by the caps in the Republican reconciliation bill 
would have a devastating effect on public health and safety over seven years. In fact, the 
Republican multi-year budget resolution specifically called for cuts to clean and safe water 
infrastructure, land management and national parks. Furthermore, the addition of special 
interest riders and policy provisions severely limits EPA's ability to set and enforce 
environmental standards, and DOl's and USFS's ability to manage lands in a sound manner. 
Their budget also cuts the President's own environmental advisors, the Council on 
Environmental Quality, by more than 50 percent. 

58. 	 IRRESPONSIBLE ENFORCEMENT CUTS WOULD LEAD TO DIRTY WATER, 
UNHEALTHY AIR AND UNSAFE LAND: 

Cutting fair and consistent enforcement would hurt families who depend on clean 
air and water, and hurt companies that obey the law. Enforcement cuts would 
help only those companies who continue to evade environmental laws and pollute 
irresponsibly. 

The H.epublican budget contains a 25 percent cut in EPA's ehforcement budget 
from the President's request. 

According to the Philadelphia Inquirer, budget cuts have already forced EPA to cut 
back on hundreds of inspections at toxic waste sites and for industrial air pollution 
and drinking water supplies; the Republican budget would put even more people 
a!risk. (11/28/95) 

59. 	 CUTS FUNDS BY 17 PERCENT TO SET PUBLIC HEALTH STANDARDS FOR AIR 
POLLUTION, PESTICIDES, AND CLEAN AND SAFE WATER. 

60. 	 DRINKING WATER CUTS WOULD LEAD TO MORE CONTAMINATED WATER: 

• 	 Safe drinking water is the first line of defense for protecting public health. 
President Clinton believes that when Americans turn on their taps, there should be 
no doubt that the water is safe. 

• 	 The Republican budget cuts by 45 percent ($225 million) the money that goes 
directly to states to protect communities' drinking water. These funds are used by 
communities to upgrade facilities and better treat contaminants such as 
cryptosporidium, which in 1993 killed 100 people and sickened 400,000 others in 
Milwaukee. 

• 	 In the last two years, mitlions of residents of major U.S. cities, such as New York 
and Washington, DC, have been ordered to boil their drinking water. 

61. CLEAN WATER CUTS WOULD BLOCK EFFORTS TO KEEP RAW SEWAGE AND 




OTHER POLLUTION OFF BEACHES AND OUT OF WATERWAYS: 


The Clean Water Act is a great American success story. Twenty-five years ago, 
the Cuyahoga River was so polluted it burned. Lake Erie was dead. Garbage 
floated in the Chesapeake Bay. Today, those waters are on the rebound. 

The Republican budget specifically cuts funds that go to states for waste water 
treatment -- making it difficult for states to comply with the Clean Water Act 

• 	 The I<epublican budget cuts the President's request for· waste water treatment 
support to the states by 30 percent This money is used to construct and upgrade 
wastt~ water treatment facilities that keep raw sewage from flowing into our rivers, 
lakes and streams. 

• 	 The bill also adds a particularly objectionable rider that will prevent EPA from 
stopping the dumping of harmful fill into rivers and wetlands. 

62, BUDGET CUTS WOULD STOP OR SLOW CLEANUP OF TOXIC WASTE DUMPS: 

.. 	 Fifteen years after Love Canal, one in four Americans - and five miIHon children 
under the age of four -- still live within four miles of a Superfund toxic dump site. 

• 	 The Republican budget cuts the President's reauest for the Superfund toxic dump 
cleanup program by nearly 25 percent ($382 million). needlessly exposing citizens 
living near these sites to dangerous chemicals. 

• 	 Meanwhile, Republicans in Congress continue separately to change Superfund to 
relieve polluters -- including the company responsible for Love Canal-- of the 
responsibility to pay for the pollution they caused and shift that burden to Ihe 
American people. 



63. 	 EXTRANEOUS POLICY PROVISIONS THREATEN OUR WATER, AIR AND LAND -
AND THE PUBLIC'S RIGHT TO KNOW: 

On August 8, President Clinton signed an executive order on pollution disclosure 
to protect peoples' access to information about toxic emissions in their 
communities. He had once before expanded the public's "right to know" once 
before. The law is the most cost-effective pollution reduction program we have. 

The F~epublican budget originally included 17 separate special interest riders -
including one blocking the public's right to know. The conference budget contains 
several back door ways to include previously attached riders. 

The conference report threatens the next phase of the Clinton Administration's 
effort to expand information available to communities -- information not currently 
reported to the public about dangerous chemicals. The bill may prevent EPA from 
moving forward. 

• 	 Efforts to prevent the reduction of toxic pollutants from hazardous waste facilities 
and block upgraded pollution control facilities have also been transferred to report 
language. 

, 	 Echoing two riders on the House budget proposal, the report language advises 
EPA to delay for nearly one year the Clinton Administration's combustion strategy, 
whicb would issue overall protections to reduce toxic pollutants from hazardous 
waste incinerators. 

64. 	 REDUCES ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY: 

Environmental research and technology funding is cut by nearly $1 billion or 20% 
from the President's request for FY 1996. 

The Hepublican cuts include a 92% reduction from the President's request for the 
Environmental Technology Initiative (ETI). which would thwart efforts to encourage 
the development of new technologies that reduce pollution and clean up the 
environment while creating new jobs and economic growth. America cannot 
expect to be the world's leader in environmental technologies -- a market that is 
expected to boom to $400 billion by 2000 -- if American industry does not make 
sufficient investments in tbis area today. 

The Hepublican budget also proposes to slash scores of other environmental 
research programs that provide objective information in forestry, agriculture, 
minerals management, global climate change, natural disasters, fisheries, weather 
forecasting, and other areas. This would stifle our efforts to better understand and 
cope with environmental change. 

65. 	 INTERIOR APPROPRIATIONS BILL JOINS WITH RECONCILIATION BILL TO 
CONTINUE MINING GIVEAWAY. 



• 	 The Interior appropriations report would allow the moratorium on new mining 
patents to be lifted prematurely, 

This, together with the mining provision in reconciliation, provides for the 
continued giveaway of public treasures under a law signed by Ulysses S. Grant. 
Just last Friday, Interior Secretary Babbitt was forced to turn over almost $3 billion 
worth 	of minerals to a foreign mining company for less than $2,000. 

66, 	 WAIVES ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS AND OPENS TONGASS RAINFOREST TO 
CLEARCIJTTING: 

• 	 The Republican budget proposes to dictate timber cu\ling levels in Alaska's 
Tongass National Forest beyond sustainable levels. It would waive environmental 
laws and expand clearcuts, through an extraneous policy prOVIsion in the Interior 
appropriations bill. 

• 	 The Republican proposal could hurt sport and commercial fishing interests in the 
area and the region's tourism industry, which has grown 40 percent in four years. 

