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John _Katie- '

Here are the draft principles that | shared with FL, VT, MO last week. | meant this as a laundry

list~I think it needs reworking. So far, everyone seems ckay with the list. As we will fax this out
“to all Ds, please comment IMMEDIATELY if there are changes you think we need to make.

Alan Weil |

303-866-2868

use”




Friends-
PLEASE REVIEW IMMEDIATELY

Here is a page of options. A B are what we dtscusséd. | felt it was important to include C D just
80 we know the direction people are thinking if they don't like A _B. Obviously, there are many ways -
to structure the details within these options. Please comment before this goes out to everyone.

Alan Weil
303-866-2868




MAY-15-1995 28:83 1GR P.a3

RO MM WUV BERE DINC O LIpR MCMar 10 JENR MONANAN, CONT 2/18/Ve UBIAUISE Pags ot

Principles:

- The Medicaid program provides a critical safety-net of services to a broad range of
Americans -- children, families, people with disabilities, and the elderly. Preservation of
this safety net is essential. o

Medicaid must remain a partnership between states and the federal government. For the
federal government to tum over the entire responsibility for health care to the states would
subject our most vilnerable citizens to the vagaries of regional economic cycles.

Medicaid should be reformed to reflect a frue parmership between the states and the

' federal government. Inunediate reforms should include permitiing states to use managed
care in Medicaid without requiring a feders! waiver, and eliminating restrictive federal
rules on Medicaid payment rates. Govemors have been asking for these changes for years.
Congress should try the changes the psople who run the program have been asking for for
years rather than dismantling the entire Medicaid program.

Democratic governors believe in the need for a balanced federal budget and believe that
Medicaid must be included in consideration of budget cuts along with all other federal
programs. However, Democratic governors will not support massive cuts in safety-net
programs in arder to finance the Republican tax-cut agenda.

Democratic govemors have proposed a set of reasonable cuts in the Medicaid program.
These cuts are tough, but they will not have the kind of dire effect on our citizens that the
Republicans in Congress have proposed. Specifically, these cuts will force economic
discipline on the program. ’

Democratic governors want to say as forcefully as possible: the Medicaid cuts proposed
by Republicans in Congress will deny the elderly, people with disabilities, and children
much needcd health care. Democratic governors will not sacrifice their most vulnerable
populations just to gain more flexibility in their own budgets.

Demacratic governors make the following challenge to their Republican counterparts:
Show us how you plan to implement cuts on the scale proposed by the Republicans in
Congress. The numbers you are talking about are not abstract--they will have a real effect
on real citizens. We have presented a credible plan for savings--where is yours?

Democratic governors believe that the curs Republicans propose are bad for business. The
data show that our states are experiencing declining employer-sponsored health insurance.
If Medicaid ceases to offer coverage to the growing number of uninsured, businesses will
be forced to. absorb more cost shifting. Every dollar the Republicans propose to cut from
Medicaid to pay for u tax-cut will end up as an increased dollar in private health insurance
premiums.
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Medicaid Options

A Governors support holding program growth to the total of enroliment and medical
inflétion growth. With this rate of growth, all current recipients of Medicaid, and all of
those who in the future would be eligible under current rules, retain access 1o needed
health care services. Federal financial participation is guaranteed so long as a stare’s.
Madicaid costs grow no faster than the combination of enrollrent and medical inflation.
States are responsible for managing their programs within this limit. In order manage
within this limit, states receive maximum flexibility in administration, including use of
managed care and Boren changes. Estimated savings from baseline: $30 - 35 billion.

Advantages: This approach makes reasonsble cuts in the program, as opposed to the -
massive cuts proposed by Congressional Republicans. States and those needing services
are held harmless against the two major factors outside of their control: enroliment, whnch
encompasses both demographic and economic changes, and medical inflation.

Disadvantages: This savings from bascline atinbutable to thls approach are substantially
lower than the current Republican target.

B. Govemnors support holding program grow(h to the total of enrollment and medical
inflation growth, except that, for the elderly and disabled populations, growth is pemmitted
only at the average of medical inflation and general inflation. The structure of this
program is the same as in A. The justification for the lower inflation rate for the elderly
and disabled is that a large portion of the services Medicaid provides to these two groups
are non-medical (¢.8., nursing home residential services, non-skilled home care).
Estimated savings from baseline: $50 - 60 billion.

Advantages: Same as above. In addition, this aggressive savings target goes further
towards the Republican number, making negotiations poteritially more fruitful.

Disadvantages: Because this limit on growth is significant, states run some risk of not
being able to meet this target. In that case, states must appropriate additional funds to
cover these needed services.

C. Lower savings options. Governors could argue that supporting any cuts in the
Medicaid program is a bad idea. This option has the advantage of keeping the focus on
the extreme negative effects of the Republican Congressional proposal. It has the
"disadvantage of failing to present a viablc altemative. :

D. ngher savings options. Governors could propose even degper cuts moving closer
to the Republican Congressional number. There are many ways to structure these cuts--
either through lower inflation rates than in A and B, or moving towards the block grant
concept. The advantage of this approach is that it prepares us for negotiation to bridge 2
smaller gap. The disadvantages are the significaiit harm to people that would occur as a
result of these cuts, and the likelihood that, if govemors support cuts of this size, the cuts
will be made.
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Medicsld Spending Reductions under the Archer-Bliley Proposal, 1987-2002
Exciudes "Umbreiis™ Paymeants
{Doliars in milions, fiscal years)

ny

Federal Reduction Foderal & State Reduction
Dollars Percent Dallars Pareont
Total 88,388 . 1% 296,526 »* A%
Alabama 473 -3% -1,380 1%
Alagka - - -108 8% i -747 ~20%
larizona . =213 8% -1.870 9%
Arkangas ] -114 1% -226 -2%
Califernla -6,204 -71% 37,192 -21%
[[Colorade . 17 -5% -2,88d)  -19%
HConnecticut -1,866 -14% 3,957 «27%
”Delawam 40 2% 417 12%
District of Columbla -§§4 -19% -24894 -31%
H,Fiorica _-3.770 -10% -14,808 -23%
Georgla -5 111 -20% 8,274 «20%
Hawaii =320 -12% -1,353 «24% -
-74 3% ~103 3%
-3,358 +10% -45 492 )
-3,063 -18% ) 4,834 ~16%
27861 0 -10% -1,178 -10%
<623 _-10% 1,196 1%
1,874 -13% -3,828] . «17%
Loulslsna ‘ 1142471 = 43% 21,367 ~45%
}_@ﬂg ; -1,225 +18% -2138 .21%
Maryland -1,415 11% 5,150 24%
l Massachusans -2,871 -12% 12113 24%
Michigan 3,048 10% . -8,605 «15%
{Minnoscta -2,886 -17% 7820) . -25%
Mississippi =1,066 9% ' C 1,773  -11%
Migsourl -341 -2% ) =729 «3%
Mentana . -332 11% -4781  .41%
Nabragks -659 <15% «1,154 ~18%
Nevada _ 289 12% -407 8%
New Hampghlr -186 4% -1,607 ~18%
] Now Jarssy ] -3,632 -18% -13,689 27%
New Mexico »325 =% 451 6%
]Paw York 12,797 1% -54.471 -24% .
Nonth Caroling ~4.070 -168% » 3,303 «16%
Nonh Daketa =98 5% -143| . 5%
Ohlo -2818 -1% -4 349 7%
Qklahoma 343 4% 482 4%
Oreron 30 Q% 36! 0%
Pennsylvania =3,300 8% «13,324 . -18%
Rhode Island ~347 -13% -1,880 -21%
[Soulh Carpiing . ab 6% ~2,074 -10%
South Daketa : -83 -3% ~94 3%
Tennessee 1,888 5% 872 2%
Texas -7.870 12% -13,422 -13%
\Utah =179 A% ~244 4%
Verment =102 -5% 187 5%
Virginla -867 9% «4 405 «20%
Washingtan «2,848 A16% -8,105 -28%
Wast Virginla -2,333 -20% -3,568 ~22%
Wisconsin 262 2% ] 555 2%
Wyoming -104 9% -183 5%

