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SUBJECT: THE MITCHELL BILL AND THE BUSINESS COMMUNITY 

DATE: AUGUST 17, 1994 

BACKGROUND 

I am continuing to work with a fe. elements of the large business 
community who remain committed to improving the bill sufficiently 
enough in.the Senate that they believe a good bill could emerge 
from conference. However, even these companies are expressing 
either discouragement. or concern. In addition, the small 
business coalition remains a constant support, but they have two 
issues of importance: the definition of the self employed, and 
the equal pricing issue for drugs sold to pharmacies. 

SUPPORTIVE GROUPS - The Ad Hoc Lobbying Group and its core 
members, from iron and steel, and auto, ,remain involved, and the 
"Atkins" group continues to work for employer mandates, await 
indications of the Senate climate, and appears ~plit between 
those still seeking amendments on ERISA, and those"hardlining 
that issue. Members of the Small Business Coalition for Health 
Care Reform remain active supporters of change. 

The auto and steel'companies have decided, with a little 
encouragement, that they should do what the entire business 
community should have done if it bad acted responsibly in this 
debate. They are now acting in a proactive manner to identify 
and prioritize business problems in the bill and to propose 
solutions. They are working with Senator Riegle and perhaps some 
others. They will keep .Senator Mitchell's office informed. This 
action may permit Democratic Senators to get some credit in the 
business community for moving some amendments that will make the 
bill more palatable to business. They will identify issues on 
which they believe there is congruity between business and labor 
and those on which there may be disagreement. 
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A conversation with Larry Atkins indicates-that his group is 
remaining in "the mix, and they are attempting to evaluate what 
the Mainstream Group can bring forth. They believe it will be 
difficult for them to do anything other than to amend the 
Mitchell bill. They remain hopeful that they will not 
successfully kill an~ mandate. 

Atkins has amendatory concepts ready, but has not reduced them to 
language or sought specific sponsors. A copy of their letter to 
senator Mitchell describing their issues is attached. Because 
.the Atkins group is divided on ERISA the' letter takes the hardest 
stand on that issue, but members of the group are more moderate 
in their outlook on the issue. 

OPPOSITION - There is now a unified "Key Business Groups." 
coalition of associations which have agreed to oppose the 
Mitchell bill in its present form, saying that it would be more 
harmful than retaining the current system. This group contains 
the NAM, U.S. Chamber, BRT, as well as the other usual cast of 
characters such as NFIB and HEAL. The Association of Private 
Pension and Welfare Plans and ERISA Industry Committee have now 
joined this group. 

Reportedly, within this group the BRT and ERISA Industry 
Committee (ERIC) are working behind the sce,nes for amendments, 
while having a public posture of complete opposition. 

ATTACHMENTS - (TAB A) I have attached a number of letters 
including one each from NYNEX, INTEL, and an IBM E-Mail, and the 
joint statement of the "key business groups." 

In addition, I have forwarded by voice mail the advertisement 
which I understand may run in 14 media markets early next week 
about ERISA, scaring employees of mUlti-state companies into 
opposing the bill. IBM drafted it. It supposedly will be signed 
by 57 companies. 

AMENDMENT STRATEGY 

Obviously most of the business groups have decided to try to help 
the Republicans take the Mitchell bill down to defeat. 

However, there is a core of companies left which hope that with 
some amendments and a good conference committee, they could 
support bills and final passage. Some of them are looking for 
sponsors for amendments, some appear to be working with the Rump 
Group, and some are trying to work with individual Senators and 
with Senator Mitchell's office. These companies are working for 
the employer mandate in the Senate. 

I have attached an issue description, list of problems or actual 
language broken out by industry group. 
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Concerns fall into several categorie~~ 

1. 	 OVERALL FINANCING IN THE PACKAGE: Companies which 
offer insurance now, find it difficult to swallow a 

·complete 	carve out for businesses with under 25 
employees, while being asked to pay a share for the' 
uninsured,' on top of premiums'already being voluntarily 
paid. They are concerned that this carveout.will also 
lead to a cost shift in the system which will cause 
their premiums to go up. ' 

They 'envision a continuing cost shift, which will lead 
them to have high growth in their premiums, while being 
asked to pay for the uninsured in their communities as 
a matter of law, not practice. 

There is a stronq'incentive to drop insurance under 
these circumstances wherever possible, to avoid the 
premium and therefore the taxes. They believe small 
employers will drop as much as possible. The precedent 
in the business community for this kind of behavior is 
in the past unemployment compensation behavior of 
companies which moved from high cost states to low cost 
states. 

Taxes for social costs such as research facilities seem 
to be less of a problem (if there is some fair share of 
the cost's) than a tax on a growing premium. 

Some companies may propose sUbstitute taxes and a pay 
or play concept, or "health care responsibility 
assessment." This would be especiially true if a 
mandate were to fail. ' 

One proposal might suggest a one percent payroll tax 
across the board for all employers plus three ,percent 
for non-insurers. 

'Financinq Amendments by Republicans - In addition, I 
have a report that businesses ,expect ,the Republicans to 
try to defund the entire Mitchell bill, by running 
specific amendments striking all the taxes, but one at' 
a time. 

2. 	 MULTI-STATE ISSUES - (TAB B) Multi-state companies 
which cover employees' in a standard company grouping 
with a standard benefits package across the country 
have been concerned about losing this standard. 

It is important to remember on this issue that the 
President in his speech to the BRT demonstrated an 
appreciation for the problems faced by mUlti-'state 
employers. This was followinq an explanation to him of 
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those concerns by Lou Gerstner of IBM. Therefore, the 
business community, which still supports universal 
coverage and employer mandate, feels that the 
administration may be willing to accommodate some 
adjustment on this issue. They have been told 
consistently that a state's ability to pass single 
payer did not appear to be a point of flexibility. 

~ . 

The level of the willingness of companies, still _ 
seeking a bill, to compromise seems to depend on their 
geographic location (Californians seem most concerned 
because there is a single payer initiative on the ' 
ballot in California.) 

There appear to be three amendments being discussed in 
the business community on this. 

a. No sin9le payer, and ERISA just as it is today. 

b. Carve out for employers with more than 5000 
employees in a given state, even if the state goes 
single payer. 

c. Permit a company to operate under ERISA without 
any interference, unless,and until a state goes 
single payer" when the company will go single 
payer in that state. '(Comp~nies supporting this 
option say they will fight on a state by state 
basis against single payer.) 

AMENDMENTS TO THE MITCHELL BILL ON THIS SUBJECT OPPOSED 
BY THE BUSINESS COMMUNITY: In addition, there 'is real' 
concern about ,several amendments which appear to be 
contemplated to expand further the flexibility of 
states to enact health reform without safeguards for 
ER~SA companies. These might be offered by Senator 
Graham, and/or Senators Breaux and Lieberman. 

3. 	 COST CONTAINMENT/MANAGED CARE - There is great concern 
that cost containment seems to be lost, in the debate, 
and that the business community will be ,left to pay an 
ever expanding cost if the bill is passed without ' 
containment. The business community believes that 
managed care and certain rates and targets will enhance 
cost containment. ' 

There are various recommendations for national 
expenditure targets and all-payer rates. (See 
auto/steel language.) 