• 	 According to tour operators, the visitor industry is more profitable and has a higher 
payroll by far than the timber industry, but increased logging wit! directly hurt their 
business. (New York Times 9112195) 

67, 	 BUDGET BLOCKS EFFORTS TO PROTECT PACtFIC NORTHWEST SALMON: 

For centuries, salmon have been among the most valued resources in the Pacific 
Northwest, as the Oregonian says, "a treasured part of our ~atural heritage." 
(111'12195 editorial.) 

The Republican Interior appropriations 0111 includes a policy 'ider that would block 
efforts to protect salmon and ensure sustainable economic growth in the Columbia 
River Basin. by terminating comorehensive planning for t~e management of public 
lands in that area. 



68. 	 UNDERMINES THE CALIFORNIA DESERT -- THE NATION'S NEWEST NATIONAL 
PARK: 

, 	 Last year Congress passed, and the President signed, the California Desert 
Protection Act, the largest single designation of parks and wilderness areas ever 
in the lower 48 states, 

The new reserve protects broad desert vistas, rugged mOl1r,tain ranges and 
unique archeological sites, 

, 	 The Hepublican budget provides one dollar for the National Park Service to 
operate the new MOjave National Preserve, 

69. 	 WOULD COMPROMISE MANAGEMENT OF HEAL THY ANCIENT FORESTS: 

• 	 The Hepublican lrterior appropriations includes a policy rider that would prohibit 
the Administration from using the most current and appropriate science to protect 
forests in the Pacific Nonhwest, a practice that could lead to expanded logging of 
healthy ancient forests, 

70. 	 SHORTSIGHTED BUDGET CUTS UNDERCUT EFFORTS TO HEAD OFF CHANGES 
TO THE EARTH'S WEATHER: 

Last week. a panel representing 2.500 scientists from 100 nations confirrned that 
human activity is affecting global climate. Earlier this year, scientists won a Nobel 
Prize for their work on ozone depletion, 

• 	 Climate change could bring an increase in heat waves, fires and pest outbreaks, 
increase the number of heat·related deaths and illnesses. and expand the range 
of infectious diseases like malaria, yellow fever and encephalitis, 

, 	 The Republican budget cuts by more than 40 percent the prograrns designed to 
slow global warming through innovative, voluntary energy efficiency programs and 
prevent depletion of Ihe ozone layer. 

• 	 These programs reduce pollution, save money and create jobs. 



71. BUDGET CUTS ENERGY EFFICIENCY, WILL CAUSE ENERGY USE AND ENERGY 
COSTS RISE: 

• 	 The Republican budget cuts DOE energy conservation by almost 40 percent 
(S187 million) from the President's request 

• 	 Energy efficiency programs such as these and the programs listed above. save 
consumers money, create jobs, and reduce emissions that contribute to air 
pollution and climate change. Ttle Department of Energy estimates that federal 
energy efficiency programs would save homeowners $17 billion and businesses 
$12,5 billion per year by the year 2005 and would create 57,000 jobs, 

• 	 In addition, the oil that could be saved by these programs is greater than the 011 
that can be recovered in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, ' 



RESEARCH. TECHNOLOGY, AND INNOVATION 


72. CUTS NON-DEFENSE R&D BY ONE-THIRD: 


The Republican budget plan would cut non-defense research and development 
(R&D) by one-third in real terms over the next seven years, from $34 billion in FY 
1995 to $23 billion in FY 2002. according to independent analysis performed by 
the American Association for the Advancement of Science. This is an amount 
equivalent to eliminating all federal spending on university research. 

These cuts break with Amenca's unwavering bi-partisan commitment to U.S. 
lead<;rship in science and technology. and threaten our economic future. 

- The Institute for Electrical and Electronics Engineers describes the proposed 
Republican cuts to R&D as "short-sighted, disproportionate, detrimental to the 
profession, and potentIally harmful to our economic and technological 
competitiveness." 

• 	 The Industrial Research Institute predicts that "proposed cuts clearly will have a 
long-range impact on industry's capacity to carry on technological innovation and 
compete globally in the next century." 

• 	 The Competitiveness Policy Council warns that "Current plans for eliminating the 
budget deficit may sacrifice the nation's ability to generate new technologies and 
develop new products and processes." 

• 	 These cuts could not come at a worse time, Japan will surpass the United States 
in total government dollars spent on non-defense R&D if the RepUblican cuts are 
implemented and the Japanese government implements its plans to double R&D 
by 2000. 

• 	 Inde"d, since World War II, innovation has been responsible for as much as half 
of the nation's economic growth, generating new knowledge, creating new jobs. 
building new industnes, and improving the quality of life for all Americans. 

Americans hold millions of jobs in industries that have grown as a result of wise 
public and private investment in R&D, including (as of 1992): Biotechnology 
(79,000 jobs), Computers (479,000 jobs), Communications (366,000 jobs). 
Software (450,000 jobs), Aerospace (895,000 jobs), Semiconductors (317.000 
jobs). 

• 	 In 1992 average pay for workers in Ihese and other high·technology industries 
was 60% higher than the average for all American workers. 

73. ELIMINATES PARTNERSHIPS WITH INDUSTRY THAT PROMOTE INVESTMENT IN 




HIGH-RISK RESEARCH WITH BROAD ECONOMIC POTENTIAL: 


,. 	 American competitiveness in the 21st century depends on our ability to continue 
to fund the development of high-risk, innovative technologies, Yet, despite 
historical bi-partisan support. Congress has proposed to eliminate the Advanced 
Technology Program (ATP), a merit-based, competitive, cost-shared Industey-Ied 
partnership tnat ;s enabling the privale sector to invest In high-risk technologies 
'.vith broaa-based future economic potentiaL 

• 	 Meanwhile, public and private investment in R&D -- in particular long-term R&D -
has been anemic for more than a decade, with industry's R&D investment growth 
rate negative for the past four years, This trend has made !he ATP a small, but 
crl:ical, part of the nation's R&D portfolio that must be maintained, 

By eliminating the Advanced Technology Program, Corgress will force the 
government to renege on its commitment to fund up to 250 ATP projects involving 
700 different small and large companies, universities, and other organizations in 
36 states, who have comm~ted nearly a billion oollars of their own money to these 
projects, Perhaps more importantly, without the ATP, American companies will 
find it even more difficult 10 invest in the breakthrough technologies upon which 
this nation's future depends, 



FIGHTING CRIME AND EMPOWERING COMMUNITIES 


74, 	 ABOLISHES COMMITMENT TO 100,000 NEW COPS ON STREET: 

• 	 The Republican plan calls for a block grant that would repeal the national 
commitment to fund 100,000 new police. 

President Clinton's Crime Bill is well on the way to placing 100,000 new police 
officers on the sireets. The Republican plan would bring that program to a halt 
and not guarantee a single additional new officer on Amer:ca's streets. 

75. 	 REDUCES THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE VtOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN ACT 

• 	 Slashes $72 million from the domestic violence prevention and intervention 
programs in p,olice stations, courthouses and homeless shelters reducing the 
effectiveness of the Violence Against Women Act. 

