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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 our children.

Following are the most extreme elements of the Republican hudget.

HEALTH CARE. The bill contains $433 billicn 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. !t raises premiums by $264 for an elderly
couple in 1896 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 CHILDREN AND ELDERLY. The bill could deny coverage to 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, expleding 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 313 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 tax increase in 1996,

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

CHILDREN. The bill 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 oppertunities for 2.5 million

students in 1,350 colleges and universities. 1t would lead to $30 billion in education cuts over seven years, denying
opportunities to millicns of young Americans, including cuts in Head Start, Safe and Drug-Free Schools, basic and

advanced skills for disadvantaged students, and Pelt Grant scholarships. In addition, Goals 2000 reforms and the

AmeriCorps community service program would be repeated.

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

COMBINED CUTS TO MEDICARE AND MEDICAID



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 coverage for nearly 8 million people by 2002, threaten urban and rural hospitals
with 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 Hospitai 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,
the National Association 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 cuts in the
reconciiation hill could tead doctors and hospitals to raise their fees on
privately insured patients by af least $885 biflion aver 7 years through
cost-shifting. Cost shifting is the process by which health care
providers charge privately insured people more in order io make up for
losses from serving Medicare and Medicaid beneficiaries and the
uninsured.

$67 billion of the $85 biilion in increased costs would be passed on fo
workers by employers in the form of lost wages and higher health care
premiums. This cost shifting would effectively reduce wage increases
for lower income workers by 10%.

60% of the siift would be concentrated on the middle class -- {families
with incomes between $20.000 and $75,000.



MEDICARE

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. :

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

SLASHES FUNDING FOR POOR ELDERLY AND DISABLED MEDICARE
BENEFICIARIES: |

. Under current law, Medicaid pays all Medicare premiums, coinsurance, and
deductibles for people below 100% of poverty (known as QMBs) 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 elderty 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 copayments and deductibles.

. Sets Aside Less Than Half Of What Is Needed For Their Premiums. While
Republicans claim to cover poor elderty and disabled peoples' premiums, they
set-aside Jess 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 850,000 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.

. Could Force The Poor To Leave Fee-For-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.



ALLOWS DOCTORS TO OVERCHARGE:

*

Allows Doctors to "Balance Bill" or Charge Medicare Beneficiaries Above the
Medicare Payment Rates.

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

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

INCREASES MEDICARE PREMIUMS:

L]

Increases Medicare Premyums and Burdens Ofder and Disabled Americans -- Just
to Pay for a Tax Cut for the Wealthy.

The Republican budge! increases pramiums from 25% of Part B program cosis to
31.5%. In 1998 alone, this change will inCrease costs for elderly couples by $264.
These higher costs will place & large fimancial burden on Medicare beneficiaries --
three-quarters of whom have incomes below $25,000.

Sinee 1984, the Part B premium has been set 80 as o finance 25% of program costs,

in an effort to protect bensficiaries from excessive increases in Medicare premiums,
premiums were set at specific dollar amounts for 1881.1985, rather than at 25% of
program costs, Tha 1985 premium was set a1 $46.10 per month. As a result of the
difficulbies in estimaling program costs far in advance, this premium actually financed
31.8% of 1985 program Costs, svern though Cengr&ss never intended to raise premiums
above 25% of program costs,

In OBRA 83, Congress returned to the Wraditional approach of setting premiums at 28%
of program costs rather than wriling fixed monthly premium doliar levels into the statute.
Thus, OBRA 83 sel premiums at 25% of program costs for 1986 through 1998, In
1988, 25% of program costs will amount 1o $42.50 a month,

The Republican budget would set premiums at 31.5% of program costs for the next
seven yvaars, President Clintor's plan mainfaing the current policy and permanently
sets premiums at 25% of program cosls.

Among the 36 million Medicare recipients who will face higher premiums, 8.8 miihon
veterans -- one-third of alt veterans in the United States -- will be forced to pay higher
put-of-pocket costs for lower quality care.



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

The Republican plan disadvaniages the traditions! Medicare fee-for-service program
compared {0 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 1896 alone, the Repuplican 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 quality
and create incentives for doctors to leave traditional Medicare.

7.  MEDICAL SAVINGS ACCOUNTS:

-

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

MSAs tend 1o attract only the nealthvest individugis, who expect few medical expenses
in the coming year and who typically cost the Medicare program little.

To the exient that MSA vouchers are sel at a level thal excesds the cost of these
healthy beneficiaries under the current Medicare system, MBAs will increase spending
on healthy beneficiaries.

In fact, CBO estimates that MSAs will raise Medicare cosis by nearly $5 billion over 7
years. A Lewin-VHI study concluded that MSAs would cost the Medicare system
$15-$20 billion over 7 years.

Since the Republican plan caps Medicare spending, MSA costs would have to be offset
oy further culs in services for Ihe less healthy beneficiaries remaining in the traditionat
fea-for-service pians.



LOCKS BENEFICIARIES INTO PLANS:

Under current law, beneficiaries are permitted to leave a managed care plan at any
time, with termination effective as of the first of the first month foliowing the request to
leave,

Lnder the Republican budget, beneficiaries who enroll in one of the new MedicarePlus
plans, including managed care plans, provider-sponsored organizations, or a
high-deductible medical savings account plan, would generaily be locked into that plan
fora year. ingensral, they could not leave the program except during the annual open
enroflment pericd, :

The President’s proposal retains current law and allows beneficiaries to lzave at any
time,

INCREASES COSTS FOR BENEFICIARIES WITHOUT EXPANDING BENEFITS OR

PREVENTION:

The Republican budge! increases beneficiary ¢osis while only adding one new henefit:
coverage of oral nonsteroidal antiestrogen for the treatment of breast cancer.,

Currently, Medicare does notf cover the array of preventive benefits now offered by
many privaie plans, particuiarly managed care plans. These preventative benefits can
both ingrease beneficiary's health and reduce cosis at the same time.

President Clinton's proposal updates the Medicare benefit package tomake it more
comparable (o private sector benefit packages, including:

v Mammography. The President's propesal eliminates copayments for
mammography services and provides annual screening mammograms to help
detect breast cancer,

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

. Preventive injections. The President's proposal would increase payments
for certain preventive m;@czlom provided in physician offices whz{;h will
gncourage providers @ immunize beneficianes.

" Respite Benefit for Beneficiaries with Alxheimer’s Disease. The
Fresident's plan creates a Medicare respite beneht for beneficiaries wilh
Aizhetmer's disease or other irreversible dementia, covering up 10 32 hours of
care per bengficiary per yvear, administered through home health agencias or
other entities. Services could be provided iIn the home or i a day care
setting.



10.

11.

12.

MEDICAID

MAGNITUDE OF $163 BILLION CUTS: t owering average annual spending growth per

recipient to 1.6% could cause miltlions 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.

MEDICAID CUTS COULD DOUBLE IF STATES REDUCE THEIR SPENDING:

The $163 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.

ENDS NATIONAL GUARANTEE OF COVERAGE:

The Republican plan repeais 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 {o
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,

States 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 PODR

CHILDREN UNDER THE AGE OF 13. PREGNANT WO%&&?@ AND PEGPLE WITH

DISABILITIES:

While the proposal includes language calling for Stales 1o provide Medigrant services to
poor children under 13, pregnant women and people with disabilities, siates could
determine the levels of benefits provided and in defining the eligible disabilities.
Financially strapped states could satisfy this requiremeni with de& minimis coverage,
which could mean millions fewer people receiving & meaningful benefits package.

The President beliaves it 1s wrong to change the laws in ways that could lead to less
coverage for poor children, pregnant women and Amerncans 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
privale health insurance spending per person, based on Congressional Budget Office data,
states cannol continug to guarantee coverage,

i

Of the 38 million Medicaid recipients, more than 18 million are children: one out of
every five children in the nation.

Another 6 million of the current Medicaid recipients are disabled. Medicaid funclions as
the primary insurer for many people with disabilities, since private insurance is generally
not affordable for people with pre-existing condiions. .

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

Qver 90 percent of children with AlDS 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 coverags for nearly 8 million Americans in 2002 alone,
according to MHS estimates.

Thase nearly 8§ million people include:

. 3.8 million childeen who couid 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
women,

. 150,000 veterans could be denied coverage.

15. WEAKENS QUALITY PROTECTIONS FOR NURSING HOMES AGAINST ABUSE AND




REGLIGENCE:

«  Current law: The landinark nursing home reforns law of GBRA 87, approved with
bi-partisan support during the Reagan Administrntion, seught 1o address at times deplorable
freatinent in aursing homes, including anjusiified physicat restraints, and gross negligence in
caring for nursing home residents, by establishing the Federal yunlity standards in place wday,
Prior to the QBRA '87 reforms, the Institute of Medicine reported that all States had same

facilites with sertous deficiencies in nursing home guality of care.