Business will oppose the amendment of "any willing 
provider" language into the Senate bill. 



. \ 

\ 


4. CAFETERIA PLANS TAX ~ Many large corporations, as well 
as state, county and municipal government employees now 
have so-called cafeteria or flex benefits plans. In 
these plans employees choose certain benefits options, 

, including health insuranc~, disability, child care~ 
prescriptions and other benefits and fit them into a 
pre-determined premium amount and add pre-tax dollars 
to cover the difference. These were cost containment 
devices, because health care savings were allowed to be 
applied to other benefits as an incentive to. have "flex 

dollars." 

Both 	the Mitchell and Gephardt bills eliminate tax 
benefits derived from IRS code section 125. .A 
substantial number of companies, such as TRW, 
caterpillar and others regard this as an important 
issue. Pepsico is a member of the primary group which 
is opposing the change in section 125. 

We have been told that the rumor that the RNC was 
prepared to make this an election issue may not be 
true. 

Nevertheless it is an issue on which there could be 
sUbstantial emotional opposition built up among. middle 
class employees by those who really oppose the bills 
for other reasons. 

5. 	 INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR/SELF EMPLOYED ISSUE - (TAB C) 
This community has essentially sat on the sidelines, or 
in a few cases, such as the independent truckers, has 
supported the president. 

The definition of employee, to include the self­
employed, in the Mitchell bill, is raising great alarm 
among millions of small business people, including the 
Realtors, the Direct Sellers and the Small Business 
Legislative Council. They have not triggered their 
grassroots programs as ·of yet. 

Language was reviewed by Treasury, and 'supposedly will 
be offered by Senator Pryor. Their latest language 
drafted by Hogan and Hartson is attached. They would 
accept prior cleared language, or the Gephardt version, 
which is no definition at all. 

These people know how to trigger mail and telegrams. 
They 	once did 600,000 letters to the Hill in ten days. 
They need reassurance from senator Mitchell's office 
that this "drafting problem" will be taken care of. 
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6. 	 LOCAL PHARMACY ISSUE - (TAB D) The small local 
pharmacies which have been such an important part of 
the small business support for the bills, are very 
concerned that they obtain equal·treatment for 
wholesale pricing from drug makers, as is given to HMOs 
or mail order competitors. While they do not have 
language in the Senate bill, and do not expect to have 
it offered, they are very concerned that the drug 

.... makers not obtain adverse amendments in the Senate 
against the pharmacies. Such an amendment was 
successfully run against them in a House Committee, but 
did not impact their positioning in the whole bill . 

.7. 	 TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS - (TAB E) There are numerous 
proposed technical amendments which would clarify the 
bill. Most are in the area of paperwork and 
simplification in the bill. Some of the issues are 
risk adjustment, clarification of supplemental benefits 
requirements etc. 

Many technical amendment issues are outlined in the 
letters from the auto' and steel companies. A 
prioritized list is being prepared by them. 

The Atkins and Chambers groups of manufacturers will 
try to work together to draw up technical amendments 
which would make administration of the new system more 
appropriate from their point of view. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Business is ,looking for signals on financing, some kind of ERISA 
relief, cost containment measures and managed care. 

Financing - The unions are apparently also upset about the 
financing. The issue is finding a satisfactory substit~te. It 
may be that we have to wait for sequencing on this issue to 
determine if there is any strength to offer alternative 
financing. 

ERISA - It is important to decide whether to recommend that there 
be a signal sent to the business community promptly regarding the 
multi-state and ERISA issue. The business community generally 
believes that the President's credibility is on the line here 
since he indicated his understanding of this issue. 

Such a signal from Senator Mitchell 'could block the triggering by 
these companies of serious employee opposition to the bills. 
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Cost containment and Managed Care- Since the AHA has decided to 
oppose the bills and it is my understanding that it is they who 
wanted any willing provider language, it would appear that the 
fears of the business community on this issue might be allayed. 

We recommend that we continue to work with individuals 
representing companies close to us, and with others who still 
seek reform,. 

Attachments: 

TAB A: OPPOSITION 

TAB B: MULTI-STATE ISSUES 

TAB C: INDEPENDENT'CONTRACTOR/SELF EMPLOYED ISSUE 

TAB D: LOCAL PHARMACY ISSUE 

TAB E: TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS 
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)ntel Cnrporadol 
'2200 Mission CollegeHlvd. 
tJ.O. Kox 58119 
Santa Clara, CA 95052·8119 
(408) 76S·8080 

181uly 1994 inial. 
The Honorable Wdliam J. Clinton 
The Vlhite House 
WubingtOl\ D.C. 20500 Roe: Health Care Lesislaiion 

Dear Mr. President: 

Inlel Corporation is rapidly movins tov.-arda 8.I.;ive OPPOWOft to pu..ugt! ofhealth care 
lcsislation this year. From the begiu.Dina of Lru5 deblte. we have supported your health care 
reform goale ofCOlt containment and universal cavcrasc. Howe\'er~ the currem legislation does 
not addr6sa 0\1t concas~' . 

We have three mai.ft objective.lI: 

1) EruSAPrc-cmption. We have 8upport:d national reform in order to preserve federal 
sovemance of our multisUlte plana, which now O«UI'S under ERISA National refurm .t.ha1 grants . 
new !ltate lWthority is far worse for US than no reform.. 

2) Ami-Managed Care. The anti-managed care prnvtl\;nns that have been adopted by 
some oommittocs directly undermines our &brut;' to manage our programs and wiD raise our costs 
and inorease nationalbcalth expenditures. 

3) Fina.ncing. It is unreasonable to impo&e new toee or we&smentl on those who already 
provide health care benefits to their emrlnyees aoo th.eir tBmilies and pay for millions ofunin!l1.lred 
Alllericans through C08t shirung, AddWonal SOciety wide Mancini for "social respoMihility" is 
acceptabJe only mthe context ofuni'lersaJ i.iuv~.. 

Intel provide. OUf l3~OOO U.S, emploY"' e.ild their fomiliea with comprehensive, cost­
effective health r1ana. We can not support bealtl1 care .reform that putl our employees' health 
care benefitS at risk. undermines OUt cost-control gtrateaieA, dOft not Rddress the problem ofCOlt­
ahiftina and mae..,. uur t;i05ts. . 

At. health care reform lea1s1ation movca £o.-Wetd. we urge you to ensure tJtat our mutual 
goalA are not undercut by the final bill.s P!.!~~__"!..t~!~.!H§S! iWi Sen, .. . ' 

. Gordon B. Moore 
Chai"llUlD 

---_ .......-..... .... ...•...._..........-.... . ...-., .... _. __._-_ .. 
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.,The HcmOrab1t; Geor.P 1. Mltd1ei1 ' . 

$.221 ~Capitol' . ~. ...... 

WubiqtoD, D..C. 2OS10 
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.. . 
Dear SeaatorMitcbe!l: 

~~ tbst fbndamerrtal health care reform is 'IitaUy imporwrt. I1\d that 

mnrdns1bl rerorm means achieving universal service. ror dis reasoa, we have supported 

uama au rmpigyar manc1atC as a meaDS to acbieve wivet$8l healtb ~ coverap. By

usina'III employment~ system. in which there is both_oyer an.d employee 

1in81'lCial penic:ipation. we belleve that coverage can be extended most rapidly ~ cest­

o IlhiftiDs can'&. redu~ . 