• 	 The Republicans Budget proposes $50 million less than the President for law 
enforcement and prosecution programs that fund domestic violence prevention 
programs in police stations and courthouses. 

The Repubtican budget also eliminates programs that attempt to reduce tile 
sexual abuse of youth. 

76, 	 ABOLISHES NEW COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BANKS PROPOSAL TO 
LEVERAGE MORE PRIVATE SECTOR INVESTMENT IN DISTRESSED 
COMMUNITIES: 

The Republican budget eliminates the Community Development Financial 
Institutions Fund which was created to bring credit and growth to distressed 
communities by promoting the formation and expansion of community 
development finanCial institutions (CDFls). 

, 
provide credit, capital, equity, and technical assistance to lIlousands of plOmising 

small businesses, economic development projects, and new homeowners in 
distressed communities in urban and rural America, The Treasury Department 
estimates that each dotlar of federal money generales $10 in new development 
activity. creating jobs and economic growth. 



77. 	 SLASHES FUNDING TO DEMOLISH THE MOST SEVERELY DISTRESSED 
HOUSING PROJECTS. 

• 	 The Republican budget cuts nearly in ha:: the President's request for funding to 
reform public housing and revitalize communities by demolishing the most 
severely distressed housing. 



FARMING' AGRICULTURE 


78. 	 THREATENS CONSERVATION BENEFITS ACHIEVED UNDER THE 
CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRAM 

The Conservation Reserve Program is designed to achieve long-term 
conservation benefits by authorizing long-term contracts with farmers to keep 
environmentally sensitive land out of production. 

The bill would allow producers to withdraw from 10· to 15-year Conservation 
Reserve Program contracts •• which were entered into VOluntarily -- simply by • 
giving USDA 60 days notice. 

• 	 The main purpose of the CRP is to achieve long-term conservation benefits, This 
self-declared withdrawal process completely undermines that concept It also 
invalidates the whole concept of a long-term contract between the public and tne 
farmer. 

• 	 Currently, only the Secretary of Agliculture has Ihe authorily to grant such "early 
outs," He continues to use that authority judiciously to ensure that only those 
lands that truly belong in the CRP remain there. But a standing provision that 
allows contract holders to withdraw whenever they want and at no cost is bad 
public policy and should not become law. 



79. PREVENTS FARMERS FROM GRANTING PERMANENT EASEMENTS UNDER THE 
WETLANDS RESERVE PROGRAM 

• 	 The Republican budget would prevent permanent easements under the 
Woodlands Reserve Program. 

Right now this important -- and completely voluntary -- woodlands restoration 
program relies on 30~year or permanent easements. The response to the program 
from farmers has been overwhelming: For every acre USDA has agreed to fund. 
farmers have offered seven. 

• 	 Moreover, from the standpoint of protecting the interests of the American 
taxpayer, permanent easements offer the government its best value taxpayers 
only have to pay for woodlands protection once. 

The F~epublican budget would federally mandate the exclusive use of i5-year 
contracts or easements. This would require repeated renewals and additional 
costs to achieve permanent protection. The bill does not make sense eIther to 
farmers, who like the C:'lrlent program, or to taxpayers, who want the most for their 
monHy. 

• 	 The Clinton Administration alSO opposes the bill's prohibition on permanent 
easements and its exclusive reliance on 15-year easements for woodlands 
preservation. We believe that far sounder public policy would be to give farmers 
choices for protecting woodlands -- ranging from cost-share assistance to • 
long-term and permanent easements. 

80. 	 SHREDS THE FARM SAFETY NET BY CUTIING THE LINK BETWEEN 
COMMODITY PAYMENTS AND FARM CONDITIONS 

• 	 The Republican Budget slashes the farm safety net. In contrast to the present 
system, which provides assistance to farmers only during periods of low prices, 
the Republican proposal provides a fixed payment to producers during good years 
and bad -- and then eliminates this critical safety net for American farmers 
altogether. 

Fixed payments do not respond to changing market conditions. 8y cutting the 
link between farm payments and ma:ket prices, the Republican budget leads to 
undesirab!e results, Producers could receive windfall profits in good years when 
prices are high, while family farmers' incomes would not be protected when prices 
are low. 

• 	 Fixed payments can mean producers get unnecessarily large amounts of money 
when market prices -- and profits - are very high. This invites publiC criticism of 
all farm programs when budgets are tight.. 



81. CROP INSURANCE 


• 	 Last year's crop insurance reform produced a program that is cost-effective and 
reliab!e for both producers and taxpayers. The reform linked insurance benefits to 
farm program participation in order to insure maximum producer participation. 

• 	 Now. Congress wanls 10 disrupllhis program by eliminaling Ihe link between farm 
program benefits and insurance. If this happens, farmers who do nol see the 
advantage of signing up for crop insurance will be financially vulnerable when 
disaster strikes. 

• 	 This will unooubtedly lead 10 producers asking Congress and taxpayers for crop 
disas1er assistance money. Ii is bad public policy to ask laxpayers to pay for two 
programs designed for crop losses -- the crop insurance program and disaster 
assistance. 

82. CUTS THE EXPORT ENHANCEMENT PROGRAM 

• 	 The bill cuts funding for Ihe Export Enhancement Program (EEP) to levels well 
below those agreed to with our Irading partners. 

• 	 EEP is designed to counteract the unfair pricing practices of trading competitors. 

• 	 EEP funding in FY 1996 is set at Just $350 million, $633 million less than the level 
permitted under the Uruguay Round Agreement in 1994. Should our producers 
need the EEP in fulure years, lack of funding could hinder U.S. farm export 
efforts. 
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BACKGROl:ND MATEIIIALS ON Tim l'ilESIIlENT'S MEDICAID PIWI'OSAL VS. TilE 
REI'URLICAN MEDICAID PROPOSAL 


I. Side-ny-Side Analysis. A pointwoy·point J:1Jlysls orlhe Repl!blican Medicaid proposal and 
the President's Medkaid proposal Oll g key issues: 

\ I} 
(2) 
(3) 
('1) 
(5': 
«(j) 
(7) 
(8) 

Guarantee 
O:werage 
Size of Cuts 
St<ltcs 
Nu"sing HOIn(!5 
l-Iorr:cs and Family Fnfllls 
Poor Elderly and Disabled 
Spou:::nl Impoverishment 

II. Clulr1i: Comp~lring Growth In Total Medic-aid Spending Per Hcncficillry from 19% tn 
2002 IlInd~r Current lVledil::uid Law~ Private Sector Hcartb Cure. The Rcpublicun Plan .. 
and tile President's Phlll. The Repubiit:an plnn euts Mcd:t:rtid by $J63 bi!lion by limiting 
annual per capita growth to 1.6% M~ 70% less than the privtltc sector ~rmvth nne (7.1%). The 
Presidenl's plan cuts MedlCdid by $5~ billion ~~ one third~, much aq th" Repuhlit;an plan·· 
while ensuring through a per capita t:ap thai no currenl Medicaid recipient is denied coverage 
in the !tuL:re. 