NOTE: Fasar] savings would hs 373 billion And ot savingo wovld be $230 blifan 1f e Urbretls Pagmens wevs Inclbaad,

GARD did not sllooate the Umbrells Paymens 3erocs Do,

Bausling spanding Fam M LR (AvSiTe Crats Medizaid Expanditime Sacsiine, conbvlied jo e Moran 1656 CBO bapalina tataln

Faderal spending from e GADR whle released Mansh 22, 1596, ptun alioeston of hhe Undecumentad Allsns posi, Does natinclude Indian Pool,
Tenal under e prapaasl ks Die Fadeen! epanding dvided By e matching ratee eet) d by BAD on 1211798 for a Cont. Agraaman,
Aotumes that Sixtes will tpend tho minism ts drow down e Kl Fedors! alisomam.
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- Archer-Bliley Federal Medicaid Growth Rates

Special Growth Rate Ceiling: 7.2% in 1998 and on (150% of national rate)

California
Florida

Idaho
Mississippi

" Texas

Nevada
New Mexico
Oklahoma

Virginia *

General Growth Rate Ceiling: 6.4% in 1998 and on (133% of national rate)

Alabama
Alaska
“Arizona
Arkansas
Colorado*
Delaware

- Montana *

Georgia *
Kentucky
Louisiana*

South Carolina
Utah
Wyoming

Special Growth Rate Floor: 4.3% in 1998 and on (90% of national rate)

Ilinois *~
Indiana:
Towa

Kansas
Maryland
Michigan
Missouri *
Nebraska ,
North Carolina -

North Dakota
Ohio

Oregon
Pennsylvania
South Dakota *
Tennessee
West Virginia
Wisconsin

- General Growth Rate Floor: 2.0% by 2001

. Connecticut
District of Columbia
Hawaii
Maine
Massachusetts
Minnesota

_ Washin'gton

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New York
Rhode Island

Small-State Minimum (0.24% of total Federal allotment)

Source: Data from the US General Accounting Office, 5/22/96

¥

Vermont *

States that either move into a different floor or ceiling group or whose Federal allotraent is determined by
the needs-based amount or scalar for some years during the 1997 - 2002 period.






EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFF!CE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
) WASH!NGTON D.C. 20503

 June 10, 1996

NOTE FOR JOHN HILLEY

FROM: Nancy Ann: Mln\\lfkna/\ -  '1(_;“

RE: = - Substitute Medicaid Proposal

As‘you reguested, we’ve run the numbers on a Medicaid policy that
is identical to the Pre51dent's proposal ‘except that it produces
savings of '$72 billion, as .in the Republican proposal. The
attached table gives you the year-by-year "growth index" (i.e., the
amount by which you'd allow the per capita cap to grow) to produce

-the additional savings needed  to "get us from "our policy ($54

billion) to $72 billion off the latest CBO basellne Note that we
assumed that the DSH policy remains the same as in the Président’s

~plan, so.all the additional savings come out of-the grdwth index.:

In order tovproduce'the desired le§é1 of savings, we had to apply
a growth index that starts out at GDP plus .25% in 1997, drops to
GDP plus .0% .in’ 1998, and remains flat at GDP through 2002. . (GDP

‘is around 4.3%, or CPI plus 1%). That compares with a growth index

in the President’s plan that starts at GDP plus 2.5% in 1997, drops

to ‘GDP plus 1% in 1998 and 1999, then to GDP plus .5% in 2000 and

2001, and flnally in 2002, to GDP plus .0%. (Both policies assume -

‘we start ‘out at about GDP plus 2.5% in 1996)

I'vé also attached a table comparlng the aggregate and per caplta
growth rates from the Senate budget resolutlon, the Presxdent’

| proposal and thls substitute.

" Let me know if you have any queétions.

cc: . Chris Jennings .
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Table2 -

. §72 Billion President’s | Senate Mark
~ Proposal | April 1996 of FY 1997
' Balanced - . 'Budget

Budget Bill - | - Resolution

Proposed Savings -$71.7 billion | -$53.7 billion -§72 billion
Proposed Aggregate Growth 6.6% 72% 6.5%

Rate ,

Proposed Per Capxta Growth 389 a4y | 3.79%

Rate . o |

The table below, Table 3, shows the adjustors necessary to achieve $72 billion in savings using
CBO's March 1996 baseline. These adjustors are added to the S-year average of historical GDP
per capita growth to calculate the Allowable Medic_aid Growth Multiplier for each year. "

~Table3 : : i .
FY FY FY FY |FY = |FY . |FY
1996 1997 1998 | 1999 2000 2001 - | 2002
V B : {and
| after

- || Adjustor to GDP- +2.5% | +025% +0.00% | +0.00% | +0.00% |+0.00% | +0.00%
| Based Index : : ‘ ,

Please note that we cannot assure that CBO will score the proposal as achieving $72 billion'in
savings because (1) CBO may use a revised baseline when scoring future Medicaid savings and
(2) CBO staff has indicated that they may correct any mistakes they have made in prcwous
versions of their per capita estimates. ‘
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2.

3.

4,

MediGrant IT

‘Base: . Setinlegisl ation (sort of states choice of 1993, 1994 1995, but not
' exactly)

“Neeﬂs-Easgd Aﬁount”
- Product of!
a. Number of poor people in a state and
b - State-adjusted national Med;Grant spcndiﬁg per poor person
A-dj usted for: |

State’s casemix index (ranges from 0.9 to 1.15) .
Medicare hospital wage index times 0.85 plus 0.15

Floors and Ceilings
The Nceds—Baseu Amount is oompared to the Base 1o y1e1d a growth rate.
That growth rate canmotbe :

" Gireater than ocllmgs «
: 125 Yo of the national rate for most states .

© 150% of thg national rate for 10 states with the lowest
- federal funding per poor person (e.g., FL, CA)

Less than the floors
‘ 3%~f0r mest states

90% of the natxonal rate for states with certmn rates -

Almost all states are at their ﬂoors and ceilings for the 1996 to 2002
period. No qtate gets a needs- based amount for full period.

Sealar: “To ensure that the Federal budget target is hit, all states are multiplied by a
~ ~ ‘scalar or ratio. This occurs within the floor and ceiling growth rates. .
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President’s Proposal

Per Capita Cap
1. Base:
2. Index:

3. Enrollment:

4. Federal Limit:

1995 total spending per beneficiary by group is calculated.
Excludes: DSH, Medicare cost sharing, and certzin admin. costs

Base total spending per beneficiary is multiplied by the index — growth
rate constraint on per-beneficiary spending (set in legislation),

Savings from this proposal come from replacing the baseline spending
growth per beneficiary with the index. , .

Indexed total spending per beneficiary by group is multiplied by
enrollment by group and then summed to yield one total limit,

Total limit is multiplied by the FMAP to yield‘the Federal limit.

Disproporﬁohate Share Hospital (DSH) Changes

1. New Pregram

: Federal DSH spending is set in legislation.

State allotment is the national pool times the state’s share of low-income
utilization days (Medicaid and uninsured hospital days and outpt. visits)

States can determine which hoépitals gets how much, but give priority to:
‘Hospitals with > 25% low-income utilization rate; and
Kids® hospitals with >20% Medicaid inpatient utilization rate

Transition: The new state allotments are phased in to minimize disruption.

Total Allotment= Phaged-Out ' + Phase-In

1997 Allotment = (1995 Fed payments times 75%)  + (2000 Fed allotment times 25%)

1998 Allotment = (1995 Fed payments times 50%)  + (2000 Fed allotment times 50%)

1999 Allotment = (1995 Fed payments times 25%) -+ (2000 Fed allotment times 75%)

2000 Allotment = {1995 Fed payments times 0%) + (2000 Fed allotment times 100%)
2. Paols: Undocumented Persons Pool: For 15 states with high number of

undocumented persons ($3.5 billion over the period)

Federally-Qualified Health Centers & Rural Health Clinics Pool: For
supplemental payments for these facilities ($3.0 billion over the period)

Transition Pool: For atates to assist in wransition to reformed program
($11.2 billion over the penod)
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Breaux-Chafee Prop'osal

Medical Expenditure Limit

1.