+  Progress: Since OBRA 1887 reforms werg implemented, nursing home quality has
improved dramatically. The use of physical restraints has declined 25%; dehydration
has declined 50%,; hospitalization rales have declined 31%. {(Research Triangle
Institute: HOFAY,

»  Faderal Enforcement and Protections Would be Repealed: The Republican hill
takes away key OBRAEB? protections and enforcement. In addition, states would no
fonger be required to optimize individual residents” health and well-being. - While states
may want to maintain these guaraniees, nadequate resources coukl lead them to fail o
set and enfores qualily standards that protect elderly and disabled people in nursing
homes.

v States could tumn qver their survey and enforcement respensibilities to private
accreditation organizations with no Federal review, thereby reducing
accountability and increasing variations i quality and enforcement.

- Nursing homes would no longer be required to optimize individual residents’
health and well-being. The bill repeals the current requirement that nursing
homes provide services o “attain or maintzin 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
ability to function,

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

. Uniform data collection would not be required, making monitoring more difficui,

. Federal iraining requirements for hands-on caregivers would be elimmated; each
State could determine who would be trained and how.



16, NOADEQUATE QUALITY OF CARE FOR MEDICAID MANAGED CARE PLANS:

*

Unlike, the explicit protections in current law for residents of nursing homes and
ingtitutions caring for mentally retarded individuals, the current Federal Medicaid
contracting rutes for Medicaid managed care plans use proxy measures -- such as
enroliment composition requirements (the "75/25 rule®} -~ that are vaguely, at best,
related to quality of care for Medicaid beneficiaries who are enrolied in managed care
systems.,

The Canference Agreement includes no quality of care standards for managed care

systems - even though 23% of alt Medicaid enroliees received their health care through

managad care programs in 1884, and an even grealer proportion is enrolled in

managed care in 1995,

+ States would not be required 1o establish or enforce quality standards for
gapitated managed care plans,

. The Federal government would have no authority to enforce managed care
access standards or qualily requirements. 3

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 carg enroliees - quality improvement programs that have

been fieki-tasted in several states and were developed with extensive industry

participation,

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

*

Federal law calls for explict-outcome oriented quality of care protections for mentally it
and mentally retarded Medicaid beneficiaries who live in institutions.

While the Republican Medicaid proposal maintains some protections for nursing
hormes, it completely eliminates the current statute that includes explicit,
outcome-orignted quality of care protections for nursing home residents and mentaily il
and mentally retarded beneficiaries who live in institutions.
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WEAKENS PROTECTIONS AGAINST SPQUSAL IMPOVERISHMENT.

The Republican budget undermines protections against spousal impoverishment
that were signed into law by President Reagan in 1987.

The Republican budget Ipaves it entirely up to States to determine which persons in
institutions receive Medigrant assistance, individuais could be denied coverage for
long-term care services altogether. Spouses of individuals denied coverage would
recaive no protection from the “spousat impoverishment” provisions, Because the
Republican budget repeals the guarantee of nursing home coverage, it also effeclively
eliminates the guarantee of protection from spousal impoverishment.

The Répub!ican budget also repeals the right of individuals to enforce spousal
impoverishment protections in court when they believe they have been wrongfully
deried, making the pratections unenforceable.

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

Under the Repubhcan budget, the sick could be forced to sell their homes, family farm,
car, and all their savings in order o qualify for Medicaid. The Republican proposal
repeals all Fedaral laws protecting a8 minimum level of income and assets {such as the
family hame or farm} in determining Medicaild eligibility.

- i altows States o count the value of one's home or family farm in determining
Medicand eligibility,

Faopla whom States define as no longer "poor enough” to quality for medical
assistance would be faced with paying all their medical costs themselves, or seeking
help from relatives or charnty.

i the worst cases, families would have o mortgage or sell their homes 1o be able to
oay for carg, or elderly people needing long-ierm care would have no choice but to turn
to their children {or help,

Nursing facilities could require additional payments from residents or théir families in
order {o be admitted, or in order to continue fiving in the facility,

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

Cits in the socope of the nursing home benefits could mean that families of poor
patients will have 10 pay for services such as personal hygieneg, laundry, or varncus
therapias, that States now pay.
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REPEALS REQUIREMENT THAT ALL COMMUNITIES IN A STATE RECEIVE

COMPARABLE BENEFITS:

. 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,

HURTS URBAN AREAS:

Approximately 75% of Medicaid recipients live in cities. Assuming a proportionai
aliocaticn 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
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TAXES

THE SIZE OF THE TAX CUT, WHICH EXPLODES OUTSIDE THE BUDGET 'WINI)OW,

CANNOT BE JUSTIFIED

At a ume when we are working to balance the budget, the "Contract” tax cuts are too costly,
lorcing excessive cuts in Medicare, Medicaid. education, technology, and the eovironment, as
well as the Earned Income Tax Credit.

Over 7 years, these tax cul provisions, including capital gains cuts, estate tax cuts, and
Individuat Retirement Account provisions, cost $258 billion. Morcover, the cost of these tax
provisions, particularly those for the most affluent, is designed to explode outside the 7 year
budge window -- 1o more than $400 billion over 10 vears,

[T 1S WRONG TO SINGLE OUT LOW AND MODERATE INCOME WORKING

FAMILIES EARNING UNDER $30,000 A YEAR FOR A SPECIAL TAX INCREASE.

The Republican budget raises income taxes on low and moderate income working families by
$30.8 billion through cuts to the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC), a provision that President
Ronald Reagan called "the best anti-poverty, the best pro-family, (he best job creation measure
o 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 ratse their children in poverty.

Under the Republican plan, 12.6 million working Americans with 14.5 million children would
lose, on average, $332 of the EITC in 1996, Moreover, even after accounting for the fully
phased-in Republican tax cuts, about 7.7 million families who earn under $30,000 a year
would facce an average net tax increase in 1996 of $318 per family under their ptan,

On average. familics in the lowest 20% of income distribution would Tace a net income tax
increase, not a tax cut, under their plan.



24, TAX CUTS ARE TARGETED TOO HEAVILY TO BENEFIT THE WEALTHIEST
TAXPAYERS, AND NOT ENOUGH ON HELPING MIDDLE CLASS FAMILIES.

. At a time when we are all working 10 balance the budget, any tax relict st be tfocused on
middle income Americans.

. Our plan targets 85% of the benefits o familics earning under $100,000 a ycar,

¢ The Republican bill gives nearly haif the tax benefits to the top 12% of (amilies with incomes
ot $100,000 or more. The highest income 1% of families, those with incomes over $349,000,
would recetve an average tax break of almost $8,500 per Lunily.

e Their bill provides $13 billion in retroactive capital gains relief. a huge windfall for past
investments, with no conceivable ecconomic purpose. This windfall cannot he justitied in light
ol cuts on waorking familics and the poor.

. Overall, they provide capital gains tax cuts costing $47 billion over 7 years and $77 biilion

over 10 years, cuts that overwhelmingly benetit the wealthy. [n fact, 75% of the benefit of the
capital gains cuts go to the wealthiest 12% of households carning over $100,000 a year.

25. SPECIAL INTEREST TAX LOOPHOLES.

. The American people elected this Congress and this President to balance the budget and move
the country lTorward, not 1w provide special tax breaks Lor special interests.

. The Repubilican bill contains dozens ot special tax breuaks for particular taxpayers and special
interests, costing the rest of American taxpayers more than $3 billion over 7 years. These
special-interest provisions, both large and small. are designed to benefit. among others:

- multinational corporations that stockpile assets overseas.,

- the airline industry,

- certain coal companices.

- real estate deveiopers,

- insurance companices,

- certiin convenience stores,

- newspaper companies. and

- certain pharmaceutical companies with operations in Puerto Rico.

*  These special-interest favors for the well-connected are inappropriate in this deficit-reduction
hill, especially since this bill would result in tax increases for many needy working familics.
These provisions have little or nothing to do with stimulating the economy or creating new
jobs, Now is the time (o close loopholes and special interest provisions, not open up new
ones,

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




PROFITABLE CORPORATIONS WOULD PAY NO INCOME TAX, WHILE MILLIONS
O WORKERS PAY THEIR FAIR SHARE.

*  This Administration is committed to simplifving 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 to pay little or no income tax, at a
cost to the rest of America's taxpayers of $15 billion over 7 ycars and $18 biilion over 10
years. '

. Their provision rewards investinents that are seven years old and makes the tax code more

complex, not less,

27. A $90,000 PER ESTATE TAX CUT CANNOT BE JUSTIFIED.

J We ought to help farmers and small businesses whose heirs want to continue running the
family business, but we should not provide tax breaks to the wealthiest estates at high cost
when we are trying to balance the budget.