[II. Fact Sheet J!:xlliaining Why Ibe Rt-'lmbJican Plan Eliminnres the Mt'{licaid Gunrnntcc of 
Coverage and the Consequences. of Losing the Medicaid Gll:mmtec, The RcpuhHcr1!'I rl<ln 
could deny cflvera.;c for nearly 8 miUidl1 people in 2002 alone, induding; 

3.8 million children 
1.3 m:ilion disabled person:; 
X50,OOO elderly 
330,000 nursing home residents 
150,000 veterans 

lV. Fact Sbcet On The Effect of The Pn.~idcnt·s Medicaid Plan v~, The Republican Mcdh::llid 
rlan on Shtles. 

V Center On Budget and I'oliey Priorities Study: 

Why the Repuhlican Block Grant wlilleave states vlilncI'I1bk It) GCOI10111k. 

d{lwntu~ns and inna1io~1. 

T::r:al slate i\';1d federal 1'",1cdicuid cut~ could lnoW thul) dour.le if sillies do not 
spend more :h,-;11 re-quired to n.'t:civc their rull block grunt. 

VI. Lawiu-VIII Study: 

Why cutbacks in Medicue and Mecic:lid fwuling UI~dcr the Repuhlicw) Budg\.:; 
could ,Kid almost ~ 11111:;\'11 pc<)pk::o the a;7crldy large rm:kR nfthe ~minsured 



-,• 

;;nd sl:i;'j $R5I::il!io:1 in cns!" to 111(; priv:llc ~:.x:I()f, preoorninlltllly to midd:e 
d;;~" rilllti!i~, 
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MEDICAIil 

I'rc:-.idcnt Clinton disapproves or the Repuhlican Medicaid plan hecause it climin:ltcs thc 1\1cdic:lid 
~lIarallh'c of health em'cragc for poor elderly. low-income children, lind disllhlcd Americans. whik 
diminishing lIursing home st:mdards and relll(J\'ing cnforccllll'lIl of spousal impoverishment laws. 

HEEl' CUTS 
President Clinton disapproves urlhe deep H.cpubliclllI Medicaid culs llt'c;lIIsC Ihey arc 
IIlInccc~sllry. unprecedented, and ('xccssivc. 

The Repuhlican budget cuts federal suppon for Medicaid by an unprecedented $163 billiOll -
over ICn limes anything ever enacted by uny Republican or Democratic President. 

The lolal Mcdicaic1 Clits could ultimately he much grcakr thnn $163 hillion. The Center Ull 

litldgel ;lIld Pulicy Priorities recently found tiwt ifst;Jtes pl"Ovidc only tile funding n.:quil'cd til 
rceeivL! tlleir fullilioek grant aiiocliion and provide 110 additiul1nl HI11dillg, the tolal n::dtlcliull 
ill li:cleml ,lIld state Medicaid funds would exceed S.JO() hil/ioll O\'{!/' ,l'ev(,11 yeo!",\', C(lllljWl\:rI 

with ClilTel\t law. 

The Republican plan achieves these savings by limiting per capita growth frolll the current 
7.0 percent to 1.6 percent annually -- far below the rate ofinflmion. 

These cuts will force' states to reduce benclits and/or provider payments and eliminate 
coverage for millions of people on Medicaid. 

(;!JA/{Ai\'TEE {)F C()VEI{t\CE 

I'residcnt Clinton disapprovcs of the H.cpuhliclllll\'1edicllid plan hc('all~c it I'('flcals Ihe 
:;uarulltcc ofcO\·c ..:I/.:e for thosc currently rc('ch'in~ 1)(,lIclics. 

The Republican plan repeals the Medicaid Program, replacing il with a "block grant." 

Thc ](epublic,\ll block grant completely eliminates Medicaid's gliafUntee of dc1incd, 
meaningful coverage for Americans who are sick, elderly, poor, blind or dis:lhled in other 
\\'<lys. 

Ike(lllsL! tile block grant c(1ns!rains spenoillg growth pel' llelH.:Jkimy t,) I.(i';;;' pel· yedl', 
pnl\'ldillg 21'S')!" less funding lh;\I1 Illldereurrenllaw hy 2()02. slah:s \\';11 h..: fmced tu 
sigllil-Ieanlly reduce MedicaId eligihility and bcne111s. 

While the Republican Uudget requircs States to cover poor childrellllnder the age or 13, 
pn:gnant WOl11el1, and people with disabilities, Stales would have complete discretion ill 
determining the level ofbenelits provided and would define the eligihle disnbiJitics. 

LOSS OF C{)VEI{A(;E 

IL _____ 



_'r---- ------------------------ 

• 	 l·rt~idc·,1t Clinlnn llisnplJnIVCl> of the Republicllll Mcdit'llid cuts ht"ClHISt' they wHl fllfn' ~a:Ht':' 
to dcny cm'l.~I'a~t' tu ,\UIt'rinHis wbll willl11nsl likt'ly nillenvi;;c Iw\'\.· to;:.o \\ithuui lit'alth care 
l'u,'{'rag"', 

Medicaid Coverage Under Current !.<!W 

Medic,;id cuw.:ntly COVel" more than 36 million J\r;.cricans. 

• Oflhe 36 million Medk:lhl recipients. more thm: IS milliD1, :m..: childn..:n: nl~e o~ll 

or every five children illlhe nu!ion, 

Another 6 million of the turren! Medicaid rcdpit:nts are tlisnbkd. MedicJid 
ftlTlctions as :hc primary Ins\.lr>.:r lor many peopl\! with disahiliti(!s, since private 
insur:IIK~C i~ no! ;!fr0nlilbl~ filr i1l:(lplc with p~~ex\;;ling CUlldili(lllS. 

AbOl:1 	1/3 of all babies b011l in the United Stiltes arc \,;O\'cn:d by ,r....h:dicnid. 

Ovet 90 p..:rcellt ofchildren with AIDS arc covered by Medic:tid, 

1.(;."1- of}v1ecii(.'aid Cmw(lgc Under !~(.'fJllhlic(/n Nan 
The reduction ill feJeml ~\!rport under Ihc R~p\ih;icnl1 piallcould fOf\;C $t;I;..;:::.lll 
deny coverage for m::urly Kmillion Americans in 2002 u10ne. accnrding to HHS 
estimates based on a study by (he Urban In'>l1tUlc. Thc.>C ncarly S million people 
include: 

3.8 ml!lio:1 ;.:.hl:dn.!i: who could be dcoil..:u coverage 
!J mil lion pcop: l' with disnbiliCc;:; w:',o conll! hG d.;n;.;o COVl;nl!::C 

850,000 elderly w:;o cnu'J be denied coverage 

Of (he nearly 8 million pl'ople who willlosc covcmgc. HI JS eSlimaleS thaI Hboul 6 
millirllllivc in UdXlll an.:JS ~md inner-cities, 

• 	 President Clintun disapprm'cs urthe itclHlbliclin Medicllid plan because it eliminates the 
l!lInr<ltlieC of IUc;m!llgflll ht'lwlits, 

U1lder curr..:nt !;;wj all states ar: f~qlljn.:d In covcr iI mldmu'm set of services, il1cl~lding 
hcspital, physit:i:m, :mil nursing hPlH'.1 services. 