5

~ Bage: States’ choice of 1993, 1994, or 1995 total spendmg

Excludes: DSH, Medicare cost sharing, and certain admin, costs

Growth-Adjusted Amount:

The base (for 1997) or the previous year’s growth-adjusted amount (for
subsequent years) is rnultlphed by:

Inflation Adjuster: Growth rate constraint (set in legislation) and

Weighted Average Enrollment Growth Rate: Estimated prior to the
start of the fiscal year and updated as enrollment data become available.
Adjusted for case mix.

Umbrella:  Process by which estimated enrollment is reconciled with actual
emollm»nt The adjustment can be both upward and downward.

Hold Harmless:
The growth-adjusted amount (adj usted by the umbrella,) is compared to the
base. The total limit is whichever amount is higher '

Federal Limit: Total limit is multiplied by the FMAP to yield the Federal limit.

Disproportionate Share Hospital (DSH) Changes

1,

New Program: Federal DSH spénding is set in legislation.

State allotment is the national pool times the state’s share of low-income
utilization days (Medicaid and uninsured hospital days and outpt. visits)

States can determine which hospitalé gets how xhuch, but give pi-iority to:
Hospitals with > 25% low-income utilization rate; and
Kids’ hospitals with > 20% Medicaid inpatient utilization rate

Transitien: The new statc allotments are phased in to minimize disruption,

Total Aliotment=  Phased-Out - + Phase-In

1997 Allotment = (1995 Fed payments times 75%)  + (2000 Fed allotment times 25%)
1698 Alictment= - (1995 Fed payments times 50%6)  + (2000 Fed allotment times 50%)
1999 Allownent = \1905 Fed payments times 25%)  + (2000 Fed allotment times 75%)

Hold Harmless: No state’s allotment can be less than 25% of its 1993 allotment.



Savings: $59 b

Phased in Coalition DSH;
Undocumented pool; FQHC poot

BASELINE SCENARIO
Federal Medicaid Savings Under the Alternative Proposal
1996 - 2002 ({Dollars in millions}
States Per Capita Cap DSH Pools Total Savings Percent from: -
Savings | % Change | Savings % Change Savings | % Change | Per Capita Cap DSH
Totat (39,790)| ° -5%| (2 5,826} . -30%| 6,500] (59,116) €% 61% 39%
‘Alabama (715) -7% .{788) -38% 72 (1,431) -10% 48%]  52%
! Alaska {51) -3% (37) ~-44% 2 {85) -5% 58% 42%
Arizona (778) -6% (240) -33% 131 {887) -6% 76% 24%
Arkansas (286) -3% 199 923% 7 {80) -1% 100% 0%
California (4,799) 1% (2,534) -27%] 2,052 {5,280) 6% 65% 35%
Colorado (38} -1% (315) -26%]}. 98 {255) -3% 11% 89%|| .
Connecticut (468) -4% (926) -58% 63 (1,333} -10% 34% 66%
Delaware * (65) -4% 20 60% 2 {43) -2% 100% 0%
District of Columbi (295) -7% 174 80% 2 {119) -2% 100% 0%
Florida (2,370} -7% 333 20% 472 (1,566) -4% 100% 0%
- Georgia (1,311) 6% 245 10% 76  (990) 4% 100% 0%
Hawaii (150) -6% 50 38% 16 (84) -3% 100% 0%
Idaho (44) -2% 41 294% 8 5 0% 100%| 0%
ifinois (2,096) 7% (87) 5% 288 (1,894) 5% 96% 4%
Indiana (19) 0% (942) ~55% 18 (943) -5% 2% 98%
lowa {413) -6% 168 492% 13 (233) -3% 100% 0%
Kansas {388) -7% {322) -43% 8 {704) -10% 55% 45%
Kentucky {367) -3% (654)1 . -47% 48 (973) -6% 36% 64%
{Louisiana {1,737) 7%]|  (4,840) 4% 231 (6,554) -19% 26%| 74%
iMaine (475) 9% (394) “52% 14 (855) 13% 55%|. 45%
Maryland (453) . A% 475 71%} - 261 283 2% 100% 0%
Massachuselts (1,025) - -5% (1,371 -51% 137 {2,259) -9% 43% 57%
Michigan (2,067) -7% (1,187} -38%| . 77 {3,177) -10% 64% 36%
Minnesota (1,184) ~7% 940 442% 22 (222) -1% 100% 0%
] Mississippi {778) -8% {212} -17% 64 (926) -7% 79% 21%
Missouri (224) 2% (1,239) -40% 63 (1,401) -9% 15% 85%
Montana T (135) 5% 335 | 20465% 2 202 6% 100% 0%
Nebraska (310) -7% (2) -4%]| 3 (308) 7% 99% 1%
Nevada (25} -1% (152) -56% 2 (175 = -7% 14% 86%
New Hampshire - 0% (1,085) -80% & (1,059) -23% 0% 100%
iNew Jersey (967) -5% {759) -19%] - 207 (1,519) -6% 56% -44%
New Mexico (350) 6% 185 354% 45 (120) -2% 100% 0%
New York (4,320) -4%1  (2,373) -18% 944 {5,750} -5% 65% 35%
North Carolina (294) -1% (863) -35% 37 (1.120) -4% 25% 75%
North Dakota (70} -3% 70 873% 1 0 0% 100% 0%
Ohio (1,897) -6% (1,774) -49% 83 (3,587) -10% 52% 48%]] .
Oklahoma (165) " 2% 283 194% 7 125 2% 100% 0%
Oregon {458) 5% (10} 6% 70 (398) 4%, 98% 2%
Pennsylvania (936) -3% (1,173) -30% 104 (2,004} -5% 44% 56%
Rhode [sland (279) 7% (386) -69% 26 {639) -13% 42% 58%
South Carolina (720) -6% (1,252) -54% 44 (1,927) -13% 37%| . 63%| -
South Dakota (138) -6% 211 3174% 2 75 3% 100% 0%
Tennessee - 0% 346 0% 48 393 2% 0% 0%
Texas (3,658) -7% (3,285) -44% 483 {6,459) -10% 53% 47%
Utah - {160) -4% 89 278% 11 {60} 1% 100% 0%
Vermont (51) -3% (75) -47% 3 (124) -6% 40% 60%
Virginia (313) -3% {139) -21% 50 {401) -4% 69% 31%
Washington (816} -4% {844) -49% 136 (1,324) -8% 42% 58%
West Virginia {585) -5% {273) -39% 48 (811) 7% . 68% 32%)|
Wisconsin {745) -5% . 443 675% 100 (202} -1% 100% 0%
Wyoming 1) 0% 83 0% - 82 7% 0% 0%
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0 u q uc tS - ) - 1f the flower is imported, out-
sampl N 5008!

son and averpriced, it’s “100 |

tious™ and not h'igh on the list of Walter Hubert, ow
Silver Birches in Pasadena, California (3102749040}, 1
favor of local, seasonal arrangements; like garden
and rose hips, for clients such as Holly Robinson,
Ray Leonard and Don Henley. Giant centerpiec
also on Hubert’s out-list, replaced by homey ar
ments that vary in size and container from table to
For Robinson’s bouquet (left), Hubert asses
stephanotis, roses {bridal-white and champagne)and i
New York’s Robert Isabel (212—645-776')) controls every
visual for society weddings with flower bédgcts in the stratos;
Caroline Kennedy, Maria Shriver {who carried F
postes’and roses), Stephanie Seymour and both [
Chantal and Alexandra Miller tied the knot wsth Is
imprimatur, One qf his crirical accessories: ca

 light. Tr makes everyone look younger and more beau

When supermodel Vendela walks down the aisle of a dresses .
ball-gown ski

Swedish church this summer, she’ll be wearing a gown by -
Vera Wér;g. The one-of-a-kind creation will carry a price tag upward of $14,000. Wan,
become the arbiter of bridal style for the fashion-forward. There's her Madison Avenue
(212-628-3400), where off-the-rack prices start at 32,500, and now she has boutiques i

department stores. Wang's newest designs: stretch bodices erupting in floating skirts «