Your plan takes a <flffereat approac,b. Your plan accommodale$ small buslnf;s\ 

tho uninsured. the underinsured and the busmesse$ tbat do not prcMde insuranea. 

CompatJies such as NYNEX that provide generous health btmefits to employees, retirees 

Mel ele~ ofbotb. receive 1'10 relieC Anel, indcecl. are requitecl to watn'bute more 1.0 

help pay for uninsutod and vnderins1lred .Americans. ~NYNEX C8m1Ot support suCh an 

approach. . 

. . 
NYNEX is financially responsible tOt the 1iealth benefits 0(nearly lOOt000 . 


Alnericaas. YO\Jr pl= would inGI'eA3C NYNEX's·co~.both dircaty BDd indir~y. 

without addressina cost shifting. In addition, yout plan would be particularly inequitable 

to our unionized. 'Wol1cforce., who have pl~ health betlefits at the top oftheir list of 

priorities duriq collective barpiuing sessions, . 


. 
NYNEX understands"dW employers wiD ~ontlnlJe to putkipalC ill the fina.ncing of 


health care monn. That financi.Ds should be equitable. broad-bued and v.ithin the 

CODta:t afcomprebeD.Sive roform. Under your plan. the burden offinancing health refonn 

is placed solely on employers that have boeIl vohmtarily providi.ns health benefits. Your 

plan eff'eictivety penalizes the goo.d ccxponte cltU.ens.. . 


'" . . 
.- SpeeiSca11y. the 1.7S percent premium assessment is inequitable. The-pie~um t'ax 

"soes into e.irec.:t in 1~. but t;be employer mandate. ittriggered at ~ would not 80 into ' 

efrect until 2002.. As. result.. this tax.wiD anIy be jmposed on employers that voluntarilY 

provl4e hee1th eoven.gc. EmJ)loyers ~ choose not to provide coverage (or their 

~mptoyea avoid this tax. . • . 


-' 
" 

" 

ab.J 020 
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-. 
, Simila.rly. the tax on -high costa plans e8n only be imposed on mnployett . 

vo1untarlly providins benefits. While NYNEX understands the goal ofthe high cOst tax.is 
to c;;ontl'ol bc:a1th c;II'~ oostB, thi& ~srn iI ~~ the ~ ~e:oti.ny ·pl.&Ilishc;~" 
employers.tIW hayo been generaw to their .oyees and their families. It places an 
idditioaal burden on union worbt'a who have placed health care benefits aboVe higher 
wages during their barpining ~o~ In additloll. the Medieare and Medieaid savinp . 

. your plan proposes·would result in additional cost-&hiftiIig to employers.and others. 
pw-cbwna privato~. . 

. . .. ,. . ..~ 

Ifyour pili imposed ita fia.andng mechanisms in the context ofittionsemployer . 
mandate: the tauI would be less ODa"OUS. Instead. the costs afhealth care reform will be' . 
borne inequitablY. u health care costa are borne within the employer ~mmunity today, 

NYNEX woule! 'be pleased to work with you and your ltaft"to develop more 
equitable. hll1'1ldng provisions. A1 present. however. ~ is forcccl to oppose your 
heatth c:are reform legWation because it,wiD impose inequitable fi~al bUrden; on 
NYNEX without addressing eost-shiftiag to employers 1hit voluntarily provideeoverage 
today. 

~. 

" 

.. 

. . 

"; 
\:IliONIWfOd 020 
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KEY BtJSINESS GR.OUPS ACREE TO OPPOSE WTCHELL Dn..L 

,"'asbiDllon, DC • Aupst 11, 1994 • Key business croups, represetitinB large and small 

employers oaD.onwide, today voiced their united opposition to Senator Mitchell·s health we 

bin, saying the bill, in its present rorm. would be more harmful than retaining the current. 

system. 

The Mitchell but would hun Amcrican wOlken and businesses. It would u....tdermine 

me success of the present system by devastating hJ,h Quality employer·provided health care 

plans enjoyed by t.ie vast majority of Americans. Workers and bu$ine$se.s would pay more 

and aet less. 

The bottom line is that a bad bill is far worst". than no bill at all. 

The groups represent more than a million employers ranging (rom fortUne SOO 

corporations \0 very small companies. While they have varying positions on how to achieve 

reform, they are united in believing that the Mitchell bill is not reform. Any bill that 

increases COSU, greatly expands the tole of government and could actually reduce health 

coveta&e is not reform•. 



\ 

AlSOCiation of Private Pension. and Welfare Plans 
ERlSA Industry Committee 
Hea1thcare Equity Aclion Leque 
National As.sociauon of Wholesaler-Distributors 
National Association of Manufacturers 
Na.!ional Business Coalition on Health 
National Federation of Independent Business 
National Retail Federation 
N.ilional Restaurant Association 
National Small Business United 
Self-Insurance Institute ot America 
The Business Roundtable 
U.$. Chamber of Commerce 

For more inlormatloD. eontaet: 

APPWP. Jim KJein 202-289~6700 
ERIC, Mark Ugoritz 202..789-1400 
REAL, Dirk Van Donsen. 20'2-871-0885 
NAWD, Alan Ktanowitz 202·872'()885 
NAM, Sharon Canner 202-637-3124 
NAM. Monica Oliva 202-637-3093 
NBCHI Sean Sullivan 202-175-9300 
NFIB. John Motley 202-484-6342 
NRP. Steve Pfister 202-223-82S0 
NRA, Ieff PrinQC 202-331-5944 
~"'SBU I Todd McCracken 202·293-8830 
SUA, Georae Pantos 202-828-5026 

.BRT. lohanna Scneider 202-872-1260 

.Chamber I Jeff Joseph 202463·S493 
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CORPORATE HEALTH CARE COALITION 

1133 Con.lul,:ti,'!.lt Ave.• N. 'tV.. S!.llto 1200, WBaib.i.IlJtOIl, DC lOO36 
(202) 775-9834 Phone (202) 833·&491 ru. 

August 16. 1994 

AIlIedSIgII. 1rIc:. 
Am,nUIClII 

"'_ CD/'IM',lItIoft 
AIInc Riclifilll Coml"Y 
8011 Aaal'lllo The Honorable George J. Mitchell' 
'\"hI IIHIIIO eo"""IIIV Majority Leadereolll I~••,. 1M. 
o.ltal fq"iI>_nt ~r.tlan United States Senate 
Dow ~ CoInpIllY 
OI.lFllrlt ComIlIf'Y Leader's Capitol Office 
I_till tCqcj. CAmp..., Washington, DC 20~1().1902
<I....... E'-""" c-ptll\,. 
GOOI';iIl"I'ecllk eor,otlltlaft 
CiTt ~1tiOI'I Dear Senator Mitchell: 
PlIIIINJV fllCMI ClOfl'ICIfltDn 
I..... CofoporceM" 
\r\lfoIt\I1IcIftal loaN.. Wo appreciate your mce~ing with us last Friday tu discuss ourMiIe"'r,.. CoIJeI1l!lorl . 
McI'.loIWliII)oIlllIa Catporatioll concerns about the health care reform proposals before the Senate. A$ we 
Mel eo_I&IItID". ~1tII:Ift mentioned. we have a number of sipificaDt problems with the bill as
PIC''''' T .... G..~ 


SaU"l"'-1IU1'I'\ !WI CuNrltiM drafted. Among these are three provisions that would cause us to oppose 

......... PvoIllS....... · 
 health ctlJ'e reform if they ore in tile fiD.allcplatiol1 considered by the .: WeST 11'10; 

Sena.lc. We will (:ODtinuc tu seet improvements in these three areas in the 
next few weeks. . 