. Their provision would give an average of $90.000 in cstate tax relief to the wealthiest one
percent of decedents who owe estate tax each year -- about 30,000 wealthy estates -- costing
$13 billion over 7 years and $27 billion over 10 years.

"
-

. Only the wealthicest one percent of taxpayers who die each ycar pay any estate tax. An cstate
that could take full advantage of proposed changes could save over $1 million in taxes, with
some cstates cutting their bill by over 75%.

. We belicve that heirs who want to continue to run their family farm or small business should

not be forced to liguidate 1n order to pay estate taxes, but this bill goes (oo far.

28. WEALTHY AMERICANS SHOULD NOT BE ABLE TO AVOID PAYING U.S. TAX ON
THEIR GAINS BY RENOUNCING THEIR U.S. CITIZENSHIP.

. Wealthy Americans who sceek o avoid their taxes by renouncing their citizenship should pay
the same tax on income accrued while they were suhject to U.S. tax laws that those who
remain will pay.

¢ The Republican bill effectively leaves open a loophole for expatriates. Their provision would
reward tax avoiders who are willing to wait 10 years before realizing gains; it rewards those
who invest in foreign assets; and it makes enforcement very difticult.

29. MULTINATIONAL CORPORATIONS SHOULD NOT BE ABLE TO AVOID PAYING
THEIR FAIR SHARE OF INCOME TAXES BY SIIELTERING PASSIVE ASSICTS IN
OFFSHORE TAX HAVENS.,




. This Administration put in place a new rule in 1993 to reduce the incentive for
multinattonal companies 10 stockpile passive assets in excess of reasonable business
needs, primarily 1o avoid taxes, not to invest, grow. and compete.

*  The Republican bill repeals this provision, enhancing the incentive for these companies
to move capital overseas and to keep their profits in passive assets there..

30, ALL AMERICANS WHO WORK HARD AND PLAY BY THE RULES OUGHT TO BE
ABLE TO COUNT ON THEIR PENSIONS WHEN THEY RETIRE, -

-

During the 1980s, corporations removed more than $20 billion trom employee pension
plans, oiten to fund corporate takeovers, until Congress effectively put an end to this.
And just last year, we took {urther steps to improve pension funding and reduce taxpaycer
risk through the Administration's 1994 Retirement Protection Act.

Now, the Conference Agreement permits employers to transfer without any cxcise tax.
pension assets in excess of 125% of a pension plan’s "termination hability " to pay
certain employee benefits.  In effect, this would allow companics (o use pension assets o
free up other corporate funds for other purposes.

Their provision would increase risk to the Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation, and
ultimately to American taxpayers. A plan's financiat condition can change rapidly as
interest rates and markets fluctuate. Today's "overfunded” plan can become tomorrow's
underfunded plan, and experience shows that the financial condition of plans can
deteriorate significantly prior to termination.

. Their provision would permit corporattons to use valuable 1ax henefits granted to help
American workers accumulate retirement savings {or nonpension, corporate purposcs.

-

Their provision would permit corporations to remove billions {rom the retirement system
at a time when it is critical to increase national savings and retirement security.

'

31. WE QUGHT TO BE HELPING LOW-INCOME WORKING FAMILIES RAISE TIIEIR

CHILDREN IN AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND REBUILD THEIR COMMUNITIES.

¢  This Administration made the low income housing tax credit perntanent in 1993. Since
its cnactment in 19806, state housing agencies report that the credit has been used to



construct or rehabilitate nearly 100,000 units of fow income rental houging per vear.

The Republican budget terminates the low income housing tax credit at the end of 1997,
a cut of 83.5 billion over 7 years. Their budget also ends an incentive for conmumunity
development that builds bridges between businesses and convmunities,
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WELFARE REFORM

EXCESSIVE CUTS FOR DISABLED CHILDREN:

. The Republican budget culs aid io severely disabled children by 25%. slashing
$12 bilion from disabled children's SSI benefits.

. The tightening of eligibility would apply o children currently receiving benefits, 50
that 160,000 children currently in the program would lose eligibility one year afier.
enactment,

The Republican provision make an iliogical division between severely disabled
children, making same of them gligible for only 75% of the federal benefit rate,
The low income parents of all of these children experience special costs and
reduced employment opportunities because of their responsibility for these
children,

H

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

. The Republivan Budget does not provide the child care that is essential to
move peoplie from welfare to work,

+  The bipartisan Senate welfare reform bill would have increased childcare funding
from 83 billion gver the next five years. The Republican budget cuts that funding
by $1 billion, which will mean thousands of mothers will stay al home and on
weifare instead of going to work.

- The Republican budget alsc weakens imporiant bipartisan work provisions of
welfare reform such as requiring states to maintain their stake in moving people
from welfare 10 work, rewarding states for pulting more people to work, requiring
ragipients 1o sign personal responsibility agreements, and providing a contingency
fund for economic downturns,

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 85 biliion.
Everyone of the 14 million children now receiving food stamps would receive
considerably less under the Congressional proposals.

. Current law states that families with ¢childlren that pay over 50% of their income for
housing will receive food stamps in order to keep these famiiies from having to
choose between food and sheller, The Republican Budge! repesis this provision,
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REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL JEOPARDIZES IMMUNIZATIONS FOR CHILDREN:

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

SLASHES CHILD PROTECTION BY 20%:

. The Republican budget stashes child protection, including funding for foster care,
adoption, and investigations of reports of child abuse and negiect. HHS estimates
that total spending is slashed by about 20%, or about $4 billion over seven years.
These cuts would occur at a time when GAQ 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 chitdren die each year due to
child abuse and neglect. Yet the Republican budget slashes and caps these
nrograms, eliminating the guarantee of child protection services.



37.

EDUCATION AND TRAINING

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
and 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

38.

package is the Republican proposal to nearly eliminate the Direct Loan proposal.

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
popuiar, 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 wili 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
students to repay their students loans, is simpler to borrow, and saves money.

A recent survey by Education Daily found that more than 90 percent of
participating colleges and universities rates the direct lending program as
"excellent.” :
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INCOME CONTINGENT - PAY AS YOU EARN - OPTION SHOULD NOT BE

WITHDRAWN FOR MILLIONS OF STUDENTS:

*

The Republican budgst also effectively sliminales one of the most promising
features of the Direct Lending program, which gives students the oplions of
adjusting their repayment {0 refiect their abilty to pay. That simple change will
make it more difficult for many studenis 1o take low paying public service jobs or
start 2 new business or take a vear off to raise a child.

UNBIASED SCORING OF SAVINGS:

The Repubiicans claim that capping or eliminating Direct Lending will save
taxpayer's money. Buf 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 CBO to include certain Kinds of expenses when
calculating the cost of direct lending but not when caleulating the cost of ordinary
guaranteed loans.

Larry Lindsey, a member of the Federal Reserve, recently wrote that, "As long as
it is necessary to provide a profit to induce lenders o guaraniee students loans,
direct lending will be cheaper.” ‘

The Republican proposal puts the special intergsts -~ the banks - ahead of
student interests. The Senaie proposal 1o cap Direct Lending would increase loan
volume under the guaranteed loan program by more than $100 bithon. That would
ensure as much as 58 billion in additional profit for banks, lenders and others who
hold guaranteed student loans,



41, EDUCATION - DISCRETIONARY CUTS

Nearly alt 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
opportunity for chikdren and students of ali ages.

. The massive culs in education proposed in just the first year of the
Republican hudget plan constitute nothing less than a down payment on
the elimination of gHective Federal support for education.

* The Republican plan is an altack on programs that will improve academic
achievement, create safer school environments, improve the quality of our
teachers, promote parenial involvement, and provide innovative technology
i our Classrooms,

. Moraover, the Republicans dre proposing severe culs in precisely those
areas that parents, teachers, and business leaders agree are most
Cimpaoriant for making real improvement in our education system, such as
wnproving basic skills, raising standards for all students, keeping schools
safe and drug-free, raising the qualifications of teachers, and bringing
technology info the classroom.

42. CUTS IN HEAD START WOULD LEAVE THOUSANDS OF CHILDREN WITHOUT A

CHANCE:

*

Kegublican budget proposats cut $135 million from Head Start in 1956 -- $535
miflion below the President's request for 1686,

Assuming Republican spending on Head Start remains frozen at 19965 levels, their
proposal would deny comprehensive education, health, a social services, ©
180,000 children by the year 2002,

These cuts would fall particularly hard on our most vulnerable cheldren, Most of
the children participating in Head Start are only 3 and 4 years old. 85% of these
children come from families below the poverty line and 13% have a diagnosed
disability.