G «ﬁg mﬁ b
¥ e -*"‘i me f 7 £
”gé vaa 7? '\«gs &mﬁr 9,

from reo yards of white or pale tulle. Her full-skirted brides include Chynna Phiitips, -

Hunter, Kiefer Sutherland’s bride-to-be, Kelly Winn, and Mariah Carey, who wore a stimple
t receptl wnding centarp »rely i rev, P
S '§.ﬂ 2% f‘f&“‘“{@ ;
an a
P

5 nars (The heavy-duty diamond tiara is too showy, says Wang, unléss you're marrying into roy
ik :
4

Wang is also putting her stamp on the wedding party. Wang is cutfitting the six little gi
Vendela’s wedding and has just launched a bridesmaid collection, with dresses starting at :
Carolina Herrera, known for her traditional though unfussy gbwns, has a lock on som
mous brides, including Caroline Kennedy (short-sleeved with appliqué shamrocks and a 20
teain), Marla Maples (satin sheath with 15-foot train), a pregnant Kate Capshaw (Empire
with an eight-foot ,ltrain), and Joanna Kerns (drop-waist full skirt with sweep). Herrera also |
,ready—to-{wear bridal collection, sqld in department stores, xyhich starts at $2,500 (21279445
Now the Italians are getting into the matrimonial acr as well. There are Dolce & Gab!

wedding gowns. Giorgio Armani will outfit the entire wedding party on a special-order I
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' Estimates of the President’s Budget: Medicaid .

| The following is the policy that CBO}éco‘t"ed as the President’s Bu&get (see attached):,

... Per Capita Cap:
o Index: Nominal GDP per capita plus: .
1996: +2,71%
1997: +2.50%
1998: = +1.00%
11999 C+1.00%

2000: ~ +0.50% and each suceeding year.

“This averages § 0% over the period.

'DSH: : ‘ ‘
1997: $9.3 billion
1998:  $7.9 billion
1999: $6.4 billion
2000: $5.0 billion .
2001; $4.5 billion
2002: $4.0 billion and each succeeding year,
Transition Pool:
- 1997: $3.1 billion
1998: $3.1 billion -
1999: ‘ $2.5 billion
2000: . $2.5 billion
Undocumented Pool:
- 1997: . $700 million .
1998: - $700 million
1999 $700 million -
2000: $700 million
2001:  $700 million
FQHC / RHC Pool:

1997-2002:  $500 million each year. -

P2
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MEDICAID: CBO March 1888 Baceline: Medlcald Faderal & State Exponditures (Dollara In billlons, fiscal years)
1848 1886 1887 1888 1688 2000 2001 02 19862002
' : : - Towl
N B
"TOTAL SPENDING _

BASELINE (CBO FACTSHEET: 8/28/38) . ’ : ;

Tatal Spending 166.3 168.0- 184.0 (8027 2218 2426 | 2660 2922 16773
Aggregate Growih 7.5%  9.5% 102%  9.5% 9.2% 9.7% 9.9% 9.4%
_ Pet Gapits Growth 5.3% 5.7% 7.5% 6.8% 6.6% 7.0% 7.3% 8.6%
REPUBLICANS' MEDIGRANT Il (Uncfficla! estimates from majority etaff £2/88) {1}
Tola! 8panding 156,3 154.0 166.1 177.8 188.7 2021 215.2 2271 13318
Aggregate Growth «1.5% 7.9% 7.0% 6.7% < 6.5% 8.5% 5.5% 8.5%
Par Capita Grawth -3.5% 4.1% 4.4% 4.1% B 3.8% 3.9% 3.1% 2.86%
Savinge 440 478 248 822 405 509 652 2454
REPUBLICANS' MEDIGRANT Il (2) : ) o
’ Total Spanding 156.3 148.4 161.2 1785 1841 - 1980 208.8 2203 11,2622
Aggregaia Growin A4%  78%  70% 6.7% £.5% 65%  B5% 8,00
Par Capita Grawin £.4% . 41% 4.4% 4.1% 3.8% - 3.9% B.1% 248%
Savings -1B6 . -ERE -30.2 -37.8 -46.6 -57.3 - -72.0 2851
PRESIDENT'S (CBO SCORING 4/18/96) .
Tctal Spending 156.8 1680 1875 168.2 211.4 205.0 238.0 25386 14828
Aggregate Growih 7.5% 11.68% 8.2% 6.1% 85% - B7% 8.6% 1.2%
Per Capits Growth 5.8% 7.7% 3.6% 3.8% 3.8% 32% 4.1% 4.4%
Frden| swmes 00 35 35, 105 175  -281 386 647

FEDERAL SPENDING ‘

BASELINE {CBO FACTSHEET: 3/29/35) . . : .
Total Spending 82.1 857 = 1049 115.6 128.5 138.3 1681.6 166.8 888.1
Aggregate Grawth ° 7.5% 9.5% . -10.8% 8.5% . 9.8% 2.7% 8.9% 8.4%

Por Cagila Growth 53% 5.7% 7.5% 8.8% 6.6% 7.0% 7.3% 6.6%
REFUBLICANS' MEDIGRANT Il (Unofficlal ostimatas from majority stat 2/08} {1) ,
Talal Spanding 88.1 87.0. 1047 11290 1185 127.3 135.6 143.0 B38.1
Agaregate Grewih 8.5% 7.8% 7.0% 6,7% 8.5% 6.5% 5.5% 7.0%
Par Capita Growth 5.7% 4.1% 4.4% 4.1% 3.8% 3.9% 3.1% 4,3%
Bavings 1.3 0.2 -35 -7.0 «11.0 “1£.1 £3.5 -60.0
REPUBLICANS' MEDIGRANT Il (2) . , : . =
" Total Spanding 881 . 941 10me 108.7 116.0 123.5 1315 138.8 81d.1
. Aggregsie Growih 57% 7.9% 7.0% 6.7% 6.5% 65% 55% .  6&%
Per Capits Growth 3,5% 41% - 4.4% 4.1% 3.8% 3.9% 31% S.B'ﬁ
Bavings 1.6 38 £9 103 -14.8 201 278 -85.0

PRESIDENT'S (CBO SCORING 4/16/86) *

Tetat Spending ’ 88.1 257 106.2 1135 120.5 128.3 1356 144.8 846.1
Aggregats Growth 7.5% 11.6% 6.2% 6.1% 85%  57% 6.6% 7.2%
Fer Capite Browth 5.3% 7.7% - 3.8% 3.6% 3.8% 3.2% 4.1% 4.4%

Savings 6.0 2.0 2.0 4.0 -10.0 -16.0 22.0

-54.0

The average annusi growih rates ars aalouiated for 1295 lhmdgr_: 2002 {not 1995 through 2008) and uge the growih In total beneliciaries from the CBO bars
-{1} Ths Foderal apanding comes from preliminary majorty staff estimates,
{2) The annual Faderal spending far Meaigrant || {from the preliminary staff estimales) was prorated down to achlave 885 bllion in T-year Fadaral gavings.
1t iz assumed that the new average FMAP [s 83% (coneiglon! wilh Novembsr GAD ansiysis of eantarance sgreament).

It in 3zsursad that atatex spend the minimum necesesry to draw down the Federal spanding limit,

&1/98
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Financing of the Commerce Committeé’é “Restructuring the Medicaid Program™;
_ Differences from the National Governors’ Association (NGA) Medicaid Reform Proposal

- Ignores NGA’s recommendation for growth of the base |
The NGA proposes four components to its financing formula: a base, growth, umbrella
and special grants. The key factor in determining how much each State gets in the future

_is growth. In the same way that the Commerce Committee pamphlet describes the major
problem with Medicaid as its growth the major solution is structuring fair, susta.mable
growth rates. _

- The NGA blpetfﬂsan group recommended that growth include estimated caseload growth
and inflation. Yet, the Commerce Committee proposes “differential rates .., that ..,
substantially reduce existing disparities in State funding”. This implies that States with
high spending will get low rates and vice versa — irrespective of caseload growth or

‘mﬂatlon '

. If inflation is not included in the growth formula, States face an unfunded mandate
in times of economic crisis «
The NGA strongly endorsed the inclusion of inflation in the growth, and in a later draft of
its proposal, even developed an umbrella to protect against unexpected inflation, This is
because inflation has a strong effect on Medicaid spending. If the Commerce Committee
does not include inflation in States’ growth, then the Federal commitment to share in the
costs of higher inflation is ended. States could face increased demand in an mﬂanonary
penod with a Weaker dolla;r and no Federal relief. .