National uniformity and the fideral preemptioD of relevant stat • 
.	laws is a parti<."Ularly signifi"-llt issue for us. Our willlilgness to support 
national health care reform has been based largely 011 our commitment to 
preserving a nadonal framework. Federa11eiislatioD that arantJi new and .. 
duplicate authority to the states would be worse for us than current law 
with its prospect of &tllte-by-s.Ulte effoIU at reform. 

. While we wouJd prefer complete federal preemption of state law, 
we have been willing to work with Members and state leadel'l on 
reasonable stale flexibility to avoid a floor Baht OD this issue. For this 
reason, we supponed the Senate Finaute CornmJttee provisions alluwing 
states to establish single-payer systems as long as employers with S,OOO or 
more employees (including the federal govemmeo.t) were exempted ·from . 
theKe !)'!items. Weal.~n have heen W111ing to grandfather existina state 
waivers and to work with state leaders on a way to provide for Umited 
early implementation Ot federal reform. 

UnfortUnately, the ~ill that will be brought to the floor transfers·too 
much authority to the states. It eliminates the large employer exemptinn 

http:Con.lul,:ti,'!.lt
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from SUHe single payer system!:. To make matterl wo~e. it would subject 
u.s to sub-state single payer systems. It also creates new waivers for . 
HawAii, New Yurk, ~U Maryhwd, which we fear will Bl\J'a\.1 ameDdmen~ 
to waive other states. We are concerned that if this is the starting point, 
the Senate and the conference committee willirant additional state 
pow.n. We are particularly concerned that ero!iion in the employer 
mandate or a reduction of tax revenues may encourage the SenA" to grant 
states even more authority over healtb plam. 

Given the inability in the House to resolve' multistate employer. 
issues, our only hope is in the Senate. We urge you to send a clear signal 
to multistate employenthat these issues of utional u.nirormity will be 
resolved in the Senate. 

Another major concern or oun is the distriliution of financ:ins 
burden achieved through t3Jtes and. employer mandates. Were everyoDe in 
Lhe· system covered tlu'ough mandates, equitable taxa could be levied OD. 

health premiums. With a delayed mandate or no mandate. assessments on 
health premiums. excess plan COSts. and experlence-rated plans all have the 
effect of loading additional costs on the employers who now provide pl8.J1l 
\0 1h,ir employees. The resulting penalties on those who offer health 
benefits create a disincentive for fillll5 to adopt health plana voluntarily. ' 

As we noted in the meeting. we can accept the 2 percent premium 
tax adopted in the House package in the context of an employer mandate 
in wbi~h itJl people have health plAnS. We cannot accept the risk 
adjustment mechanism in the Senate bill as it applies to experience-rated 
plans. This assessment would be open-ended, set by the states. and based 
on methodologies yet to be developed. CompanieJ would hay! no way of 
estimatina its impact on thelt experience-rated plaas. W. art also ' 
concerned that this mechanism could ul1Il.\ferfunU5 ·uom low..risk large 
fin.ns to high-risk large firms to offset differeDce5 in the age and health 
status of their workforces. 

, III the conte"'t of an employer mandato, we continue to preter an 
oven, equitable tax on all health plans to finance -soda1 responsfbWty" 
costs. Any financing Cor "social responsibility" either before, or in the 
absence of an employer mandate. should involve contributions from those 
without·health insurance who continue to use the health care system. We 
believe a tu can be devised that would operate in lieu of premium taxes to 
enable aU individuals, with and without insutaocc. CO participate in health 
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care financing. At any rate. we urge you to avoid eyceuive sureharses on 
health plans in the absence of universal coverage. 

O:.u- thin} cuncern is ~hat employers continue to be able to use 
.managed care to control health care costs. particularly if employers will be 
subject to penalties for failure to contrnl costs. We are encoUl'aged that 
the Senate bill preempts state "any willing provider" laws and other laWl 
thct interfere with managed we arTiwgcmen~. The Senate bID also 
IIpcc;itically avoids the creation of a federal "aay will.in& provider" law. The 
fIeedom to selectively contract with specific providers enables managed 
care plans to negotiate netter quality care at lower eMS. W. urge you to 
continue your support for manQ&ed core and help defut anti-managed QlCC 

amendments on the floor alld iu wnIcrence. 

In addition to these three principle concerni. ~re are II number of 
other importa.nt issues for us in this bill wbieb we hope could b. resolved 
before the final bill is enACted. These include problems with the remedic:s 
and eruof,cmcnt provisiunsoftbe bill (t .5.501), which we feel would create 
significant new liabilities for employers, and ·problems with 
antidiscrimination provisions (I 1602). A" we agreed with Bob Rosen. we 
will provide bimwith a. list of these issues and some suuestiollS for bow 
they could be resolved. 

Again, wc.appreciate the opportunity to disCUD our concerns with 
you. 

Sincerely, 

~:=::a~·17+ 
Chairman 

http:importa.nt
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DIROCT SELLING ASSOl:lAT10N 
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Augusl17. 1994 

TO: 	 Bobby Rozrn 

Christine Williams 


CC: 	 Will Sollee 

Mike Thomp~()n 


INFO COllY: 	 Carcn Wilcox 

Stcve Glaze 

Alex Dean 

Petcr Reineck.: 

Mike W~l\cJ 


Andr~ J<ing 


t'KOM: 	 Ncil Offen 

President 


RE: 	 Scc1012(2)(C)(i)ofS.2351 

Sclf~F.mploycd Individuals as Employees 


From various r~P4JrLs. WI: arc V11,;flsw thilt apparently all key Pllrtj.;~ arc am~nabw to nm;.:nJin,g tho;­
above referenced section to eliminate the unintended consequences that enactment of the section 
would brine about. The fonowing revised suggestion for amc:n<.iatory language is a reformatting to 
clarify the language we sent to you sc\'cral days ago. It docs not cause any substantive change. 
We bclil.we it is clearer and prtlfcrable to our first suggestion. (The first version would still taJ...c 
care ofour concerns, but not as pl'I.':l~iri~~ly) Onr (\vcrall prcrcrcncc is, of course. to eliminate th¢ 
entire provision and follow ~ npproach and language taken in this area in the Gi.:pha.rdt bill on the 
HVlI!ic side. 