Under ClIITCnt lnw, states also 11:I\,c Ihe option of covering an additional 31 services, 
induding prest!ripliol\ drugs, hospice care. and persona! care scrvkcs. 

The Republican p!an cun!!:ins 110 gU;i:untccs O!' coverage or b<:l1ctlts M evcn <I III inimulIl 
le,vel, pNcntially sh:ning costs ol\;arc 10 pl!opic wbo Cilll ill umlfd them. 



/J,-------------------------------------------, 

States cuuld eliminate almost any benefit currently covered by Medic;lid, The onlyrcquired 
servicl's would be imillunizatioll :lIld restricted family planning, 

SI'()l)SAL 1J\11)()VEI~ISHMP;NT 

P,'csitlcnt Clinton disapproves of the I~epuhlican Medicaid J1ll1n becaus(' it weakells spousal 
impoverishment protecticlDs. 

The Republican budget undermines protections against spousal impoverishment that were 
signed into law by President Reagan in 19H7, 

The I{cpublicnn budget repeals till.: gllarantee ofnllrsing homc cover:lgc, effectively nlso 
clill1in:lling t1\c gU:lnllltec or protectiol\ frolll spousal ill\poverishll\cnt. 

Thc Republican budget also repeals the right ofindividunls \0 cllforc\.' spousnl 
impoverishment protections in \.'(lUI1 when they belicve they have been wrongfully denied, 
making the proJections unenforceable. 

Moreover, the Pederal government would have no way to know if these protections are being 
provided. 

NUnSlN(~ IIOME QUAI,!TY 

]'resident Clinton disappro\'e,~ of tht, Uepuhlic:1II Medicaid plan because it would diSll1alltll' 
nursing: home quality protections find diminish thc quality of nllr.o;ing hom(' (·:lre. 

Under the Republican budgct, nursing home residents could I'll' denied skilled nursing ;lIld 
rehabilitativc services because nursing homes would II\) longer be required to optimize 
in,lividllal residents' health ,lilt! well-hcing. 

Becallse tile Republican budget Cllts Fedeml Medicaid spending so sc\'ercly, States may have 
in:;uflicicnt I'CSOllfCCS to establish. Illonitof and enforce quality stanuanJs to protect the 
elderly and disabled in nursing homes. 

State,~ would be able to turn their standard-selling and enforcelTlent responsibilities over to 
private org<llli7atiolls. therefore cxacerbating v;Jriations in quality and enforcemcnt. 

NIJHSING 110M" COVEIIAGE 

President Clinton tlisapPrf)vcs of the nepllblic:m Mcdieaid plan hec:lII.~e it could force states 
tn deny nursing home coverage tu J3U.UUU people. 

Today, 6H% of all nursing home rcsidents rely on Medicaid to pay bills that [lvcragc S3R,OOO 
a year. 

UIHler thc I{cpllblicnn RecollCiliali()11 [lill, there would bc no gLl(lralltl'C ofnllrsing homc 
coverage :lIld as many liS 330.0{)() /)r!IIjJle c(1II1d he dellied IIl1l'silrg {Wille cOI'cragc in :2002 



alone. 

QUALITY STANDARDS FOR FACILITIES THAT SI~I~VE MENTALLY ILL AND 
MENTALLY RETARDED INDIVIDUALS 

Prcsident Clinton disapprovcs of the Republican Mcdicaid plan because it would 
eliminate federal quality staudards fur facilities that servc mcnt:ally ill and mcntally 
rctardcd individuals, without requiring Statcs to dcvelop equivalent, State~level 
standards. 

The Repuhlican Medicaid eliminates the current statute that inciudl:s l:xplicit, outCOIllC:;
oriented qllality of care protections for nursing hom!.: n.:sidents and m!.:ntally ill and 
IIlcntally retarded bencllcimics who live in institutions. 

DISCRIMINATION 

President Clinton disapproves ofthc Republican Medicaid phil! becmlse it could C:lUSl' 

Ill:!ny Medicaid bcneficiaries to be Iliscriminatcd against. 

The Conference Agreement would delete all currellt protections ag:]inst discrimination in 
ndl1lissioll. 

Nurslllg 11Kilitics coulu extort auditiollal paynH.:nts li'om residents UI" their families in 
order 10 he mllllitted, 01" ill order to continue living in 11K I~Kility. 

MANAGED CARE 

• 	 Presidcnt Clinton disapprovcs of the l~epublic:1Il Medicaid pilln bccllusc it ignores 
manai~cd care quality standards, 

IJlltkr the Conference Agreement, Stales would not be required 10 establish or enforce 
qualitv S1(1nJaros ror capitateclm:lIlagcd care plans. -	 . 
The F..:{kl·:li governmL!llt wuuld IWVL! no authority to enforce 111:\llaged eme access 
sl<inlimds Ill' quality requirements. 

STATE~WIDE UNIFORMITY OF SERVICES 

• 	 Presillent Clinton disapproves of the Hepuhlican Meuicaid plan beclillse it eliminlltes all 
requiremcnts that comllamble sCl"vil'es be provided across the different ge0l!:raphic areas 
of a S'tate. 



COST SIIiFTINr. 

I'resident Clintun disappro\,es of the I~cr>uhlic:ln Medicaid plan hC{,:lIISC it unllccc.~.~ll .. ily 
shifts costs In States. 

The Ikpuhlican budget would dissolve the Medicaid safety-net, yet ultimately pla..:c 
Slales. localities, providers and ta.-.:payers at fisk f(ll'lh~ uncovcrccl cust of health cafe 1'01" 

low-income Americans. 

!J1l(kr the Repuhlican budget, only the Federal govt:I"IlITlCllt would be protected from 
incrc:lscs in enrollment, health care costs and economic chnngcs. 

111(;11 I<:I{ OUT OF ,'OCI":£T COSTS TIIIHlUGH OENIAL OF ELI(;IIHLlTY 

l'resiJent Clinton disapproves nfthe Republican Mcdkaid plan bl'callse it will forec 
hCilcliciarics to pay higher nut of pOI:ket costs til rough denial of eligihility. 

]\!oplc whom Slates dclinc [IS no longer "poor cilollgh"to Cll1fllilY f(lr medical assistallce 
would be faced with paying all their medical costs themselves, or sceking help li"tml 
relntives or charit),. 

In the worst cases, families would have to mortgage or sell th<:ir homes to be nbk to pay 
lor Glre, or elderly people needing Jong-lcml care would have no choice but to turn to 
their children for help. 