. “If caseload growth is not included, coverage loss is possxble ‘
The NGA also recognizes that over one-third of Medicaid spending growth results from
cascload growth. The NGA included caseload growth in its growth factor as well as an
umbrella that adjusts for underestimates of enrollment growth. The Commerce

" Committee proposal ignhores the recommendation to include caseload growth in its -

- growth factor but does include an umbrella. Its umbrella gives funding to States whose
“growth in the guaranteed population groups ... exceeds the States’ financing capacity”.
Since the financing capacity is determined by “differential rates”, most of the umbrella
funds will not necessarily go to States with Ingh need but to States with low differential
growth rates. -

If the Commerce Committee proposal both ignores caseload growth in its growth factor
and reduces the State contribution, it may reduce States’ ability to cover their Medicaid
population. States’ grants will increase in each year by a rate that is unrelated to its
caseload growth, so it is likely that some States® Federal funding will not keep pace with
coverage. Additionally, the NGA proposal recommended lowering the minimum State
contribution from 50 percent to 40 percent of total spending. This would mean that an
$85 billion Federal reduction translates into over $250 billion State and Federal reduction
over seven years — two and a half times larger than the total reduction in the President’s
proposal. This combination is likely to weaken States’ ability to continue coverage for
the millions of seniors, people with disabilities, and children who rely on Medicaid.
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;‘DSH Requeat:

- Two tables: The: ﬁrst is budget neutral the second takes the 1994 Federal DSH and
. cuts it in half'(so it |s about $5 billion). '

t_Each:table woul‘d have 5 columns:
1. 1894 Federal DSH by State

2. National 1994 Federal DSH spending allocated to States using the new formula
(50% of 1994 DSH for the second table)

-3 Difference ($ and %)

4. National 1994 Federal DSH spendmg (50% of 1994 DSH for the second table)
‘ allocated 50% old allocation, 50% new allocation

5  Difference ($ and %)
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HEALTH CARE FINANCING ADMINISTRATION '
OFFICE OF LEGISLATIVE AND INTER-GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

MEMORANDUM

‘TO: ‘A Chrls Jennings, Nancy-Ann Mzn, Mark Mlller :
f‘ROK: 'D‘e bi "Eﬁar@-;) e
DATE: May 3, 1996

T Medicaid Spendinﬁ '

I have attached a chart on the Medicaid baseline spending and the
President's and the Republicans' budget proposals per Chris
Jennings' request. - :

Please call me if you have any guestions or concerns.

cec:

Jack Ebeler .
John Callahan
John Monahan

Jerry Klepner
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: MEDICAID
Spending Trends and Reform Proposals

CBO Baséline:

CBO revised their Medicaid projections in March 1996, The new CBO baseline projects the |
Federal government to spend $899 billion on Medicaid between 1996 and 2002 (down $25 billion’

from earlier projections).

CBO projects Federal Medicaid spending to grow at about 9.7 percent annually over the next
seven years.

Medzcaid spending on a, per.person basis 1s expected to increase 6. 7 percent annually over the
same period.

The Prwdent’s Plan:

*

L]

The Presxdent s Plan uses a per caplta cap and reductions in DSH spendmg to achieve $54 billion
in Federal savings over seven years (as scored by CBO 4/ 17/96)

The per capita cap and DSH savings combmed would limit incréases in Medicaid spendmg ona
per person basis to 4.3 percent annually under thie President’s Plan. .

The Republlcans Version of NGA Agreement

The Congressional Republicans reached an agreement in January 1996 (MediGrant II) on a set of
block grant amounts which saved $85 billion over seven years from the old CBO baseline.

Since the new CBO baseline is $25 billion lower than their earlier pmjecnons, the Repubhcans
block grant amounts would now cut spending only $60 billion over the seven year period using
the March 1996 Baseline. [This savings target is reflected in Flgure Cof Representanve Bhley s
document on Medicaid Restructuring,. ] , \ »

The Republicans’ version of the NGA Agreemem also increases the minimum Medicaid Federal
Medical Assistance Percentage (FMAP) from 50 percent to 60 percent. Therefore, the combined.
Federal and State cut in the Medicaid program would increase if States only spent enough to
receive the available F ederal maxchmg funds. - ,

“"The block grant amounts coupled with the change in matching rates would lmnt growth in

Medu:ald per caplta spcndmg to 2 2 percent annually over seven yeal“s

Methodo!ogy Notes:

.

The attached tabie uses CBO’s March 1996 baseline estimates of Mcdlcald recxplents to calculate v
per capita spending amounts, ,

' Total spending for the CBO baseline and the Presldent s Plan are calcu lated by assuining that
. Federal spending equals 57 percent of total spending. Federal spending is assumed to.b‘e 63 -

percent of total spending under the Repubhcans budget due to the FMAP change.

The per capita cap “index” included in the Presu:ient s plan is hxgher than the level of growth in
per ca;ma spendmg indicated on the table because DSH savings are included on the table '
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MEDICAID
Spending Trends for Reform Proposals

*President’s Plan as scm'ed by CBO an 41796

**hese nuntbers are based o0 MediGrant (1 which saved 885 billion on the December CBO bmlme and were updated using the March CRO nmfm&
Thk Republicans’ Version numbers also reflect "Figure C* included in Representative Bliley's document en Medicaid Restructuting. .

(Dollars in Billions)
MEDICAID PROPOSALS {
TOTAL
: ; [1996 [ 1997 | 1958 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 |1996-2002

CBO March Baseline . ; '
Federal Sharc ' $96  $105  $1i6 $127 $I138 . $152 $167 $899
Total Spending $168  $184  $203  $222  $243  $266  $292  $1,577
Per Capita Spending 34,575 $4830  $5.182 85534 - 55389 $6.317 $6,766

President's Plan* ’ '
Federal Share 6 8107 $114 $121 $128 $135 $145 $845
Total Spending 5168 3187 $199 $212 -§225 $238 £254 $1.483
Per Capita Spending §4.575  $4910 $5.097 $5.281 55,471 35643 $s885

Republican’ Version ‘of NGA Agmment*" . ]

Federal Share 105 $404 s 318 $126 $134 $141 839
Total Spending - $167 $166  $177° $188  $200 $212 $223  $1.332
Per Capita Spending ~ $4.542 $4344  S4514  $4687 54846 $5,639 $£5,168 w3k

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ‘

o " - | TOTAL
o lgse 1997 1298 1999 2000 2001 2002 19962002
CRO Baseline ' ‘ T4%  96% 10.1% 95% . 93% 9.6% 95% 9%
President's Plan ‘ 74% 114% 6.5% 63%  64% 54% 0% . 12%

_ Republicans” Version - NGA. - 17.9% -0.71% - 6.6% C65% . 62% 63%" 52% 50%

Per Capita Increases (%) - ) ‘ )

CBO0 Bascline  54% . 56% 73% 68% = 64% 73% 71% 6.7%
Presdents Plan - } 54% 7.3% 38% - 346% 16% 3.1% 43% . 43%
Republicans' Version - NGA C 46% -4 4% 3% . 38% - 34% 40% 2.5% 2.2%

: __Feduial Savings o 4 ' | ,
President's Plan 80 2 $2) (& ($10) ($16) (522) $56)
Republicans’ Version - NGA $9 (1) (84) 38) (513 (s18) ($26) ($60)