Thanks for your undcrstandmg, cooperation and assistance. Please verify our undcrstanding that 
our concerns wi1J be taken care of and advise us ASAP 3S to what you plan to do. We would hope 
a noor manager am"ndmcnt would be the vchicle to remedy the situation. Let us know how we can 
help. 

hill 

Enclosure 


j:nhoro;r.cn 
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DlRF.CT SELLL'JG ASSOCIATION 
1~ K ~'r....t. NYI', !:"';I\; 1010, W,,,.hinr;""", IX: :!Ixu'. ~~O$ 

202/2'1J.S/tli). rd' 21)? 11Ii.l-4!ib9 

PropOsed Amendment 10 S. 2351 (Sen. Mitchell Substitute) Regarding 

TrOQtmol'~t 9.£ Sclr-P.mployod Individuals :..s "Employcc" 


Amend paraaraph (2) (C) (i) of section 1012 (Definitions 

Rchuin~ to f.mpll.1ymcnt and IJ1wnc) of S. 2351 (S~n. Mitchell substitute) to read as follows: 

h(C) EMPLO';IiIiS. -­

'(i) TREATMF.~T OF SELF-EMPLOYf,D. -­

"(I) IN GENERAL --:Thc term 'employee' inc·l\.ld~ a sc1f~ploycd 
individual. . 

"(II) EXCLUStO.N \\'HERE NO OT1IJR EMPLOYEES. -
CliJu:sc CD shall lIot.applv in the case of a sclf-cmploycq 
inctividual who dtX.."'S !'lot emplov other persons as employ~ 
~ithln tile l~Cill1mg of paragraph (n IBn." 

"(111) EMPLOYF..R--)n the c.1.SC ora self-employed individual 
to wh<.\m ci:lIIsc (I) l\Wlir.~ ~m:h pct'scm shalt be consic:krcd to 
be an employer of himself or herself," 

[New language underscored1 

08/17194 

http:inc�l\.ld
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DIRtCT Sf:LLL~G A~SOCIATlON 
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2021293-5700 .• FJ~ 2Il2/4fi4509 

Explanation of Proposed Amendment to S. 2351 

(Sen. Milchet1 SlIns,illlte) Rcsarding 


Treatment of Self-Employed Individual as "Employee" 


ll1c proposed amendml.,'Jlt makes two changl'S to section 1012 (2) (C) (I) ofS. 23.~ 1 (51,:11. 
Mitchell's sUbStitute). Under section 1012(2) (C) 0) as introduced, for purposes of the Act (unless 
otherwise specified), "The term 'employcc' includes a self-employed individua1." 

The first change under [hI,; propo5Cd amendment would exclude form lhe proposed rtlle rrc.Uing 
::;c,;lr~lIIl.lluyt:U ul\iividuals A5 employcc~ 8 !!Iclf-cmployed individual who has Jl<) other employees. It 
is understood that the purpose of section 1012(2} (e) (i) as introduced is to address the situation 
where a selr-employed person operateS a business tllat has other emplO)'\':\"~ aJl~ (hal ih~ proyision 

is intended to operate in a m(ll.U1Cr similar to I.R.C. § 401(c) in the pCl'lsion area which treats the 
self-employed owner-proprietor as an employee for pWPOSt.'S of eliaibility undl.'f the employee 
benefit pl.:m and v,U'ious statutor),rcquirement.1l nf comparable tn;alIncnt ofemployees, 

Sine\,; this purpose: at whil:h socticn 1012(2) (C) (I) is u"dor$tood.to be din:ct~ in treating a self. 
employed individual as an employee would be inapplicable in the situation where the self-employed 
individilaJ has no other employees, the proposed amendment excludes such :;elr~1II~luyw 
individual from the "employee" characterization provision in S. 2351. 

The second change under the prnpn~crl amendrrwnt would clarify that a sclf-enlplo~'ed individual 
who is bein,g treated as an "employcc" by reasons of section lOI2(2)(c)(i) of the proposed Act 
would be cOllsidcn;.d to be an cmpJoyco orhi5 or hln' o.....n tr:l<l~ or busim:ss (rather than hemg 
d~cmcd an employee of some other trade or business such as that of a person for whom the self­
employed indjviduaJ performs services as an inru,-pcO(,h.:nL I,;unlral;llll). TIUs propostO c;larifica.tion 
reflects what is under!ttood La be the original intent of the provision, 

http:u"dor$tood.to
http:statutor),rcquirement.1l
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America's nc:llhbotbood ru'UlstOr<::5 suVport th~ In Congress workltl& to 
guarantee unIverSal health care for all. 

We applaud the efforts oCRcp. Geph"u'dt and Sen. Mitchell, who recognl1'( that . 
hc.;idlh ("'''aJl: (''OS\$ can be reduced by bringing everyone into the systdn. They 
understand lhat univets.'l1 coverage is a nece!)SUl)' c;:letncnt in any effort to str:.dghten 
OUI our health care system. They ato;o llnderstand the need to bring falmess to the 
prescription drug nurkctpL1ce. 

Year after year, cooS\uners continue to pay higher prlces for prescription drugs 
because dnlg makers, who comprise one ofthe most profitable Induslries In this 
c:ountry, limit true competition in the marketplace. 

Amerlca'$ 60,000 neighborhood drug stores disprose 9 out ofevery 10 outpatient 
prescriptions, yet dmg makers continue to deny them access to the significant 
discounts they offer hospita~, HMOs, and rnan order vendors. In fa<..'t. drug makers 
typicaUy charge neighborhood drug stores 5, 10, or 15 times what they charge a 
hospital or HMO for the very same drug. 

$39.89 

$27.31 

$18.31 

Potalllolum "UPtJlt:III~llt Beta I>lOCker Angina medicine· 

• PrIce to neIghborhood drug stores 0 Di$Counttd prit;9 to hospital or HMO 

'Ille t't'.~\ 'lit is higher prescription druS prices for the 10 million (:onsumlt 1"$ 'W hQ 
each day pay tor their medkines out ofpocket. lbose hurt the most are thc 
elderly, the POOl', :tnd those wlchout health losw·aJ.lo:. 

Drug mnken; $et their own priet.:s. TIley (:)iliiU that C!<iua.1 access 'WIll "force" them to 
nise their prices ro their present discounted ctlStomers. If this were true, why 
would drug mi\kcr& oppose: It, &illlX II would mean increased revenue and protlt? 

nu; cc:.lllty .is that unIt; makers don't want an buyers [0 have equal access to their 
discounts ". because it will end their ability to block competition and manipula.te: 
the fu::c: lu<ukelpmce.. 

Cougre;s m~t re>lore (almess to the marketplace, and lower prices to 
con.lOumers, by glvlng neighborhood drug stores C11ual access to 
manufacturer dl'IICounts. 

COMMUNITY RETAIL PIIARMACY 

'"Health Care Reform Coalition 

http:manipula.te
http:losw�aJ.lo
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August 15. 1994 

Me", Robert M. Ro2en 
Legislative Counsel 
Office of Senate Majority Leader 
The Capitol 
Washington. D.C. 20510 

Dear Bob: ' 

Thank you for taking the time tl) discuss 04Jr concerns with S.2357. both during the 
meeting With Senator Mitoheli and following the meeting. 