1I1C,IIE1{ OOT OF POCKET COSTS TIIIHHjr.1I LESS SCOPE OF BENEFITS 

President Ointoil disapproves of the nepublican Medicaid (lian hecaus(' it will force 
hencfidaries to (lay higher out of ]Iod,ct costs th rough less scope flf Iwnclils. 

Reductions in the scope ofbclletils would also shift costs from the program 10 people. 

Fur example, ellts in the scope of tile nursing home benefit could mean Ihal families of 

poor patients will pay lor sllch services as personal hygiene, laundry, or various lhempies, 

thaI Slates now pay lor. 


COPAYMENTS 

• 	 President Clinton tlis:lppro"c.~ of Ihe nepuhlicaIJ Medicaid ]ll:1n hec:ms{' it would rclUO\'c 

all re~trkljons 011 how large a shan' of the costs of medical carl' Stales can I'{'qnirc frolll 

http:TIIIHHjr.1I


elif.!ihle individuals, other than children and prel:nllllt women. 

As revealed by the Rand Health Insurance E.xperiment. imposition ofcopnymellts I.:an 
discourage people from seeking medical care and, in the case of low-inc orne perSons, may 
neg:ltively affect henlth status. 

IHf;IIT OF INDIVJI)lJALS TO SEEK JUSTICE 

!'resident Clinloll dislIpprm'('s of till' H.cpuhlican 1\lc<licaid plan IlL'callse it would 
dimillale Federal v;uarantee.~ of the rights of individuals to seck redress when they beli('\'e 
that tlleil" St:ltl' has acted wrougly. 

The Republican plan would prohibit individuals from suing tlwir Stale 0111he grounds that 
the State has failed 10 comply with this or any other requirement of I:lw. 

[t also repeals current beneficiary rights to notificatiol1, administrative hc:\rings. <lI\el 
appeals. 

Determining whether and what kinds of rights would exist I'or hencliciarics would be len 
tn States. 

UI{BAi'/ AREAS 

President Clinton disapproves ofthc l{cpulJlie:1II Medicaid pl:w hel'anse it unrairly hurts 
citics and urban nreas. 

i\ pprox illlalely 75% of Medicaid n:ci piellls 1ive in cities. Assuilling a propol"t ionfl I 
allocation orthe $163 billion in I{epublican cuts. Medic:lid spending III urb:m areas will 
drop by $122 billion. 

The H.q)\\blicnn budget will dl.:I1Y Ivkdicaid coverage to () million people living in urbnn 
ml.::lS, accmdil1g to I'!HS, incluuing: 

Almost 3 million urban childn:n 
975,000 urban people with disabilities 
650,000 urban elderly 

IIOl\lES AND FAl\HLY FARMS 

I"'csident Clintou disapproves ()fthe Repuhlican Medic:litl plan bl'l·au.'>c it puts homes 
and family farms at risk. 

Under tile Republican proposal, lhe sick cuuld be furced to sell thl.:ir homes, ramily farm, 
car, and ,III their savings ill order 10 quali!y fix Medicaid. 



----------- ------------

• Tile Rcp\~blkan pmpos..! rcpc:lls all Fd"rallaws prolecting a minimum leve! of incom.:: 
and a;;~0L" (such as lhe family home or J1.um) In dctcmlining Medica:d digibility_ 

As a restill. il nllowf> SW,lCS tn ,:ow:! {he value of one's home or family farm in oCh.:nnining 
:Vh;dk:lld digihililY. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 


OtTke of the Press Secretary 


For Immedi:lte Release January 10, 1996 

REMA[{KS BY TilE PRESIDENT 
AI' CA!j!~ST :>'4EETII'G 

The CHbinct Roo:n 

2:24 P.M. EST 

THE PRESfI)E:'.tl": Hello, everybody. Is -:VCryOHC in here? WelL first lei me say thai we'n: 
Iwving ll1is. Cabinel meeting to discuss the present slatus orour hndgc: negolimions ~nd where 
we nrc. As. I '\ave slIid ail along., lain for hUinncing the budge! in seven YC:lr5, bul I wanllo 
rrotcct the rundumcntal prioritk'S of the Amcnc,m people and Ihe future of the Amcric..'tll 
rX~l1rlc, We (an :nlhm..:e a budge!. in Sl.!vcn YC:1rs, according to :ht: COl;~rcs,~:j)lln: Blld~c; OlTicc. 
wit)wut having dnngerously low !evels of commitment to Meuk,'1TC am! Medicaid, without 
11;]'1;;,1.:, (Jig t:ub lhat Ulhh.:nninc our commi!mCnlS in education and the Dl1vlwrme;.1. will,cut 
raising luxes on workmg families. 

Now. tbat's wllllilhe Congress said they wanted. I've got this lette: he!'!.': from Cungrcs~_ 
it h.;tIer Jrom emigreSS to the SpeaKer twying that thc budget w..: submitted ~11 fhci ba!nnccs th!..' 
hudgrl in $\;\';:n y..-ars, The dilTcrenccs between these two hudge!s on: now dC;lL We do not 
walll to fundamentally dmngc Ihe commitment or the Mtdic.arc pmgr:lITI to the I'.::altb can.: of 
seniors, we do nol want 10 (uwJamcntally <;:ungc the corlmilmcl}! or the Mcdic.:lid progra;n to 
scnior citi;~ns, to roM Children_ to Inc disahled. We do not WWlt 10 adopt a leve! of illvcstmcn! 
thal !Hukes i! .;;erlaln that we will have to le!';l fur ;,ucks on ~he IICCili. II!'d~Ic:llion or the 
cnvimnmcnl 

That is \\hallhis is all nbout We cun ellen have a modest tax cut lor the American 
people ,1I1d h'r :;n,ilics CSPCCi:llly, ad balHl1c:,: the hudget in s~vcn ye;;!'!> according to the 
Congressional Buuget Olliee. That'S what this letter says, They ngrcc now, So the only 
,lilTcl""::r,c.:s !d't bClw(.'cn us arc :ueo:og1ca! diITe!'Cllct.-'S, 

And 1said in the hcginning, !Cll:1C say again: If(he obj:,:clivc IS to gel a sevcllyear 
halanceJ blJd£d Ih31 Cungrcsil sa~s i,q baJ:I1~ccd, We ':1In do li1t1L lrthe ubjcCltv\.' I;; 10 gel :1 

modcst t:1X Cllt, \VC ct1n du that If the objc.:tiv~ is to dismantle the fundamellla! American 
comll1i~mc!;!s th'ough !\h:dicarc and ML"{iic;dd. or to undermilw our ohligation;; ill e{;UC~llitJn and 
the I!!lvimnment, J will not do thaL 

http:PRESfI)E:'.tl


~---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------. 

ThaI is basicaJJy where it is. 

Q Mr. President, it seems like that what's b~illg s:lid here today and also with whaL's 
being SHill 011 Capitol Hill, Ihm despite all (l1"lhe good will th:11 was upparcl11 here yesterday, this 
re:tlly was a brC:lkdolVn in the tnlks. You're very far away, and it suunds like you're not gettillg 
nny doser together in this break. 