These cuts are a penny wise ard pound foglish, for Head Slart is a good
investment in our nation’s future. As the Council of Economic Advisors concluded,
after reviewing tha literature on Mead Start, "Participants in Head Star-style
programs are less likely to be held back in school and less likely to be classified
as special-education students, and more likely to graduate from High School”
[Council of Economic Advisars, "Educating America. An Investment in Our
Future," September 1885}



43.

ENDING GOALS 2000 WOULD CRIPPLE STATE AND LOCAL EFFORTS TO RAISE
ACADEMIC STANDARDS

. The Republican proposai {0 eliminale Goals 2000 would cut off 9,600 schools
currently using Federal funds to raise educational slandards, just as Siates 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 o a addiional 8,000 schogcls, for a
total of 17,000 schools serving an estimated 8 million children.

* Goals 2000 has receved walespread support because of its flexibility and its
emphasis on high standards and accountabiiity. The Wall Street Journatl 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
Joumnal 8/30/95.

. IBM Chairman Lou Gerstner, for example, says that "Goals 2000 is only a smali
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
aceountability in this country. We must go beyond Goals 2000, But if we lose
Goals 2000, it is an incredibly negative setback for the Nation.”

SLASHING FUNDS FOR BASIC AND ADVANCED SKILLS HITS THOSE STUDENTS

WHO NEED HELP THE MOST

. The Republicans have proposed to cut more than 1 bilion and 1 million students
from the Title | Education for the Disadvantaged program that helps low-achieving
poor children reach the same high standards expected of other students.

More than 14,000 schoot districts and more than 50,000 schocls rely on Tille |
funding to help improve basic skills for disadvaniaged students.

. The President has requesied increased funding and greater targeting of those
funds on communities with the highest concentrations of poor children, bul the
Republicans would both cut funding and reject greater targeting.
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SHARP REDUCTIONS IN SAFE AND DRUG-FREE SCHOOLS WOULD CRIPPLE

EFFORTS TO REDUCE DRUG ABUSE, PREVENT VIOLENCE, AND IMPROVE

DISCIPLINE IN AMERICA’S SCHOOLS

The Republican budget cuts spending on Safe and Drug-Free Schools program by
mare than half, from $488 miilion to just $200 million.

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

The Republican 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 alcchol 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. .

TEACHERS WOULD BE DENIED THE TRAINING THEY NEED TO HELP

STUDENTS REACH HIGHER ACADEMIC STANDARDS

The Republican 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.

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 (NWI). President Clinton has made ciear, however, that he will not
allow the emerging information superhighway {o 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 infermation "haves"” and "have-nots."

That is why he strongly opposes Republican ptans to gut the National
Telecommunications and Information Administration and its Telecommunications
and Information Infrastructure Assistance Program (THAP). Cuts, like those
proposed for THAP, would mean that hospitals, clinics, schools, libraries, local
governments and non-profits may be excluded from the development of the
advanced NIl
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CUTS TO THE PELL GRANT PROGRAM DENY DESERVING STUDENTS A

»

COLLEGE EDUCATION

Fell Granis 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 Pel Granis. By 2002,
these cuts would deny Pell Grants to 380,000 deserving students.

Pell Grants remain a good invesiment for our country. A wealth of economic data
show that college graduates earmn more over their careers, making college
education a good nvestment for individuals and the Nation. The Bureau of Labor
Statistics estimates that betweaan 1963 and 1882, improvements in education
accounted for about 20 percent of the per-capita income growth over the period.

ELIMINATES AMERICORPS -- PREVENTING STUDENTS FROM LEARNING

RESPONSIBILITY THRQUGH COMMUNITY SERVICE,

-

The Regpublican proposal would eliminate the Americarps national service
program,

These cuts would deny nearly 50,000 young people the opportunity to serve their
communities while earming money loward college education next year.

Gengral David Jones, a former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Stafis captured the
spirtt of the National Service program best when he said: "AmeriCorps programs
work., They show what we can accomplish when the government operates as a
true partner of communities. Most important, they build partnerships by enacting
an old truth that the men and women m our armed forces learn so well: to eam
opportunity you must take responsibility for yourself and for others.”

In'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 college ad opportunities next year,

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 1o promote
educational equity for women and girls,



51, ELIMINATION OF THE SUMMER JOBS PROGRAM WILL HURT DISADVANTAGED

YOUTHS: '

Republican proposals o 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 eliminaling the Summer Jobs program, Republicans deny nearly 4 miliion
disadvantaged youth summer job opportunities by 2002, compared to the
President’s request.

Contrary 10 some claims, studies show that the Summer Job program does not
dispiace private market employment by, rather, employs youth who would
otherwise be unemployed and on the streets. [Jon Crane and David Ellwood, The
Surruner Youth Employment Program: Private Job Supplement or Substitute,
Harvard University, March 1884]
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2. CUTS IN EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING PROGRAMS LEAVE WORKERS

UNPREPARED FOR THE NEW ECONOMY:

The Republican budget proposed to cut employment and training programs by
$1.8 billion - or 26% below the 1895 funding levels.

The Republican budget reduces funding to help dislocated workers find new [obs
by $378 millicn - or 31% - compared to 1995 levels, .

For the dislocated workers program alone, Republican culs would deny 155,000
workers help obtaining the gkills they need to adjust to the new economy and to
corporate downsizing.

These cuts don't make sense. Tducation and raining programs, including those
for experienced workers, have been shown to offer significart economic benefils.
One recent study concluded thal each yvear of education provided through a
Pennsylvania program for older displaced workers increased earings by roughly
7 peicent. [Jacobson, Lalonde, and Sullivan, "The Returns to Clagsroom
Training for LUislocated Workers,” unpublished manuscript, September 1994,
reported in Council of Economic Adwvisers, "Educating America: An Investrment in
Qur Future,” September 18851

Another recent study of the Job Training Partnership Act, a federal program thal
provides training to economically disadvantaged individuals, found that
participation increased the earnings of adult males by 10% and the carnings of
adult female participants by 15%. These earnings gaing were ong and a half
times greater than the costs invested 1o produce them. [Bloom, The Natlional
JTRA Study: "lmpacts, Benefils, and Costs of Title -A” Abt Associales, March
1984}
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ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC HEALTH

Reconciliation Provisions:

OPENS THE ARCTIC REFUGE TO Ol DRILLING:

The Arctic National Wildiife Refuge is a rare, pristine wilderness that the President
supports protecting permanently, for the beneft of fulure generations.

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

’ The $1.3 billion estimate is overstated by several hundred million dellars due to oll
price assumptlions and other faciors, It also assumes that the State of Alaska will
not sue for 80 peccent of the revenues (up from 50 percent in the bill) - even
though the Alaska statehood legislation gave them 90 percent.

. Exploration and development would disturb the area and create unacceptable
rigks of oil spills and poliution,

CONTINUES TO TURN OVER BILLIONS OF DOLLARS OF TAXPAYER-OWNED
MINERALS FOR A PITTANCE, EVEN WHILE (T RAISES TAXES ON WORKING

FAMILIES:

The Regongiliation bill includes sham mining reform that provides for the sate of
federal mineral rights at their "market valug” -- 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 8 percent royalty to be imposed after minerals are
processed and after numerous deductions - 5 so riddied 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 inferior appropriations, provides for the
continued giveaway of public treasures under a law signed by Ulysses 8. Granl in
1872. Jusi last Friday, Interior Secretary Bruce Babbill was forced to tumn over
nearly $3 billion worth of copper and sitver for less than $2000.
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MANDATES TRANSFER OF WARD VALLEY [CA} SITE FOR A LOW-LEVEL

RADIOACTIVE WASTE DUMP — WITHOUT PLBLIC SAFEGUARDS.

The Administration has engaged in negotiations with the state of California o
transfer {he site with conditions recommended by a distinguished panel of the
National Academy of Scientists. This provision would bypass good science and
mandate unconditional transfer.

FAILS TO TAKE ANY STEPS TO BUILD ON QUR EFFORTS TO PROTECT AND

RESTORE THE FLORIDA EVERGLADES.

ENVIRONMENTAL BUDGET IS A CATCHALL FOR VARIOUS OBJECTIONABLE

POLICIES, MANY HAVING NOTHING TO DO WITH BALANCING THE BUDGET.

*

The Republican budget bill includes an uncompstitive approach for handing out
niational park concessions hat would protect vender monopolies, weaken
safeguards against price gouging and generally compromisa efforts to bring pure
competition o vender services.

Other provisions in the bilis pander 10 special inlerests at taxpayer expense,
ingcluding special loophole water deals for corporate agriculture and certain water
districts, and changes 1o federal oil and gas royally coliection that invite evasion
by making collection more difficult and costly.