8918 63 202

’
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Medicaid Percapita Cap Savings: Using CBO Method and Offset -
Dollar Amounts in Billions/Persons in Mlllions except where indicated Basis: FY97 CBO
FY1986
CAP Savings FY1985 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998 FY1998 FY2000 FY2001 FY2002 -2002
(1) Current Law Spending Subject to Cap (FedShr) 72.4 78.4 86.1 95.4 105.0 1154 127.3 140.6 748.2
(2) Current Law Pop Subjectto Cap 26.7 26.9 279 288 29.4 30.1 30.9 316
(3) 5-Yr Avg GDP PerCapita Growth (CBO) 3.30% 3.80% 3.80% 4.00% 4.00% 4.00% 4.10%
(4) Additional Growth Allowance ~> 2.50% 1.00% 1.00% 0.50% 0.50% 0.00% 0.00%
{5) Index Value 5.80% 4.80% 4.80% 4.50% 4,50% 4.00% 4.10%
(6 FFP Limit nfa 834 89.9 96.7 104.0 111.1 118.8 603.8
(7) Gross Federal Cost (Savings) -2.7 -5.5 -8.3 -11.4 -16.2 -21.8 -65.9
(8) "leakage" factor : 33% 33% 33% 33% 33% 33%
(9) Net Cap Cost(Savings) : -1.8 -3.7 -5.5 -76 -10.8 -146 -~ -44.0
DSH Savings
(10) Current Law DSH Spending (FedShr) 10.7 10.7 11.2 11.8 12.4 13.0 13.7 14.3 87.1
(11) New DSH Limit ' - 930 7.90 6.40 5.00 4.50 4.00
(12) DSH Cost(Savings) 1.9 7 -39 -8.0 -8.0 -8.2 -10.3 -39.3
Pool Payments .
{13) Undocumented Immigrants ) . 0.700 0.700 0.700 0.700 0.700 nfa 3.5
(14) FQHC © 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 3.0
{15} HoldHarmless 3.100 3.100 2.500 2.500 n/a n/a 11.2
Total Federal Cost(Savings) ) : . ,
(16) , 0.0 0.5 3.3 78 118 187 244 @
Total Federal Spending 89.1 95.7 105.4 112.3 118.7 126.3 -132.9 142.2 833.5
Aggregate spending growth 7.5% 101% = 6.5% 5.7% 6.5% 5.2% 7.0% 6.9%
Per-beneficiary spending growth 5.2% 6.2% 3.8% 3.0% 3.8% 2.6% 4.4% 4.1%

NO‘YE'- 'TNJ‘Q' e Somt
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Medicaid Percapita Cap Savings: Using CBO Method and Offset

INDE X

= W¥AT

ces D

Dollar Amounts in Billions/Persons in Millions except where indicated

CAP Savings

.- {1) Current Law Spendung Subject to Cap (FedShr)
(2) Current Law Pop Subject to Cap

(3) 5-Yr Avg GDP PerCapita Growth (CBO)

(4) Additional Growth Allowance

(5) Index Value
-(6) FFP Limit

(7) Gross Federal Cost (Savings)

{8) "leakage" factor

(9) Net Cap Cost(Savings)‘ ‘

"DSH Savings

(10) Current Law DSH Spending (FedShr)

(11) New DSH Limit

(12) DSH Cost(Savings)

‘Pool Payments -

(13) .Undocumented Immlgrants

(14) FQHC
. (156) HoldHarmless

Total Federal Cost(Savings) :

(16)

Total Federal Spending

.o

Aggregate spending gr_owth

Per-beneficiary spending growth

e 4126196

Mo

T

oLp

Basis: FY97 CBO

4.4%

v FY1996
FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998 FY1999 FY2006  Fy2001 FY2002 -2002
72.4 78.4 86.1 954 105.0 115.4 127.3 140.6 748.2
26.7 26.9 27.9 '28.6 29.4 30.1 30.9 316 ;
330%  3.80% ° 3.80%  400%  4.00%  4.00%  410% *i4.
- 2.71% 2.50% 1.00% 1.00% 0.50% 0.50% 0.00% :
6.01%  6.30%  4.80%  5.00%  4.50%  4.50%  4.10%
. nfa 84.7 914 - 98.7 ° 106.2 114.0 121.9 616.9
-1.4 -4.0 -6.2 -9.2 -13.3 -18.7 -52.8
33% 33% 33% 33% 33% 33% - I
' ( -0.9 2.7 C 42 6.2 -8.8 -12.5 =362 1
C Bos: 08 25 4.0 -l =90 12,7 351
10.7 - 10.7 11.2 11.8 12.4 13.0° 13.7 14.3 871
' 9.30 7.90 6.40 5.00 4.50 4.00
-1.9 - -3.9 -6.0 -8.0 ©-8.2 -10.3 -39.3
0.700 0.700 0.700 0.700 0.700 | nfa -3.5
- 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 3.0
Ve ——» 3100 3100 2500 2500 nfa nfa 11.2
0.0 1.5 -2.3 -6.4 -10.5 -16.8 -223 (-56.8;
89.1 957 - 1063 1132 1200  127.8 1348 1443  842.2
7.5% 11.0% 6.5% 6.0% 6.5% 5.5% - 7.0% 7.1%
5.2% 71% - 3.8% 3.3% 3.8% 2.9% 4.3%

——
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Feb. 26
Tete X, Subtile C - MEDICAID . Tyesr
1996 107 1908 1604 2000 2001 200; 2003 {0 2005 2006  Tolal
Fisonysar outlars, In bifions of dollers X i :
Pirt4- Federal Paymsris ' '
S1c. 11301 Per Ienaficisny Limilgtion 0.0 48 2.5 -4.¢ -8.1 B0 12 “A7.1 -2k -28.4 348 -35.1
Sec. 11302 Reofum OGH paymanis 0.0 -18 -39 6.6 -8.0 9.2 -10.% 114 “H.4 ~128 <134 -38.3
Supplomestal Paynents and Transition Granls
{8) Trenston Grals 00 11 341 24 25 0.0 421 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 11.2
(b} Undooumented immigranis 00 a7 07 0.; 0.7 07 04 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 356
{¢) Rural Sinics and FQMHCs 0.0 L] 05 , 0.4 05 05 £ 0.5 €4 05 05 30
Subille C - Maraged Cire . N '
S¢c. 2024 8-month Guanntead Eliglbkh 0a 2 0.2 05 Q3 0.3 0.4 04 X 0.5 05 - h W4
TOTA,, Subtillo C -Mudicald 0.0 1.716 1.842 4603 10,140 14592 C 22290 27,200 » -33.16( -38.768 -55.063
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Re-Estimate of President's Budget -
' Feb. 26
Title X), Subtitle C - MEDICAID : - Tysar
: 1956 1987 1998 1989 2000 2001 2002 Total.
Fiscaf year outlays, in billions of doffers
Part 1 - Faderal Paymenls ' » :
Sec. 11301 Per Beneticiary Limitation 0.0 -0.8 -25 -4.0 6.1 9.0 127 351
Sec. 11302 Reform DSH payments ' 00 18 . a8 6.0 -8.0 92 -10.3 303
Supplementai Paymenis and Transltion Grants - : -
{a) Transfion Granls Q.0 R a1 25 25 0.0 0.0 11.2
(b) Undocumented Immigrants - ) 0.7 o7 0.7 0.7 07 0.0 35
{c} Rural dlinics and FQHCs 00 0.5 as 0.5 05 05 0.5 30
Subtitie C - Managad Care | ‘ : : : ﬁ ' o
Sec. 3024 6-menth Guaranteed Eligibility Qo 02 0.2 03 03 0.3 04 1.1
TOTAL, Subtitte € - Medicald 00 1766  1.842 8036 10140 6592 22210  56.063
Wellare Interaclions | 0000 0032 0027 0300 0277 01475 0106  0.863
Medicare Offsels : 0.000 0032 . 0072 -0.053  0.008 0.083 0.201 0.133
Veterans Provisions ' 0.000 0.000 0.060 0.299 0.307 0315 0.323 1.244
~1.841 £.490 -9.668 -16.018  -21.580 -62.823

Net RKiedlcald Savings o 0.000

1.768

»
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‘Clinton Administration Response to
‘Trust Fund Problems (1993)

1.