TilE PRESIDENT: We're 1101 - we're only vcry lar away if you turn this inlo·· ifyoll 
insist 011 a tax CuI which requires unacceptable levels of cuts in cdllcmion and the environment 
ami ;-'lcdicarc and Medicaid, or you insist 011 fundamentnlly changing those programs in ways 
that will erode the protections that Medicare and Medicaid now give 10 seniors and tu poor 
children and to disabled peopk, or you insist on cuts ill educatioll tlwt will cuI b:lck on 
scholarships or Head Start, or you insist on cuts which will really \w"ken ollr ability 10 prolcct 
the environment, if Ihat's the deal, it's reconciling not only the kvc! of cuts - iI's not jusl tlie 
money here, ! lVant to empi1a:;ize that. It's the policy. 

The Republicans -- if [ might, letll1ejust take Medicare for an example. just lor 
example. The Republicans and I agree that there should be changes in the I\kdicare program to 
encourage more seniors to have more options to join mllnaged carc programs. And we agree on 
n number ufolher provisions Ihnt should be changed Iha! wil! strengthen Mcdiean.: and give 
more options to our senior citizens. 

[ do nol :lgree with changes that [ think will, in errect. bn:ak lip Medicnre :ll1d Pllt more 
and more seniors at the mercy of the presl.!llt privntl.: insul':lncc sy:;lCtll so Ihnl till.: oleic!' and 
IOlVcr income and sicker yOIl are, the Illore :11 risk you are. [don't want to do that. 

So if we call work that out, we'll have an agl'l.!ement. It's the samc thing-

o Can you e~plaitl why 

Q It seems like what you'rl.: talking about here really is a fundamentnl policy 
di rTel'elleC that is nul going ttl be bridgl.:d all(\, ror \Cxmnple, c:tn you possibly accept the idea th;lt 
fvledicaid would no longer be an entitlement? 

THE l'RESlDENT: No. NC? Hut, ielll1e say this: More than Illy PI"I.!licccssors. my 
[{epublicml predecessors, I have bCl.!n for ,Inti [ continlle to be 11ll" giving the Slates Inr Illorc 
llexibility in the way they run the progralll!'i. But I don't believe we should send a check. a 
lederal check to the states and say if you decide that you no longer w8nt 10 provide health C:..lre 
to some poor childrcn, or some disabled people, or some seniors who are gelting it IlOW, thilL's 
ukay with LIS. I don't believe that. 

That is·- there is a national interest - a natiunal interest - in protecting the health enre 
of our children, our seniors, our disabled populmioll. And I bdieve the American pcopll' 
believc th:ll. 



In !\:nll;:l of kuing tile Sl<\tcs hnvc 1l1llrC tlcxibility to maKe the money go further, h) {!o 
di~Tcrent [iling...: with it, \0 expand coverage in uifferent ways, we have been nil the forelron~ of 
C.:1!. Tha:;; what the Vice [l~esident's reinventing government drart I::; abo!l:. that's wh:!! 
Secrefary SJmhlla h~\s done in giving all these waivers to stetes. We arc willing 10 go much 
t'Urlllcr therc. 

Bt,tlct me ::ISK - [ thought lilaL we were .supp<J:>cd to be bnklm:ing the hudgeL \',.Ie have 
agrc\:u already. both sides have agreed to fnr more savings [han arc nece.ssnry 10 halrlllce lhc 
1111':1.;C1 ill s\,'v.;11 years :)(,;cordillg 10 1he Cllngn.:s.siO!~;ll nudgel nnic~. TI1~lrs what :h:~ lil1-..: 
klh::' say~ Ill'rc. Tll:ll':; Wlltlllilcir I:.:lkr S~lyS, H!)til sidl.::> :;ave ::gr\:ed, 

/fthls is about balancing 1hl.: budget, we could do il in 15 m;r:mcs \Olllorr:)w alkmoon. 
The AI!1Crk::lll pc()plc llc:.:d to un.der~lalld llid~. CUl1gr.:~s 1l,lW ::grccs. ~ have do;,:: this. I have 
given them a p!;ln. It j\t$\ $imply do~s no1 nave the era'natle change:; b Mt'tiic:.<re and wkdicaio 
th..,t 'think will weaken our commilmenllo those folks. and it does not mandate cuts in 
cdllcation lind the: cnvimnmenl1ilut are far !argcr than \'tc could sustain. Thnl wou!J be - we 
1.':1I11W\ laK!.: tl10 discl'c1i0nary ()Ct,,;O\:n~ dow;;:'IJ- !ow t!1;l: we know thaI W\: wilt not be abic 10 
protect edm:mion and the ellvironmcnt. 

s,) lhli's 1I'1;,'n;: wc <lfe Wc C;'II \'\11;1 .;;.c Ihe hod",;::!. I:';, vcry ;nport:mt \h<l11!Je 
;\I)h:ric:lll P('(lp!c l;ndl.:rsl:Hld lh:.<t. \Ve han :lgr~cd, Ihe ,"(Hgrc;;~innall\!udcr." :!ltd 1 !J;l\'\: agreed 
11ln:u{ly 10 Hlr more thnn enough red:l\::tions m govermnem spemEr!g 10 lmln;h':c Ihe budget 
within seVfl' yenr:;. We <llre-udy r;lvc. '" 

Th~ iss}!!! here is over lhe pol ides trtvolving Medicare. Medicaid, education. the 
environment. our oppo)i1ior. 10 rnising ta'\c~ nn the lowest paid working people and on the size 
nnd sl:'uclllr:,; ;)1" the :;1.'1 ;:;.uL Thb h.;) nothing to do w:th balancing tile budget nnymon:. 
Nmh,;)g. 

We c)uld .>al;l1h;C the ;)udg,cl, H:cm!!y. in 15 minUIC!l t"morrow ,il'tCro!lOIl, And Ihe 
Cpll.!ircssinl1:tlltudg!;! Ollie!; would SHY hooray The finandnl nlarKeL-; would ;;~l'y Imoray. 
Inlcrcst mtes would drop. The c<:\lllomy \\Outd Star! to grow Eye!)'!!;!!)g wtl\!ld be line, Th\!n 
w:; co::lct havc at' ek-elion in 199(i ahoul whether the AmcricalllX!ople <1gree wlih their vit:w or 
M;:di~&c or loin\.!. with tl1;.:;£ vicw or M.:dic1l1d m minc. with tlldr VI!;\\' elf (lut 01'>:1';'111(11!S iu 
cdm:ation ~lI1d {mining or our work fi)n;~ und our .;hildn:n Of mine. with tll;';;r vi ...w of 
environmental protection or mine. 