Appropriations (VA/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 calted 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 DOI'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 §0 percent.

58.
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61.

IRRESPONSIBLE ENFORCEMENT CUTS WOULD LEAD TQO 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 Republican 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
at risk. (11/28/95)

CUTS FUNDS BY 17 PERCENT TO SET PUBLIC HEALTH STANDARDS FOR AIR

POLLUTION, PESTICIDES, AND CLEAN AND SAFE WATER.

DRINKING WATER CUTS WOULD LEAD TO MORE CONTAMINATED WATER:

*

Safe drinking water is the first line of defense for protecting public heaith.
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
comrmunities 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, millions of residents of major U.S. cities, such as New York
and Washington, BC, have been ordered to boil their drinking water.

CLEAN WATER CUTS WOULD BL.OCK EFFORTS TO KEEP RAW SEWAGE AND




OTHER POLLUTION OFF BEACHES AND OUT OF WATERWAYS:

L

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

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

The Republican 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
waste water treatment facilities that keep raw sewage from flowing into our rivers,
lakes and streams. :

The bill aiso adds a particulariy objectionable rider that will prevent EPA from
stopping the dumping of harmful Bill into rivers and wetlands.

82. BUDGET CUTS WOULD STOP OR SLOW CLEANUP OF TOXIC WASTE DUMPS:

*

Fiftean vears after Love Canal, one in four Amearicans — and five million children
under the age of four -- still live within four miles of a Superfund toxic dump site.

The Republican budget cuts the Presiden{s request for the Superfund toxic dump
cleanup program by nearly 23 percent (3382 miilion), needlessly exposing citizens
fiving near these sites to dangerous chemicals,

Meanwhile, Republicans in Congress continue saparately to change Superfund o
relieve polluters -- including the company responsible for Love Canal -- of the
responsibility to pay for the pollution they caused and shift that burden to the
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 Republican 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,
which would issue overall protections to reduce toxic poliutants 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 Republican cuts include a 92% reduction from the President's request for the
Environmental Technology Initiative (ETI), which would thwart efforis to encourage
the development of new technologies that reduce pollution and clean up the
environment while ¢reating 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 biilion by 2000 - if American industry does not make
sufficient investments in this area today.

The Republican 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 environmentai change.

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




66.

&7.

The intarior appropriations report would allow the moratorium an 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
warth of mingrals to a foreign mining company for less than $2,000.

WAIVES ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS AND OPENS TONGASS RAINFOREST TO

CLEARCUTTING:

The Republican hudget proposes to dictate timber cutling lavels in Alaska's
Tongass National Forest beyond sustainable levels. It would waive environmenial
laws and expand clearcuts, through an extraneous policy provision in the Interior
appropriations bill,

The Republican proposatl coutd hurt sport and commercial ishing interests in the
area and the region’s tounsm induslry, which has grown 40 percent in four years.

ﬁccefd%ﬁg to tour operators, the visitor industry is more profitable and has a higher
payroll by far than the timber industry, but increased logging will di reci y hurt their
business. (New York Tines §/12/88)

BUDGET BLOCKS EFFORTS TO PROTECT PACIFIC NORTHWEST SALMON:

For centuries, salmon have been among the most valued resources in the Pacific
Northwest, as the Oregonian says, "a reasured part of cur natural heritage.”
{(11412/95 editorial )

The Republican Interior approgriations bill includes a policy rider that would bicck
efforts to protect salmon and ensure sustainabie economic growth in the Columbia
River Basin, by terminating comprehensgive planning for the management of pubiic
fands in that area.
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UNDERMINES THE CALIFORNIA DESERT -- THE NATION'S NEWEST NATIONAL

PARK:

. l.ast year Congress passed, and the President signed, the California Desert
Protection Act, the largest single designation of parks and wilderness areas ever
in the tower 48 states.

y The new reserve protects broad desert vistas, rugged mountain ranges and
unique archeological sites.

. The Republican budgel provides ane dollar for the Natignal Park Service to
operate the new Mojave National Preserve.,

WOULD COMPROMISE MANAGEMENT OF HEALTHY ANCIENT FORESTS:

+  The Republican Interior appropriations includes a policy rider that would prohibit
the Administration from using the most current and appropriate science to protect
foresis in the Pacific Nonthwest, a praclice thal could lead to expanded logging of
healthy ancient forests.

SHORTSIGHTED BUDGET CUTS UNDERCUT EFFORTS TO HEAD OFF CHANGES

TO THE EARTH'S WEATHER:

. Lazt week, a panel representing 2,500 scientists from 100 nations confirmed that
human aclivity is affecting giobal climate. Earlier this year, scientists won a Nobel
Prize for thelr work on ozone depletion.

. Chmate change could bring an increase in heat waves, fires and pest outbreaks,
mareasea the number of heat-related deaths and ilinesses, and expand the range
of infectious dispases like malana, yellow fever and encephalitis.

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

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



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

L d

The Republican budget cuts DOE energy conservation by almest 40 percent
{$187 mitlion) from the President's request.

Energy efficiency programs such as these and the programs listed above, save
gonsumers money, create jobs, and raduce emissions thai contribute 1o air
poliution and climate change. The Department of Energy estimates that federal
energy efficiency programs would save homeowners $17 bilion and businesses
$12.5 billion per year by the vear 2005 and woukd create 87 000 jobs. )

ln addition, the oil that could be saved by these programs is greater than the oil
that can be recovered in the Arclic National Wildlifs Refuge,
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RESEARCH, TECHNOLQOGY, AND INNOVATION

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

The Republican budge! 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 bilfion 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 universily research.

Thesa culs break with America's unwavering bi-pariisan commitment to U S,
leadership in soienee and technology, and threaten our economic future,

The institute for biectrical and Electronics Engineers describes the proposed
Republican culs o R&D as "shori-gightad, disproportionate, detfimental to the
profession, and potentally harmiul to our economic and technological -
competitivenass.”

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 deticit may sacrifice the nation' s ability to generate new technalagzes 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 i the Republican culs are
implemented and the Japanese government implements ils plans to double R&D
by 2000.

Indeed, since World War !, innovation has been responsible for as much as half
of the natson 5 eConomic growth gan&rat ng new knowledge, creating new jobs,
building new industries, and improving the guality ¢of life for all Amerncans.

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} Bictechnology
(79,000 jobs), Computers (478,000 jobs}, Communications {388,000 jobs),
Software (450,000 jobis}, Aerospace (885,000 jobs}, Semiconductors {317,000
jobs).

In 1992 average pay for workers in these and other high-technology industries
was 80% higher than the average for all American workers.

3

ELIMINATES PARTNERSHIPS WITH INDUSTRY THAT PRONMOTE INVESTMENT IN




HIGH-RISK RESEARCH WITH BROAD ECONOMIC POTENTIAL:

»

American competitivenass in the 21st century depends on our ability to continue
1o fund the development of high-risk, innovalive lechnologies. Yet, despite
tistorical bi-partisan supporl, Congress has proposed to eliminate the Advanced
Technology Program (ATP)}, a marit-based, competitive, cost-shared industry-ied
partnership that is enabling the private sector to invest in hlgh risk technologies
with broad-based fulure economic potental,

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 invesiment growth
rate negative for the past four years. This trend has made the ATP a smali, but
criticat, part of the nation's R&D portfofio that must be maintained.

By eliminating the Advanced Technology Program, Congress will force the
government to renage on its commitment to fund up to 250 ATP projects involving
700 different smal! and large companes, universities, and other organizations in
36 states, who have commitied nearly a billion dollars of their own maoney to these
projects. Perhaps more im‘por‘{amty without the ATH, American companies will
find it even mere difficull to invest in the breakthrough technologies upen which
this nation's future depends.
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FIGHTING CRIME AND EMPOWERING COMMUNITIES

ABOLISHES COMMITMENT TO 100,000 NEW COPS ON STREET:

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

= President Clinton's Crime 8ill is well on the way o placing 100,000 new police

officers on the strests. The Republican plan would bring that program to a halt
and nol guarantee a single addilional new officer on America’s sireets,

REDUCES THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN ACT

. Slashes 872 million from the domestic violence prevention and intervention
programs in police stations, courthouses and homeless shelters reducing the
effectiveness of the Vinlente Against Women Act,

+  The Republicans Budge! proposes $50 million less than the President for law
enforcement and proseculion programs that fund domestic violence prevention
programs in police stations and courthouses.

. The Republican budget also eliminates programs that attempt to reduce the
sexual abusge of youth.