As you requested. J am enclosing a brie11$t of the more "technicar proviSion of the 
bill whiel'\ cause us feal concern. In each case the paper summa(1ZeS the problem 
and notes a suggested solution. 

In the section noted "Plan Requirements-. our concerns are based on our 
interpretation of the sections noted. If t/'\Q$e interpretations are in error, plea$e let U$ 

know. 

Since 1his paper Is Intended to highlight me more technical prdVisions we beneve may 
impact our industry more than the average business. we did not go into any detaiJ 
conceming the many other technical iSsueS which win negatively impact bUSinesses 
in genatal. including the auto companies. I refer mainly to uniforrnit)', remedies. 
administrative complexity, and other SUCh issues. 'am confident you are hearing 
from virtually all business'trade associatlons about these Issues. 

" 

Finally, Sob, we did not repeat aU the points we made during the meeting with 
Sena1oT'M"rtenell about OUT major eoncem that S. 2357 wiD exacerbate today3 a'ready 
inequitable financing system. ' ' 

I have reviewed all of this with representatives of Ford and General Motors and you 
can be assured tnis letter and the attachment reflects the views of all of our 
companies. . 

Thanks again for the time you have givet'l us. and we continue to support a health 
refonn biD that Includes universal coverage. cost containment and equitable broad 
based fillilncing_ 

Very truly yours, 

Attachment 
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Issues of partieuiar Concern to Auto Companies 

Health Security Act (S235,D 


1. Benefit Fleaibility 

Our health bel'Utfit ):JIanS have an actuarial wlue greater than tho standard beftefit plan 
called for by the bill. Howe\l'er, some beM1its included In the propgsed bilts standard 
benefit plan =are ftot Included in O\ar plan. (a,g. offi;v via"', serne preventive GCI'Y~. 
etc.) The bill•.asdrafted, would require us to offer these additional benefits. Employees 
would then be requited••s • ~ndition of getting their Qlrrenl benefib, to pay for these 
additional benefrts (since employers are only required to offer !'lot pay for ~8 specified 

. benefit package). CompanIes with conectively eargained Igrftments will have special 
problems bringing these plans in =mpliance with these standards. We believe theaa 
requirements could substartti.UV increase the auto companies' h~alth care costs and 
cause additional collectiv. bargaining StrHs. 

~W8 believe that all employ. I'!/, currQl'ltly cfferiftQ benefits that are at least equal to 
the actuarial value of"e benefit package provided by the BfLae CrossIBrue ShielO 
Standard Option package offered under the F'ed.ra1 Employe" Health Bcl\efit 
Plan as in effect 1n 1994. and are contributing at leaSt 50% towards the cost of 
the premiuM. aholollcl be 'exempt from the provisions of the bill concerning whitt 
benafitt should be offered to qualify as a ~rtifted plan. 

Any collectively bargained or self insured plan that equals or exceeds the 
actuarial value of the standard benefit plan shall also be deemed to qualify as a 
certified I)lan, • 

2. Maintenance of t;fforts to, Druga 

A. new ModiC'll1"8 drug benefit would become effectiVe on January 1, 1999. Howe~er, the 
biD provides that employers presently provtding drug coverage fot MediCare retirees must 
COtttinue to provide such coverage until Januilry 1, 200z. 

There II no basis fOr this disCJ1mination and this maintenance of effort provision 
should be deleted. 

,3. Plan Requirements 

A review of the provlslol"$ of the bill rappearc to requinit: 

PurchHiRg coat sharing euppler'l'\6MaI polio.iQG from the 3..". fiilrrktr as Utft standard 
benefit padcage - 51141 (c)(1 )(A). 

Under current practices, employers frequently share the cost of family coverage 
for ch"al.waglMtamers (I.••, ICnOwn as coordinatiOn of benefitl). ",is provision 
could require an employed spouse. currently getting benefrts from one employer. 
lO enroll in lheather spouses standard plan to obtain supplementai benefits 
available under that spouses plan - this clearly leads to additional Ctlst shWting 
and should be changed. 

COlI".,,., Co~A • '0r4 MvCClr ~IIJ • OeMraI MotOn CorJIoraIOIl 
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This CQuld also prevent a retiree from .nralling in a FEHBP if tne retiree wished 
to avail nirY\$elf of a supplemental ,Ian offered by the fOlTftet employer. Tho 
retiree should not be $0 prohibited. 

Providing the tame cost sharing across all items and services in the plan - §' 141 (c)(3). 

- 1$ it really the il'ltent of the bm to prevent. for example, dental plana from having 
different copayments for different aervices and from haVing different cost shafng 
provisions than other medical clan ..Nices? There appears to be no basis for 
common cost 5haring for a8 services and this provision anculd be deleted. 

Paying the same contribution for an HMO. Fee for service and POS - 17211. adding 
14522(b). 

16 it the intent of the bill to require the same prcmt"'" eOr'ltribution for WUO. POS 
and fee-for-seMce plans even though they have actuat1ally different values'? 
There apl:)ears to t>e no basis for ;ug, 8 requirement amI it $hol.lld be deleted. 

Every health plan to include in its payments to pralridMS SUCl'\ "aadfdonal 
,.imblJrsements" as may be necessary to ref1ee;t cost-sharing re<tuct1ons provided to 
certain low inCOme individuals - 51128 (b). . 

The reirnl;)ursement rates that employer health plans currentiy pay already 
.suDtIdI:n seNic:as by Providers to individuals lacldng health coveni.Qe. Additional 
raimbursement would giv. p~\ridetB a "wil'ldfalr and is not justified. It appeant 
this provision should be modified to provide for redueticns in provider fees - not 
increases. 

4. Financing Inequities10ther Major Coneems 

Our major ooncem with 52357 is tl'1at eXisting heann system finanCing IneQuities are 
wol'iened; CostaJ\iftjng fram employers not sharing in the cast of care win continue and 
filmt, Increase, Cost shifting from MedicsA! wlU increase. Additional subsidies will be 
required to cover the uninsured. In au eases, companies currently providing coverage 
will '" their costs increase; cornpanae. payi"Q nothil\g IVe spared 

We also share the conoem. nais.ed by ill wide &pectNm of bU$inesses. resarding nathtnal 
unWormity, new Civil Rl;hts remedies and athol' in¢entNes for litigation. etc. 

http:coveni.Qe
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!be ,1Ionorllile GGorc)e Mitchell 

t7D.S.te4 stat.es Senate 

~ington, D.C. 30510 


, 

Re: Concerns and SUqqast.1oftl for Amend.menb to S. 2357 

Dear senator Kitchell: 

~nk you fgr me.et~ with us last lri4e.y; we apprecia.te your
.i.J.rt.erest tn o\1t' concerns with S. 2357. As we 4iseussecl, the 
Aaarlcan Iron and. steel I!lStitute has been a stron; advocate tor 
comprehensive health care reform that would effaetively -- provi4e 

. =1:versal coveraqe by uain9 tax incentives or penalti.. to 
encourage employers to share tbe respons1b1l1ty of prov14tn; basic 
health beD8flts to employees, control future costa and. ellainata 
sost. llhifti.Dg, ••tal>lish _dical practice protocols and. quality 
~t systems, 1nit1ate malpra.ctice refons, and retain 
Ke4iCU'e I1S primary pA)'U' for the el4erly. F1nanoing of, health 
care ~af'ora should be done equ1ta:bly, in a manner that ISpreActs the 
cost. ~oacUy ac:rOS8 society. Financing' mec::hanisaa ahou14 not 
iztcreasG' c~ts to raspons1ble employet"s WbO are already prov141n;
healt.h care ccvuage to their employees.. . 