Nnw. lhaJ's what we ought to do. Wc cnn do ll1h, in 15 ;ni!l\ltcs. So whel th;:y I.!ilprc;-;:; 
pcssitmsm. it's hccause they don't believe Ihnt M at least. maybe in lhe H{)'J~ and perhaps in the-

:S~(liIl¢ as well .. Iha11hey enn pas'> a balnnccd budget prngram that tbey, their own 
C(JIl!;fcs;.ion:l1Ih,dgcl O!lice will s~ly i<> hILtm:ei!: hul dOC,\I1'l '~lflll":f Ille;:c i(~:.:(!logi;.:tll gods. 
Wc oughl 10 htlvc nn election about that 
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If lVe're going \0 walk away lrom the fundamcntui commitmcOls of ivh:dicare, we ou!iht 
Io have all election about that We huvl..'n'{ hnd fill electiun about lhat If wl.;'rc going to;,ay that 
our children, ix-cause Ihey arc pOOr, lin: no! entiile,J to the health cure the;: wmlld olhc(wlSt geL 
or tl11! middlc~clnss families Ill::!! h:m.'-disablt'd children who nrc now gcHing help will Of will 
no! gel Ibnl hdr depcnding un who h[Jppcn~ to be g!)ycrnor of:t given :::!alc we Plight to h;lV(~ :1!1 
ekctinl\ .Ihou! 1h:l1. 

Ana if we're goillg 10 ,':iay we're going to reduce the number of college scholarships, 
college loans, investments in our i'ducati0n system. investments in envimnmcnlal protection. we 
oughl1o have un ckction about that. ThaI is ))Ct what the '94 election was about. cenainly not 
w!wt the '92 election W.15 <Jbout 

S(, Ic:',~ C(h'C b:u.:k :lcrc, n:IIHllCC d budgd I" :iCVJ..:1' ye::f3, show Ilh' AmcrL,':1I1 fh;ople we 
(all do il. gel ih.: Ci,:onomic hendils o:'doil1g it, and t!u:n have all t9% III nrgllc abuu: tht!sc 
po:icics, Th<ll'~ the proper thing \0 do. 

WI,; h:wc bent over backwanls to rC::1ch gilo(~faith, honorable, principkd compromisl!. 
and we c::ltllilil1 do thaI. And I don'! lIndcrsmnd what the prohlcm is. We Call even have n 
fl,;;\50nahly good-;-dzed t(lX elll :lJ)d do it. Bitt Ihere is;\ ]in1)1 to huw big lhe 1:1;.; elll';~lIl be. (tl)d 
1here CC11(linly is a !i;l~it beyond which we cnnnot gJ ill good c()lllicicn.;c bm·;ed on (lU:' priol"itics. 

And 1~1 me jlJ~t make one final SlniemenL 

Ever since the Congress and I agrccd to reopen the govcrnmenllhc lim! fin!!:" there Wfi$ a 
l'\.'Solutil)l1 \\C pa5s..:d"- vie:lll :lgrl'cd lo it. II said Ih:1l. Ennlly, we would agree on a hlldgc! thul 
was balano:cd tn seven yems, :1;al the Congn.:ss wuuld say was b:l!anccd in sev..:n years, tlvJ 
Jl"1ICct:.;;1 ()lIr priNllics - tv1;c~Fcnr<.!, Mcdka:d, c(\uta(i011 a1\~1 th;; Cl1yjll'l1:YlCil; - !lnt! Ih:,t's wlm; 
lh" H"\~(lhljiLII ;;ak;, 

Fwm II!~' nc'.:t day, all fever nl'ard \Vas, "Where is }'uur budge: Ihm lhcy !m}' is SCOH.'<i?" 
As if they had no obligation at all (0 deal with tbe other prins of!he resflht\ion. WdL here it is, 
This iii their letter, 

Now, whnt \lie ought tc dn i;:. honor the sl..;:flnd jJ:\:1 of111;; re<;0Iutlon. T]Wi rcsnlu!ioll 
s:1id \v..:'rc gfllng to put offth:.: ideologic;;! b:1tle until the nex! dcdion" Til;;! !;;;;olutl(!n said. 
Y':5, we';; !'JlIJll1ce Ihe budgctln seven years. h:'l! '.v>! will pm:cc; education and Ihe elwiwr:mcnl, 
a!'U Mcdic;m: ;1ml Medicaid, Anu ;ll! I'm trying tn 00 r.mv is hnl1()( t;)e fcsoll:tion Ilwl ] signed 
"ff on whtn we had the firs, government crisis ;, few weeks ~gu. 



, 
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f), Do yotllhink they've dccelv'..xi you. Mr.Prcs:d.:nt, in their goals'! Did they dccclw you? 

Tl!E PRESIDE;"; f: No, no. I :::W!l.)'s 10:d you what!hl:; is about. I said liti;;; wcck~ allu 
wc-:ks «go, months ngo. In;).\';..: nol bt:cn deceived. But, you know. we don', ·~it1:l political 
system where onc party. where even, I migh! s~y, onl! phllosorhy within one pllrty does lIul 

hav..: to:nl .;omrol, soone, or Jater you Iwvc 10 ask yuur"df, arc you going 10 make the pcrll'Cl 
Ill.: I.!Bcmy ,,1':1:<: gooJ"i 

YO\! i<n0w, whee the DCll]ocrul:; -- kt mcjllsl give you nn (,X()ll1l)lc. Wht:1l ;he 
!:kl11ocra~s [lad the Congress in 1993 and '9·\, we pas$cd the most sweeping cducalio:1 reform 
Wl.!'ve passed in 30 years. I did nOl ngree with evcry last line in every OI'lC ,~f tllOse hills. Ihll I 
did not make the perfect the enemy of tbe good. I srlid. I wunl the education rdom1. 

We passed:l crime bil! aller six .'Y~a~·s ofrcoplc !;llking abmll II ht,!I;yc f gOI here. 1 did 
;101 :lgrcl,; with CWI)' lillc in Ihe crime bill. but I s:Jid-- nn€! n~llhcr did loe A!:orncy GencmL 
nut we snir!' we're nol going to make the perfe<.1. til", enemy of Ihe good. We're going. hi have a 
principled, honorable compromise. We p.:1~sed the criml' btl!. We pUI over 30,000 police on th",' 
.sln:cL Crime i!'i going down:n Amcricu. 

So J ,;,w,lIld rk:ij(~ with Ii;;: r~ep"bjil';F~S to lhink abol!t Ihnt, to lonk at ihm cX:lm:,!c, Tho,;y 
"::111 hav..: ,10 eleclion over 1he biggest dil:crenccs they have with me. I.ei'll not make I~c p>:;k-Cl 
Ui;: enemy of the good. We have already agrt'tXI 10 enough spcndmg cuts to halance ~hc budget 
and to give a modest tax cut LeI us tio it. 

MR. ?vfCCURRY: Save some for tomorrow, Mr, Prc;;;idcf:L (Laug,ht..:r ilnd :lpp!nusc. ') 

THE PRESS: Thank you. 

EN!) 2;]6 P,M, EST 