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

r The Republican budget eliminates the Community Development Financiat
Institutions Fund which was created o bring credit and growth 1o distressed
communities by promoting the formation and expansion of community
development finangial institutions (CDFIs),

Y R
. provide credit, capital, equity, and technical assistance 1o thousands of promising
small businesses, economic development projects, and new homeowners in
distressed communities in urban and rural America, The Treasury Depariment
estimates that each dollar of federal money generates $10 in new development
activity, creating jobs and economic growth.



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

+  The Fepublican budge! cuts nearly in half 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

L]

The Conservation Reserve Program s designed to achieve long-term
conservation benefits by autharizing long-term contracts with farmers to keep
environmentally sensitive land cut of production..

The bilt would aliow producers to withdraw from 10- to 15-vear Conservation
Reserve Program coniracts - which were entered info voluntarily -- simply by -
giving USDA 60 days notice.

The main purpose of the CRP is 1o achieve long-term conservatlion benefits, This
seif-deciared withdrawal process complately undermines that concept.  lt also
invalidates the whols concept of a long-term conlract between the public and the
farmaer.

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



78.

80.

PREVENTS FARMERS FROM GRANTING PERMANENT EASEMENTS UNDER THE

WETLANDS RESERVE PROGRAM

*

The Republican budget would prevent permaneant easements under the
Woodlands Reserve Program,

Right now this important -- and complgtely voluntary — woodiands restoration
program relies on 30-year or permanent easements, The response o 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 woodiands protaction once.

The Republican budget would federally mandate the exclusive use of 15-year
contracts or easements. This would require repeated rengwals and additional
costs to achieve permanent protection. The hill does not make sense - gither o
farmers, who like the current program, or to taxpayers, who want the most for their
money.

The Clinton Administration also opposes the bill's prohibition on permanent
gasements and its exclusive reliance on 18-year easements for woodlands
preservation. We believe that far sounder public policy would be [0 give farmers
cheices for protecting woodlands -- ranging from cost-share assistance to
long-term and permanent easements,

SHREDS THE FARM SAFETY NET BY CUTTING THE LINK BETWEEN

COMMODITY PAYMENTS AND FARM CONDITIONS

L]

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

Fixed payments do nol respond to changing markel conditions. By cufling the
link between farm payments and markst prices, the Republican budget leads to
undesirable resulls. 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 hight..



81. CROP INSURANCE

-

Last year's crop insurance reform produced a program that is cost-effective and
reliable for both producers and iaxpayers. The reform linked insurance benefils {o
farm program participation in order o insure maximum producer participation.

Now, Congress wanis to disrupt thig program by gliminaling the link between farm
program hensfits and insurance, If this happens, farmers who do not see the
advantage of signing up for crop insurance will be financially vulnerable when
disaster strikes, -

This will unooubtedly lead {0 producers asking Congress and taxpayers for crop
disaster assistance money. 11 is bad public policy o ask laxpayers 1o pay for two
programs designed ior crop losses - the orop insurance program and disaster
assistance.

82. CUTS THE EXPORT ENHANCEMENT PROGRAM

*

The bill cuts funding for the Export Enhancement Program (EEP) to levels well
below those agreed o with our trading pariners,

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

EEP funding in FY 1886 is set at just $350 million, $633 million less than the level
permitted under the Uruguay Round Agreement in 1894, Should our producers
need the EEP in future years, lack of funding could hinder U.5. farm export
efforis.
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REPUBLICAN MEDICAID PROPOSAL

Side-by-Side Analysis. A point-by-point analysis of the Republican Medicaid proposal and
the President’s Medicaid proposal on 8 key fssues:

1y Guaraniee

{2y  Coverage !
{33 Size of Cuts

) Siaios

{5 Nursing Homeg

{6} tlomes and Family Farms

{7y Poor Elderly and Disabled

{8}y Spousal impoverishment

Chart Comparing Growth In Total Medicnid Spending Per Bencficinry from 1996 to
2002 under Current Medicaid Law, Private Sector Health Care, The Republicun Plan, .
and the President's Plan. The Repuntican plan cuts Mediesid by $163 bitlion by limiting
annual per capita growth to 1.6% « 70% loss than the private sector growth rate {7.1%), The
President's plan cuts Medicaid by 354 billion « one third as much as the Republican plan -
while ensurting through a per capits cap that no current Medicaid recipient is denicd coverage
in the finure,

Faet Shect Explaining Why the Bepublican Pluas Elbminates the Medicaid Guaranipe of
Coverage and the Consequences of Losing the Medicald Guurantee. The Republican plan
could deny coverage for nearly 8 mithion poople in 2002 along, Icluding

- 3.8 million children

- 1.3 million disabled persons

- 850,000 ciderly

- 330,000 nursing home residents
- 50,800 veterans

Fact Sheet On The Effect of The Presidents Medicaid Plan vs, The Republican Medicaid
Plan on Stafes.

£

{Center On Budget and Poliey Priorities Study:

. Why the Republican Block Grant wiil leave statez vulnerable to ceonomie
dowwenturas and infistion.

. Towl siate and federal Medienid cuts could more than double i stites do aot
spend more than required to reccive their full block grant,

Lewin-VHI Study:

. Why cutbacks in Medizare and Medicaid fuading seder the Republican Budgs
could add almost & miftion peopls to the alrendy large ranks of the uninsueed




ang shif] 383 Billior in costs o the privale sector, predominantly to middie
eglass fiumnilics,
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MEDICAID

President Clinton disapproves of the Republican Medicaid plan because it climinaies the Medicaid
guarantee ol health coverage for poor clderly, low-income children, and disabled Americans, while
diminishing nursing home standards and removing enforcement of spousal impoverishment laws,

DEEY CUTS
- President Clinton disappraves of the deep Republican Medicaid cuts because they are
unnccessary, unprecedented, and excessive,

. The Republican budget cuts federal support for Medicaid by an unprecedented $163 billion --
over 1en limes anything ever enacted by any Republican or Democratic President,

. The 1otal Medicaid cuts could ultimately be much greater than $163 billion. The Center on
Budgel and Policy Prioritics recently found that it states provide only the tunding required 1o
recetve heir tull block grant allocation and provide no additional funding, the total reduciion
in lederal and state Medicaid funds would exceed $400 hillion over seven vears, conpared
with current law,

. The Republican plan achicves these savings by limiting per capita growth from the current
7.0 percent to 1.6 percent annually -- far below the rate of inflation.

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

-

GUARANTELR OF COVERAGE

. P'resident Clinton disapproves of the Republican Medicaid plan because it repeals the
guarantee of coverage for those currently receiving benetits.

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

. The Republican block grant completely eliminates Medicaid's guarantee of defined,
meaninglul coverage for Americans who are sick, elderly, poor, blind or disabled in other
WIIYS.

. Because the block grant constrains spending prawth per bencticiary (o LG per year,

providing 28% less funding than under current Taw by 2002, states will he forced to
signiticantly reduce Medicaid eligibility and benefits,

. While the Republican Budget requires States Lo cover poor children under the age of 13,

pregnant women, and people with disabilities, States would have complete discretion in
determining the level of benefits provided and would define the eligible disabilities.

LONS OF COVERAGE




* President Clinton disapproves of the Republican Medicald cuts because they will foree sttes
te dheny coverage to Amerieans wha will mest likely otherwise uve tn go without Jwalth care
CHYVETIEE.

Medicaid Uoveraye Under Cwrvent Law
. Maodicuid currently covers more than 38 inillion Americans.

, Of the 36 million Medicald reeipients, more e 18 million are chifdren: one ot
of every five children iy the nation.

. Another 6 million of the current Medicaid recipients are disabled. Medicaid
functions as the primary insurer for many people with disabilities, since private
wsannge 15 not aflurdable for poople with pre-existing conditions.

- About 173 of all bables burn a1 the United Statey are covered by Medienid,

. Qver 90 parcent of children with AIDS are covered by Medicaid,

foex of Medicoid Coverage Under Republican Plan :

: The reduction in Federal support imder the Repubiican piaa conld forge Sttes 1o

deny coverage for pearty 8 milhion Americans in 2002 alone. according to HHS
estimates based on a siudy by the Lirban fastitute. These nearly 8 mifiion people
include:

. 3.8 mithan ehildren whe conid be denfed coverage
. .3 million peopie with disabilities whe could he denied eoverage
. 830,000 elderly who conld be denied covernge
. OF the nearly 8 sillion people who will lose coverne, BHS estimates that sbowt 6

mitlion live In wrban arcas wndd bimer-cities,

GUARANTIE OF MEANINGFUL BENEFITS

. Prestdent Clinton disapproves of the Repablican Mediesid glao beeause it eliminates the
searanice of weaniogiul henefits, .

. Under current Inw, all states are required to cover & iminimum set of services, ingluding
hospital, physicinn, mnd mutsing hoowe servioes.