. . 

1'h.e domest10 atael ind.ustry will spend over 1.5 })1111on dolla.rs 
this year to provide health care benefits to aver 500,000 
employees, ~etirees, an4 dependents. This valuable benefit 
COZlStit\ltss 17' 'Of our total emplcyme.nt. c:ost. ii.nda~telr 5t 
of' tJ:Ia ave.ra.,e (;Ost or a_em ton of steel sold in the o. S • Haaltb 
eare Z'GfOrJI is a v1tal .l.rrternational compet.it.iYenes. issue fol:' O\\r 
1n4YStry'~ause domestic steel companies pay an average ot 810,300 
per 'activa employee to prcv14e health eare benefits to employees, 
~t1I."ees, aM their 4epenclents. In caDaela, steal ccmpenies ba'Y. a 
steelworker aml retiree population with si.U,a:-· ge:mocjl"aphiea but 
pay an avera,. ot $4,300 fgr essentially the same benefits. Health 
coatIS a:r:e even 1OW'W for 2Uropean and· Japanese steel companies" 

stfi\1el c:ompany health care costs oonti.."lU8 to apU:al higher, despite 
~es.ive CO&t~containman~ effo~ts that inclUde in~ea.$d ~loys. 
cOat-shar.i:n.9 ~l\4 agv.resai". managed eare programs. Hea-lth ear. 
costa are· at erulJhj.ng' levels and it 11 bee=oil;l.1'lfJ 1ncreasin~J ly Ilo¥'e. 
diff;cult to- squaaze the cost for th15benefit out of thA modest 

. revenue that 01.U' .basic procIY.c;t c:cmma.ncls • 

• 
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We reub hopeful ,that Congress vill' eJ1act leg1s1at1cm that 
ecztZ'Ols coats anci prGYl4es all wOZ'kinC; AmeZ"icans with aff~clable, 
q'WI.l.ity health c::are th.I:'ougb the.tz employment. W. cOll.1ll.8J1Cl you for 
yaw: strong' leadership 1ft tbJ.s effort. As rraquelt.ed, we have 
attac:becl for' your CODs14arat1on a brief $\UIIJIUU'Y of our maJor 
ccmceris vitb 1.2357 and. 4\149ested solutions. '. . 

once aqaift, thank you for yO\JZ' intuest and fC¥e the opportunit.y to 
share our' ~cez'ft. with you... . 

cc:: william E. Wickort Jr. 

, , 

http:rraquelt.ed
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Major Coneems and sYggested Solutions 


,. The long phaseeinof the employer 
mandate will worsen CD&t shifting for nine 
mare yen 81 more employn drop 
~ health care co'l8t'1lge. A soft 
trigger would out any possible benefit. 

2. The bill lacks meaningfUl ClOSt 
ccntaInment mechanisms to redUce the 

. rate of medical.coat ascaIation.. 

3. The premium assessment and Ih8 
high<;ost plan premium tax wculd l8\faiHy 
shift more =- to reaponsible emplcyerl 
hi. have, for decades, borne the cost of 
this valuable .benefJt for millions of 
Amet1eana. 

: 4. An -any willing provider provision­
would undetcUt one of the most eIfective 
rnarkSt-be8ed tools hat employers and 
health plans have to controJ costs· yet 
rnaLntain Ihe qyatit)t of health an to 
employ... 	 . 

5. A study commission on WQl1c8rs 
~atlon . would . lead to the 
federalization of the existing ~ . 
G)'Item. 

8. Celayins the maintet.\ant:e· fA effort' 
requirement far prescription drugs untJ1.·. 
the vear 2002 would· unt'liriy di$Ciirninata 
against fMpon5ibJ. emplcyers and . 

. ' ~ oCher employenl not to otfer 
the dnJg benefit. thereby increasing the . 

.cost shift. 
'. . 

7.. The civil ri;hts provision intended to 
:	prevent insurance' plana from 
discriminating IG8Inst applicants wDl 
c:naate a litigation "ightmn fOr self.. . 
inaJmd plana. 

SQlution 

Incarporate national ~ taraets· . 
and all~ ratea. . 

.' Eliminate ~e hlgn coat premium ,. and . 
.raiae necessary revenues .through broad 
based asS88sments similar to lVIedioare. 

Do not permit such a proviSM . 

Elimi~ this ptOVis1on in'ita entirety.. 

. . 

All Medk:anHflQibIe persona should be 
entitJed to prescription cfl\Jg benefits at the 
same time. 

E.xSmpt self-insured plans froin this 
provision. 

8. S. 2357 \\IOUld gav8 ~ the Maintain the ERISA preemption. . 
authOritY to regulate rnulti..atate employer
health plans. . 	 . 
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THE FINANCE COMMITIEE REFORM PLAN 

Will INCREASE FORD'S COSTS SUBSTANTIALL V 


./YEAR 2000 COST INCREASES AS A PERCENTAGE OF BASE COSTS 
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POSSIBLE DISCUSSION 

I would suggest prefacing any of your remarks with a direct request that 
everything you say in this meeting is off the record. Although it may be 
difficult to initiate the conversation in this way, it is important to do so and it 
could be used as a segue into a discussion as to why you are very concerned 
about his public remarks about the President's plan and the people who are 
working on it. 

I would try to elicit his views on health care policy. His big criticism has 
been that he believes that he has been lectured at rather than listened to in 
our meetings with him. I would ask him about his political and policy· 
assessment of what direction we should go with regard to health care policy. 

Following this discussion you might want to consider sharing with him 
your own political assessment of what is possible/passable in the Congress. 
This discussion would touch on the political impossibility of passing a Single 
payer or Medicare-for-alllegislation, just as it would mention the 
unacceptability of supporting a pure managed competition approach to reform. 

Interestingly and ironically. although he has complained to others about 
a lack of consultation he has also suggested to you that he would prefer that 
we complete our first cut decisions as quickly as possible so we can start up 
substantive and direct consultations with Congressional leadership. You may 
want to give him an update on the status of policy decisions and suggest that 
you expect that detailed staff briefings can begin on Thursday or Friday of this 
week and that committee chair and subcommittee chair consultations should 
commence shortly thereafter. 

Lastly. I have little doubt that he will raise his concerns about major 
Medicare and Medicaid cuts to underwrite the costs of the reform package. 
Although his packages have assumed significant Medicare rate of growth 
reductions. he is concerned that the level of cuts that we are considering may 
be too deep. Conversations similar to the one you had today in the Pres1dent's 
meeting may be most appropriate to respond to th1s issue. 
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August 20, 1993 

TO: Bob Boorstin 
Jeff Eller 
Jerry Klepner 
Mike Lux 
Ira Magaziner 
Julia Moffett 
Karen Pollitz 
Steve Ricchetti 
Patty Solis 
Melanne Verveer 

FROM: Chris Jennings 
Steve Edelstein 

SUBJECT: Schedule for Congressional Consultative Meetings and Briefings 

Attached is a tentative list of meetings and likely possible dates for 
consultative meetings with members of Congress. Of course, this schedule is subject 
to change, but it should be helpful for preliminary planning. 