The extra years w'ere derived from:

Constrammg the growth of Medicare prnnanly through spec:ﬁc prowder
payment reductlons

. Repealing the maximum earnings cap for the Medicare HI payroll tax.

Increasing the percentage of Social Security benefits of well-off Seniors
subject to taxation and dedicating that revenue to the HI trust fund.

“Economic growth partly spurred from the deﬁcit reduction bill.
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Medlcald Spending Under the Dole-Glngrlch
| Budget: 1997 2002

$1,600 1

$1,200 1

4
[

' $1,000

$800

Dollars in Billions

$660 -+
$400 -

$200

b
3

.

$1,400 |

Total Reduction (Federal & State):
$250 billion (18%)

State Reduction:
$177 billion (29%)

Federal Reduction:
$72 billion (9%)

-

CBO Baseline

Assumes that matching rate is changed as per the November 1995 Republican Conference Agreement vetoed by the President; this raises the minimurn Federal match from 50% to
60%. Assumes that states spend enough to draw down their full Federal allotment. Nuwmbers may not sum fo tofals due to rounding

Dole-Gingrich Budget

State
= Federai
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. Dollars in Billions

$800 -

$750 |

$700 -

T

Federal Medicaid Payments to States, 1997 - 2002
Dole-Gingrich Budget Takes an Extra $12 billion

$650 +

T$803

8illien |

st

S Billiqrﬁ.;'_.,,

CBO Baseline January Offer Dole-Gingrich Budget

dSDHI WdZr:88 96, 68 AW <ie=




Dollars in Billions

Federal Medicaid Payments to States, 1997 - 2002

Republican Offers
$750 L $742
$731
$700 1 $694
$650 +
$600 +—— |

Conference Agreement

January Offer

Dote-Gingrich Budget

-
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CBO April 1808 Baseline: MEDICAID

‘Tho April besetns Incorporetos P.L. 104-121, passed In Masch of 1008, 08Ny
The lew lspro)mad to methuos envofiments among disablad Mdividuels i §
Ouﬁaya Jﬂuumr, In i ’ . o . : :
billony 41608 4088 1007 4008 1009 2000 2004 2002 &1 ik] 2006 - 2008 2008
Fodoeral ghare of Modloatd pameﬂa N : - : L v
Bonafta - M5 608 889 98 103.3 1189 131.0 4446 130.6 118 1848 2148
Disproponionate ehm B o107 103 1.2 116, 124 13.0 13.7 14.3 151 18.8 188 {74
Adminlatigllon - A . 43 4) 84 ar fia ag 18 04 ¥ | T 102 . U2
TOTAL ; A YR 40488 115.4 1284 128.2 1818 1884 1080 w2 7212 432
Percenlaga Chaye .~ B6%  76W . 04 102%  @6%  03% 0% 60%  BO% W00% 008 00%
S1mo Bhard , 672 /¥ © 760 R A - 98) 104.2 114.3k B T 1] 138.0 11.6 168.0 . 104.6
Tolal Blate anarmm 1583 168.0 1838 - 2026 N m2.4 2858 - 2820 3210 - 8529 3884 428.7
Benefits by typs of cpending . - o a o o i
Ao 0an . 48.6 §0.7 68.4 62.3 a6 783 030 918 1018 112.2 1230 1300
Total ) E i ' 74.8‘:_ : 60.6 809 0.6 - ‘IOG.S 1189 131.0 148 1506 17804 84D 2146
Bonafs by ReciplentCategory . - E R ‘ IR ' o ' ' :
Aged 20 2587 . 285 30.86 3548 0 408 443 00 834 887 . 046
Blind ang mwd ’ <204 20.2 322 @ 384 402 446 40.2 64.7 60.7 gr.4 748 029
- Chlldren o 142 163 - 112 . 10.0 207 22.7 250 218 - 304 35.6 860 40.6
Adulle S B8 10.8 114 . 128 18 149 164 160 186 218 240 208
“Reol “rlonlo (m!ﬂon o!psoplo) : L L ' ' R
. ) 4.2 43 45 4.0 47 ‘40 50 841 62 64 8.6 5.7
Blind and Olaadied . 68 80 63 8.6 X ) 10 19 78 18 a0 8.2 A5
© Chitdren . . 104 106 10.4 86 . 203 20.7 2.2 217 221 2268 23,0 ns
Adulia ' 5] 24 18 . A 8.2 B4 a8 ] 90 n1 A RS
Tolnt 340 %8s 22 ’39.0 o 400 4.1 424 131 441 4B.1 4@1 . 47.1.
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MEDICAID: CBO March 1996 Baseline: Medicaid Federal & State Expendutures {Dollars in billions, figcal years)

—1895 . 1996 1897 1998 1998 2000 2001 2002 1996-2002
, " Total
AR
TOTAL SPENDING
BASELINE (CBO FACTSHEET: 5/08/96) : .
Total Spanding 1563 1680 183.9 2025  221.8 2425 2858 2919 1,578.2
Aggregate Growth ’ . 7.5% 8.5% 10.1% 8.5% 9.3% 9.6% 9.8% 9.3%
Per Capita Growth 5.3% 5.8% 7.4% 6.8% 68%  7.0% 7.3% 6.6%
. REPUBLICAN BUDGET RESOLUTION (May 8, 1996) ' .
Total Spending 156.3 152.0 1663 1768 1863 2003 2103 2213 1,313.4
Aggregate Growth -2.8% 8.5% 8.3% 5.4% 75% - 50% 5.2% 5.1%
Per Caplta Growth 48%  56%  37%  28%  48%  25% 2.8%
Savings -160  -175 -258 -35.4 421 -85.5 70.7 -ZE?.B
[lgmeross 1 265
PRESIDENT'S (CBO SCORING 4/18/96) : '
Total Spending 156.3 168.0 1874 1989 2112 2248 2377 2533  1,481.5
Agpregate Growth . 7.5% 11.6% 8.2% 6.2% 8.5% 8.7% 8.6% 11%
Pat Capita Growth 5.3% 7.6% 36% 35% 3.8% 31% 4.1% l 4.4% ?
Savings 0.0 35 .35 105  -17.5 281 -386 -84.7
FEDERAL SPENDING :
BASELINE (CBO FACTSHEET: 5/08/96) :
Tolal Spending \ 89.1 85.7 104.8 115.4 126.4 138.2 181.5 166.4 898.4
Aggregate Growih . . 1.5% 9.5% 10.1% 9.5% 9.3% 9.6% 9.8% 8.3%
Per Capits Growth 5.3% 5.6% 7.4% 8.8% 6.6% 7.0% 7.3% 6.8%
REPUBLICAN BUDGET RESOLUTION (May 8, 1996)
Tolal Spending 831 - 857 104.8 111.4 1174 1268.2 132.5 1384 827.4
Aggrepate Growth 7.5% 9.5% 6.3% 5.4% 7.5% 5.0% 5.2% 6.6%
Per Capita Growth 53% 56% 3.7% 2.8% 4.8% 2.5% 2.8% 3.9%
Savings 00 0.0 40 80 -120 -19.0 -27.0 71.0
, ‘ This is e low cled To
PRESIDENT'S (CBO SCORING 4/16/96) : : “”"‘"*4"\’;9 ‘
Total Spending 89.1 957 1088  113.4 1204 1282 135.5 444 0484
Aggregats Growth ) 7.5% 11.6% 8.2% 6.2% 6.5% 87% - 6.8% 7.1%
. Per Capita Growth « , 5.3% 7.6% - 3.6% 3.5% 3.8% 3.1% 4.1% 4.4%
Savings 0 00 2.0 2.0 60  -100 -16.0 220 -54,0

The avarage annual growth rates are caloylated for 1885 through 2002 (not 1888 through 2002) and uge te growih in total benefisiaries from the CBO baseline.