. Uindder corrent Inw, states also Bove the option of covering an additional 31 services,
including prescripton drugs, hospice care, and personal care services. :

. ‘The Republican plun contains no guaramees of coverage or benetits at even g minimuny
level, potontially shilling costy of core o peoeple who can #1 altord them,
. &




States could eliminate almost any benetit currently covered by Medicaid. The only required
serviees would be immunization and restricted family planning.

SPOUSAL IMPOVERISHMENT

. President Clinton disapproves ol the Republiean Medicaid plan becuuse it weakens spousal
impoverishment protections,

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

The Republican budget repeals the guarantee of nursing home coverage, etfectively also
climinating the guarantee ol protection from spousal impoverishiment,

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

Morcover, the Federal government would have no way to know it these protections are being
provided.

NURSING HOME QUALITY

. President Clinton disapproves of the Republican Medicaid plan because it would dismantle
nursing home quality protections and diminish the guality of nursing home care,

Under the Republican budget, nursing home residents could be denied skilled nursing and
rehabilitative services because nursing homes would no tonger be reguired to optimize
individual residents’ health and well-heing,

Because the Republican budget cuts Federal Medicaid spending so severely, States may have
insuflicient resources to establish. inonitor and enforce quality standards to protect the
clderty and disabled in nursing homes. '

States would be able to turn their standard-sctting and enforcement responsibilities over to
privale organizations, therclore exacerbating variations in quatity and enforcement.

NURSING HOME COVERAGE

President Clinton disapproves of the Republican Medicaid plan because it could foree states

10 deny nursing home coverage to 330.000 people,

Today, 68% of all nursing home residents rely on Medicaid 10 pay bitls that average 338,000
a year,

Under the Republican Reconeiliation Bill, there would be no guarantee of nursing home
covernge and as many as 330,000 people condd be denicd nrsing huome coverage in 2002




alone.

QUALITY STANDARDS FOR FACILITIES THAT SERVE MENTALLY ILL AND
MENTALLY RETARDED INDIVIDUALS

. President Clinton disapproves of the Republican Medicaid plan because it would
climjnate federal quality standards for facilitics that serve mentally ill and mentally
retarded individuals, withoul requiring States to develop equivalent, State-level
standards,

. The Republican Medicaid climinales the current statute that includes explicit, outcomes-
oriented quality of care protections for nursing home residents and mentally il and
mentally retarded beneliciaries who live in institutions.

DISCRIMINATION

. President Clinton disapproves of the Republican Medicaid plan beeause it esuld cauge
many Medicaid beneficiaries to be discriminated against,

. The Conference Agreement would delete all current protections against discrimination in
admission.

. Nursing tacilitics could extort additional payments trom residents or their famiilics in
order to be admitted, or in order 1o continue living in the facility,

MANAGED CARE

. President Clinton disapproves of the Republican Medicaid plan because it ignores
managed care quality standards,

. {nder the Conlerence Agreement, States would not be required to establish or enfloree
guality standards for capitated managed care plans.
-

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

STATE-WIDE UNIFORMITY OF SERVICES

. President Clinton disapproves of the Republican Medicaid plan because it climinates all
requirements that comparable services be provided across the different geographic areas
of a Stute.
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COST SHIFTING

. President Clinton disapproves of the Republican Medicaid plan beeause it unnecessarity
shifts costs to States,

. The Republican budget would dissolve the Medicaid safety-nel, vet uliimately place
Staes. localities, providers and taxpayers at risk for the uncovered cost of health care for

Tow-income Americans.

. Under the Republican budget, only the Federal government would be protected from
in¢renses in enrollment, health care costs and economic changes.

HIGIHER OUT OF POCKET COSTS TITROUGH DENIAL OF ELIGIBILITY

. President Clinton disapproves of the Republican Medicaid plan beeause it witl foree
Benceliciarics to pay higher out of pocket costs through denial of cligibili(y.

. Peaple whom Siates define as no longer “poor enough™ to qualify for medical assistance
would be faced with paying all their medical costs themselves, or seeking help fiom
relatives or charity.

. In the worst cases, familics would have to mortgage or sell their bomes to be able to pay

for care, or elderly people nceding long-term care would have no choice but 10 turn 10
their children for belp.

HICHER OUT OF POCKET COSTS THROUGH LESS SCOPE OF BENEFITS

. PPresident Clinton disapproves of the Republican Medicaid plan because it will loree
beneficiaries to pay higher out of pocket costs through less scope of henefits,

. Reductions in the seope of benefits would also shift costs from the program to people.

. For example, cuts in the scope of the nursing hame benefit could mean that families of
poor patients will pay for such services as personal hygiene, laundry, or various therapics.
that States now pay for.

COPAYMENTS

. Presicdent Clinton disapproves of (e Republican Medicaid plan becanse it would remove
all restrictions on how Iarge a share of the costs of medical care States ean require from
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cligible individuals, other than children and pregnant women.

- As revealed by the Rand Health Insurance Experiment, imposition of copayments can
discourage people from seeking medical care and, in the case of low-income persons, may
negatively affect health status,

RIGHT OF INDIVIDUALS TO SEEK JUSTICE

. President Clinten disapproves of the Republican Medicaid plan because it wonld

climiuate Federal guarantees of the rights of individuals to seck redress when they believe
that their State has acted wrongly.

. The Republican plan would prohibit individuals from suing their State on the grounds that
the State has failed to comply with this or any other requirement of law.

. [t also repeals current beneficiary rights to netification, administrative hearings, and
appeals. '

. Determining whether and what kinds of rights would exist [or heneliciaries would be lelt
Lo Stales.

URBAN AREAS

. President Clinton disapproves of the Republican Medicaid plan beeiase it unfairly harts
cities and urban areas,

. Approximately 75% ol Medicaid recipients live in eitics. Assuming a proportional
allocation of the $163 billion in Republican cuts. Medicaid spending in urban arcas will
drop by $122 billion.

. The Republican budget will deny Medicnid coverage to 6 million people living in urban
arcas, acecording 1o IMTHS, including:

. Almost 3 million urban children
975,000 urban people with disabilitics
. 630,000 urban clderly

HONES AND FAMILY FARMS

. President Clinton disapproves of the Republican Medicaid plan because it puts homes
and Family Lirms at risk.

. Under the Republican proposal, the sick could be loreed to sell their homes, tamily farn,
car, and all their savings in order to gualily for Medicaid.
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Thie Republican proposal repenls wlt Poederal laws protecting o minimum level of income
and ossuts (such as the family home or fwm) in determining Medicndd ofigibility.

As o resull, 3t allows States to count the value of ond's home or family farm in datermining
Mudicaid cligibility.




THE WHITE HOUSE

Office of the Press Secretary

kS

For Immedinte Release January 13, 1996

REMARKS BY THE PRESIDENT
AT CABINET MEETING

The Cabingl Roon

224 PMLEST

THE PRESIDENT: Hello, evervbody, Is evervene in here? Woll, first, ot me say that we're
laviesg this Cabinel mecting ro discuss the present seatus of our budget negotintions and shere
we arg, As | have said all along, | am for balancing the budget in soven years, but | want 1o
proteet the fundmmental priorites of the American people and the Nture of the American
people. We can miance & budged in seven years, sucording (o the Cougressionn! Badeet Oflice,
withowt having dangerousty low lovels of commitment to Medicare and Modicaid, withowt -
having b cats that endermine our commitmenis in education wid the environment, without
raising faxes on working families,

Mow, that's what the Congress soid they wanted. ['ve got this Tetzer here from Congress.
@ fetter from Congress o the Speaker saying that the budget we submitted In facy balances the
bugdpet i soven yoars, The differences betweon those two budyets are now clear. We do not
wint 1o fundamentally change the commitment of the Medicare program to the health care of
seniors, we do nof want 10 Tondamontally change the commitmunt of the Medicald progrma to
sepder citizong, 10 ponw children, (o e disebled, We do noet want 1o adopt ¢ lovel of investment
tiaet skoy Hooostaln that we wil] Bave 1ot nor backs on the needs of education or the
gnvivorment.

Tht is what this is all about. We can even have a modust tax cut 1or the American
seople aad for fundiies especially, and balance the budget in seven years secording 1o the
Congrossional Budger Office. That's what this tettor says, They ngree now, o the only
differences foft bovweon us are ddeological differcnces.

And 1 said in the heginning, let me say again: 1f the objective is (0 get a sevenyenar
bukneed budget dimt Congress savs 19 balanced, we enn do ihat, 1 the objective is 10 gat a
modest 1% cut, we con do that, 1 the objective is 1o dismantle the fundamemal Ainerican
commitments threongh Medicarg and Moedicaid, or to andermioe aur obligationy in education and
the envingunent, 1will pot do shat,
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Thal is basically where it is.