SCHEDULE FOR CONGRESSIONAL CONSULTATIVE MEETINGS AND BRIEFINGS 


CONSULTATIVE MEETINGS: 


MONDAY, AUGUST 30TH - THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 2ND: 


House Commi~~ees of Jurisdic~ion S~aff 
1M, JF 
(Detailed staff-level discussions) 

Sena~e Commi~~ees of Jurisdic~ion S~aff 
1M, JF 
(Detailed staff-level discussions) 

Senior Congressional Leaders - (As Available) 
HRC, 1M, JF* 

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 8TH: 

Bipar~isan Congressional Leadership 
BC, HRC, 1M, JF 
Location: White House 
(To brief Members and set up consultative process) 
Foley 
Gephardt 
Michel 
Mitchell 
Dole 

House Leadership and Chairmen of Commi~~ee of Jurisdic~ion 
BC(?), HRC, 1M, JF 
Location: White House 
(To brief Members and set up consultative process) 
Foley 
Gephardt 
Bonior 
Rostenkowski 
Stark 
Dingell 
Waxman 
Ford 
Williams 

1 




Senate Leadership and Chairmen of Committees of Jurisdiction 
BC(?), HRC, 1M, JF 
Location: White House 
(To brief Members and set up consultative process) 
Mitchell 
Ford 
Pryor 
Daschle 
Moynihan 
Kennedy 
Rockefeller 
Riegle 
Mikulski 
Breaux 

Congressional Republican Leadership - BC(?), HRC, 1M, JF 
Location: White House 

Dole, Michel and designees 

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 9TH: 

Single Payer Leaders - HRC, 1M, JF 
Location: Capitol Hill (Gephardt to Host) 
McDermott and his "subcommittee" 
Conyers 
Wellstone 

Conservative Democratic Forum - HRC, 1M, JF 
Location: Capitol Hill (Gephardt to Host) 
Cooper 
Andrews 
Stenholm 
Breaux 
Boren 

House Ways and Means Committee - HRC, 1M, JF 
Location: Capitol Hill 
(Chairman determines at.tendees and whether bipartisan) 

Senate Finance Committee - HRC, 1M, JF 
Location: Capitol Hill 
(Bipartisan) 

2 




FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 10TH: 

House Energy and Commerce Committee - HRC, 1M, JF 
Location: Capitol Hill 
(Chairman determines attendees and whether bipartisan) 

Senate Labor and Human Resources Committee - HRC, 1M, JF 
Location: Capitol Hill 
(Bipartisan) 

House Education and Labor Committee - HRC, 1M, JF 
Location: Capitol Hill 
(Chairman determines attendees and -whether bipartisan) 

SATURDAY, SEPTEMBER 11TH: 

House Caucuses 

Congressional Black Caucus - 1M 

Congressional Caucus on Women's Issues - JF 

CongreSSional Hispanic Caucus - 1M 

SUNDAY, SEPTEMBER 12TH: 


Local Health Events 


MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 13TH: 


Local Health Events 


House Caucuses (If not held September 11) 
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TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 14TH: 

House Democratic Whip Organization - HRC, 1M, JF 
Location: Capitol Hill 

House Republican Health Care Task Force - HRC, 1M, JF 
Location: Capitol Hill 

u.S. 	Senate (Bipartisan) - HRC, 1M, JF 
Location: Capitol Hill 

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 15: 

House Caucuses (If not held September 11) 

TO BE SCHEDULED: 

Other Meetings with Committees as Needed - 1M, JF, Other Staff 
Location: Capitol Hill 
Biden, Judiciary Brooks, Judiciary 
Rockefeller, Veterans Montgomery, Veterans 
Nunn, Armed Services Dellums, Armed Services 
Bumpers, Small Business LaFalce, Small Business 
Glenn, Governmental Affairs Clay, Post Office 
Inouye, Indian Affairs Miller, Natural Resources 

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 15TH - FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 17TH: 

Finalizing product and preparing <for pre-unveiling briefings. 

4 




PRE-UNVEILING BRIEFINGS: 

FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 17TH: 

House Leadership and Committees of Jurisdiction Staff 
1M, JF 
(Ongoing detailed discussions and to help staff prepare 
members for meeting with President and First Lady) 

Senate Leadership and Committees of Jurisdiction Staff 
1M, JF 
(Ongoing detailed discussions and to help staff prepare 
members for meeting with President and First Lady) 

SUNDAY, SEPTEMBER 19TH: 

House Leadership and Chairmen of Committee of Jurisdiction 
HRC, BC(?) 
Location: White House 
Foley 
Gephardt 
Bonior 
Rostenkowski 
Stark 
Dingell 
Waxman 
Ford 
Williams 

Senate Leadership and Chairmen of Committees of Jurisdiction 
HRC, BC(?) 
Location: White House 
Mitchell 
Ford 
Pryor 
Daschle 
Moynihan 
Kennedy 
Rockefeller 
Riegle 
Mikulski 
Breaux 
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· 
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Congressional Republican Leadership: 

HRC, BC(?) 

Location: White House 

Dole, Michel and Designees 


SUNDAY, SEPTEMBER 19TH: 

Health Care Workshops 
(Detailed briefings for Members on specific topics on health 
care reform) -- Due to possible scheduling conflict with 
the House this may have to be scheduled for the following· 
weekend. This would also delay the unveiling by a week. 

MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 20TH: 

Health Care Workshops 

(Continuation of briefings for Members) 


TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 21ST: 

Health Care Workshops 

(Continuation of briefings for Members) 


Staff Briefings - 1M, JF or appropriate surrogate 

Location: Capitol Hill 


Other Meetings with Committees and Members as Needed 

* We need to determine how best to use Secretary Shalala, 
other members of the Cabinet, and other senior administration 
officials during the course of these briefings. 

6 
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P6 Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of 

personal privacy [(a)(6) of the PRA] 

C. Closed in accordance with restrictions contained in donor's deed 
of gift. 

PRM. Personal record misfile defined in accordance with 44 U.S.C. 
2201(3). 


RR. Document will be reviewed upon request. 


Freedom of Information Act - [5 U.S.c. 552(b)] 

b(l) National security classified information [(b)(I) of the FOIA] 
b(2) Release would disclose internal personnel rules and practices of 

an agency [(b)(2) of the FOIA] 
b(3) Release would violate a Federal statute [(b)(3) of the FOIA] 
b(4) Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential or financial 

information [(b)(4) of the FOIA] . . 
b(6) Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of 

personal privacy [(b)(6) of the FOIA] 
b(7) Release would disclose information compiled for law enforcement 

. purposes [(b)(7) of the FOIA] 
b(8) Release would disclose information concerning the regulation of 

financial institutions [(b)(8) of the FOIA] 
b(9) Release would disclose geological or geophysical information 

concerning wells [(b)(9) of the FOIA] 