0 Mr. President, it scems like that what's being said here today and also with what's
betng said on Capitol Hill, that despite all of the good will that was apparent here yesterday, this
really was a breakdown in the talks. You're very far away, and it sounds like you're not getting
any closer together in this break,

THE PRESIDENT: Wce're not - we're only very [ar away if you turn this into-- il you
insist on a tax cut which requires unacceptable levels of cuts in education and the environment
and Medicare and Medicaid, or you insist on fundamentally changing those programs in wayvs
that will crode the protections that Medicare and Medicaid now give to seniors and te poor
children and 1o disabled people, or you insist on cuts in education that will cul back on
scholarships or Ilead Start, or you insist on cuts which will really weaken our ability o prowect
the environment, if that's the dea, it's reconciling not only the level of cuts - it's nat just the
moncy here, 1 want to emphasize that, [U's the policy.

The Republicans -- if' [ might, let me just take Medicare tor an example. just for
example. The Republicans and | agree that there shou!d be changes in the Medicare program to
¢ncourage more seniors to have more options to join managed care programs. And we agree on
a number of other provisions that should be changed that will strengthen Medicare and give
more oplions to our senior citlizens.

[ do not agree with changes that [ think will, in elfect, break up Medicare and put more
and more seniors at the mercy of the present private insurance system so that the older and
lower income and sicker you are, the more at risk you are. [ don't want 10 do that.

So if we can work that out, we'll have an agreement. [t's the same thing -
Q Cun you explain why —

Q It seems like what vou're talking about here really s a fundamental policy
dilference that is nol going o be bridged and, Tor example, can you possibly accept the idea that
Medicaid would no longer be an entitlement?

THIEE PRESIDENT: No. No. But, ict me say this: More than my predecessors, my
Republican predecessors, | have been for and [ continue to be for giving the siates lar more
Nexibility in the way they run the programs. But | don't believe we should send a cheek, a
federal check to the states and say it you decide that you no tonger want 1o provide healih care
(o some poor children, or some disabled people, or some seniors who are getting it now, that's
okay with us. | don't believe that.

That is - there is a national interest — a national interest - in protecting the health care
of our children, our seniors, our disabled population, And | believe the American people
belicve that.




by weems of leting the states have more tlexibility to make the meney go lurther, to do
dilforent things with it, 1o expand coverage in different ways, we have been on the forefront of
i, Thals what the Vice President’s reinventing government cffort 1s about, that's what
Secretary Bhalala bas dene in giving all these waivers to siates. We are willing to go much
{urther there.

Bt et me ask ~ T theughtihal wa were supposed to be balancing the budget, We have
agrecd aiready. both sides have agreed to far more savings thau are necessary to balance the
Budget in seven years aceording to the Congressional Budget OMee. Fhafs what this it
feitee sayvs heres That's what their [etter says, Both sides Bave agreed.

{f1hits iz about balancing the budeel, we conid do i1 in 13 minmes somorrow aflernoon,
The American people need to understand tiat, Congross now agrees. ! have done this. | have
given them a plan, 1 just simply dous not bave the deamatic chonges 1y Medicore and Modicaid
that 1 think will weaken our commitment to those folks. and it does not mandaie cuts in
cducation and the environment that are far farger than we could sustain, That would be - we
cannot ake the discretionary sccount dowsn so ow tha we kaow that we will nof be able to
prowet educition andg the cavironnient,

Su thar's where we are, We o bodinee the Ingdget, 1t veory bnporiant tat the
Anwriean people understsnd that. We have agreed, the congressionat feaders and | huve agreed
alreudy W far more than encugh reductions in govermment spending (o balance the budget
within seven years, Wg already have,

The issue here is over the policies invelving Medicare. Medicaid, education. the
LViToTIMent, our oppositon 1o rmising tases on the fowest paid working people and on the size
and structre of the x cut. This hos nothing to do with halancing the budge! saymore.
Nothing,. y

We could batance the budget, Herslly, 5 15 svinules tomorrow sllemoen. And the
Congressional Ldget (e wouldd say ooy, The financial suvkes would say hooray,
[saterest rates wontld drop, The economy would gan to grow, Bvervihing woold be fine, Then
we could have an eloction t 1994 abowt whether the American people agree with their view of
Mudicare o ming, wib tholr view of Madicaid or mine, with thuir view of aur obligations i
wehiention and triining of our work {orce and our children or mine, with their vivw of
cavironmental protection or ming.

Now, that's whit we ought 1o do. We can do this in 13 minotes. So when they oxprass
posshinism, 'y hocause they don’t believe that-- gt least, maybe in the House and perhaps in the
Seafe as well - that thoy con pass 3 balanced udget program that they, their own
Congrossionnt Budget Ofiee will say i halasend, Buf doeset furtlee these Idealogieal gonls,
We ought tu have an clegtion about that,




I we're going to walk away from the fundamental conunitments of Medicare, we ought
1o fave an election about that, We haver't had an election about that, M we're going 1o sav that
ot children, beeause they are poor, are not entitled to the health care they would otheewise get,
or that nuddle-cinss fauilies that have disubled children whe are now gotting help will or Wil
st gt et bedp depending on who hoppens o be goveenor of o given site, we ought 1o iove o
ehogtion aboeut that.

A ] wi're golug 1o say wa're going to reduce e numibrer of eoliege seholarships,
coliege Toans, investaients in our cducation system, nvestiments in environmintal prolection, we
sughl 1o bave an election about that, That 38 not what the 94 clection was about, cenaialy nat
what the 92 glection was abont.

Se lets cosne back here, balance a bodget 1 sever veass, show e American meople we
can de i, get the economic benetits of doing i, and then have 4l 1996 0 argoe abouws these
policies. Thal's the preper thing o do.

Wy have bent over backwards to reach good-faith, honorable, principled compromise.
and we ean sill do that. And T don't understand what the problens is. We can even have a
reasonghly good-sized tax cot and do i Big thore is o Timit to how big the tax cut can be, and
there certainty is a limit beyend which we cannot go in good conseience based on ot priorities,

A Tt me just make one final statemen,

Ever since the Congress and 1 agreed te reopen the governosent the first fimg, there wag a
resaiution we passed - we all agreed 1o . 11 said that, finallv, we waould giiree on g badget th
was balanced in seven vears, that the Congress would say wos balanced m seven vears, that
protected onr priorities — Medicare, Medicaid, edneation aud the envivonment « amd thit's wha
the resolution snid,

From the next dav, all T over hoeacd was, "Where 8 your budge! that they sav g seongd®
As if they had no obligation at all to deal with the other pants of the resalution, Well, hore it s,
This i hwir lotfer,

Mow, whit we pught 1o dn s Bonor the second part of the resolution. That maolution
aaid we're going fo put off the wdeslogicdd battdes umi the next election. Tlud resolution said,
vir, we'tl halunee the budget in seven years. but we will prinest eduostion nad the onvivorinent,
ard Medicme angd Medicaid, And ol P'im trving to do sonw 18 honor thie resodution that | signed
off on when we had the first government crisis & fow weeks ago,




{3, Do you think they've decsived you, Mr Presidoent, in their goais? Dhd they deeeive vou?

THE PRESIDENT: No, s, §aiweys oid vou what this is about, | said thiy weeks and
weeks ago, menths ago. | iave not beent deceived. But, you kuow, we don't --in a political
systom where ane party, where evau, T might say, one philosophy within one party does not
have ol comrol, sooner or later you have o ask vourself, are you going to nuke the perfec
thu eaemy of the good? .

Your know, when the Doisocrats - Jet me just give you an example. When the
Democrats bad the Congress in 1993 and 94, we passed the most sweephiy education reforns
wa've passed in 30 vears. 1 did not agree with svery last Hine in every one of those bills, Hugd
tid not make the perfect the encemy of the goad. 1said, | want the education retorm,

We passed o crime bl after six years of people falking about 1 hefure T got here, 1 did
net agree with evary line in the erime bll, bu | said- and nother did the Avomey Gengral
But we saidd. we're not going to make the prerfeet tie enemy of the good. We're poing to have s
principled, honorable compromise. We passed the crime bill,. We pu ovee 30,000 policc en the
strect, Crime is going dows in Ameriga.

so | wondd plead with the Republicans © hiok aboud hat, 10 ook of thel example, They
et have an election over the biggest difforences they have with me. Lovs sol make the povfeg
the snemy of the sood. We have already ugreed 1o enough spending Culs o balance the bidget
aned o give & modest ax cut, Letusdo iy

MR MCCURRY: Save some for toimorrow, Mr, Prosiders. (Laughier sod spplagse.)

THE PRIESS: Thank vou
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