{1) The Federsl apending comes from preliminary majority staff estimates,

(23 Tha annual Federal spending for Medigrant 1l (from the preliminary staf catimates) was prorated down to achiave $85 billion in 7.year Feders! savings.
It is assurnad that the now average FMAP s 83% (consistent with November GAQ analysls of conference agreement),

It Is assumed that states spend the minimum necessaty to draw down the Federal spending limit,

5/B/96
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MEDICAID: CBO March 198¢ Baseline: Medicald Federal & Stats Expanditures (Dollars in billions, fiscal years)

1885 1996 1997 1998 1889 2000 2001 2002  4996-2002

Total
TOTAL SPENDING
BASELINE (CBO FACTSHEET; 5/08/96) _ .
Total Spending 1563 1880 1835 2025 2218 2425 2658 2019 15762
Agaregate Grawih 75%  95% 101%  9.5% 9.3% 9.6% 9.8% 9.7%
Per Capita Growih 53%  56%  74%  68%  6.6% 7.0% 7.3% 6.8%
REPUBLICAN BUDGET RESOLUTION (May 8, 1896)
Total Spending 156.3 1660 1663 1768 1863 2003 2103 2213  1,328.4
Aggregate Growth : 7.5% =1.0% 6.3% 5.4% 7.5% 5.0% 5.2% 4.7%
Per Cafita Growth 53%  -45%  37%  28%  48%  25% 2.8% ‘Z.o% )
Savings 00  -175 256 354 -421 55,5 707 -246.8
Rovno 77
PRESIDENT'S (CBO SCORING 4/18/95) . 265
Totsl Spending 1563 1680 1874 1988 2112 2248 2377 2533 1,4815
Aggregato Growih 75% 116%  62%  62% 6.5% 5.7% 6.6% 7.1%
Per Capita Growth 5.3% 7.6% . 36% 3.5% 3.8% 3.1% 4.1% 4.3%
Savinga ' 0.0 35 .35 -105 175 -28.1 .38.6 0847
EEDERAL SPENDING
BASELINE (CBO FACTSHEET: £/08/96) ’
Total Spending 9.1 957 1048 1154 1264 1382 1515 1664 8984
Aggregate Growth - 75%  95% 101%  95%  9.3% 9.6% 9.8% 9.7%
Por Capita Growth 5.3% 56% 7.4% 8.8% 6.6% 7.0% 7.3% 8.8%
REPUBLICAN BUDGET RESOLUTION (May 8, 1896)
Total Spending 89.1 §57 1048 - 1114 1174 1262 1325 1304 8274
Aggregate Growth 75%  65%  83%  54%  1.5% 50%  52% . 6.8%
Per Capita Growth 53%  56%  37%  2.8%.  4.8% 2.5% 2.8% 3.7%
Savings 0.0 0.0 -4.0 90  -12.0 -18.0 .27.0 -71.0
C3+~)
PRESIDENT'S (CBO SCORING 4/16/96)
Tota! Spanding 89.1 - 957 1088 1134 1204 - 1282 1355 1444 8444
Aggregate Growth 7.5% 11.6% 6.2% 6.2% 6.5% 5.7% 8.6% 74%
Per Capits Growth 53%  76%  36%  35%  3.86% 3.1% 41%  4.3%
Savings , o 00 = 20 .20 60  -100  -160  -220  -54.0

The average annual growth rates are calculated for 1896 through 2002 and uae the growth in total boneficianies from the CBO baseline,

(1) The Federal apending comes from praliminary majority siaf estimates. )

(2) The annual Federal spanding for Medigrant Il (from the preliminary stalf estimates) was prorated down to achieva $85 billlon in 7-year Federal savings.
it i3 agsumad that the new average FMAP Iz 83% (eansistent with Novamber BAQ anslysis of conference agreement),
Itis agsumad that states apend the minimum necessary to draw dawn the Federal spending limit.

519198


http:l'eder.11

MAaY @9 ‘56 12:13PM IHCRP

5/8/96

MEDICARE: DRAFT PRELIMINARY CBO Madicare March 1996 Baseline (Dolars In bliilons; fiscal years)

1686 . 1696 1887 1998 4889 2000 ~ 2001 2007 1696-2002 Growth

Total 9602

BASELINE (CBO FACTSHEET; 3/38/88) (1} N
Total (Gross) Spending 177.1 186.1 2156 238.5 2576 27%.6 3034 3288 18176 8.0%
Sponding per capita (2) 4,789 5229 5659 6,127 8,538 7.078 7,585 8,089 7.6%
Fadaral (Net) Sponding 156.9 176.1 185.0 213.8 2336 254 .8 277.2 3014 18518 9.4%
Snending per ¢apla (7) 4,252 4,686 5,118 5,541 5,974 6,846 8,930 7.424 : 7.9%

10.4% 9.0% 8.3% 7.8% 7.8% 7.5% 7.1%

REPUBLICANS' BUDGET RESOLUTION {May B, 1886)
Total Spending ~ Not Avaitable
Spending por capits {2) - . L - - - P .
Foderal Spending - 156.8 1761 188.0 201.8 2118 2228 2382 248.4 1,483.8 ‘5.9%
Spending per capita (2) 4,252 4,698 4934 5,231 5,412 5635 5,880 6,118 \ 4.5% l

. 10.4% 5.1% 6.0% 3.5% 4,1% 4.3% 4.1% y y

Savings . 0 -7 -12 22 32 42 53 ~188
Pramiums Not Avaitable

PRESIDENT (CBO SCORING 4/17/96) :
Total Spanding 1771 186,6 2093 2271 iNnge 258.0 2764 208.0 17070 7.2%
Spanding per capita (2) 4,788 5,243 5,483 5,883 6,178 6,532 8,910 7,340 58%
Fedoral Spending 158.8 176.6 188.8 2048 21;;’.7 232.2 2483 287.2 1.835.7 7.1%
Stending per capita (2} 4,252 ' 4709 4,955 5308 = 5,568 5,878 6,208 8,581

10.8% 52% . 1.1% 4.9% 5.6% 5.6% 6.0%
© Savings 0.5 8.2 K- 158 224 288 -342 1161

Premium Savings_ 0 0.1 0.4 01. . . D8 =19 -3.4 -5.5

NOTE! 1f you ate using the naminal eponding per beneficialy plagss round to Ihe nessogt $100.
{1) Mandatory spending, imcluding PROs. ‘

© (2) Spanding divided by CBC's March 1985 Pant A emreliment

Seeg-re’

Note: KReotd Lado, s 96-02 CNof g5 -ez) Simee o7
13 ANew A & u)m—.o_ /"uﬁai»\-g.,
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FY 1997

- Budget Resolutioni

CHAIRMAN'S MARK

Prepared by the
Republican Stalf of (he
U.S. Senale Budget Commilttee -

May 1996
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CHAIRMAN'S MARK BUDGET AGGRI)GATES

————

- (Dollars im hillions)
1996 1997 1998 l999 2000 2001
Discretionary: _ -
[) 11 13 20 S « 265 265 263 266 269 268
VNondefelsc - 27 27%. 264 260 256 250
Subtotal discrefionary............ - 536 536 527 526 526 518
Mandatory: _ ‘ V
Social Securily......oicraneaccin.n. 348 365 383 402 422 444
Medicare i 196 - 209 224 236 249 263
Medicaid —— - 96 105 111 117 126 133
Welfare programs.. — 85 89 89 102 100 98
EITC (outlays) w 16 18 18 19 20 20
Dtlicy mandalory........c.ccmmmama 57 62 82 () 83 84
Net inferest..... 240 242 - 244 243 240 238
Total outlays... . 1575 1626 1678 17117 1764 1798
REVERNES.cocrrerrs 1430 1471 1532 1600 1675 1755
Resulting deficit/surplus............... -147 -155 -146 -117 -89 -43

2002

268
249
516

467
272
139
106
21
82

1846

1846

6-year
Total

T T T T e T

1599
1551
3150

. 2484

1459

731

583
116

464

1444

10430

9879

NOTE: Details may ot add to totals due to rounding. All totals skawn on & unified budgel basix,

Prepared by SBC Majority Staff, 08-May-96
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CHAIRMAN'S MARK COMPARED TO FREEZE. BASEIJNE

- (Dollars in Iullwns)

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 6—Yr 'l'ola!

l‘ree?e baselme del' Cits Ao, 146 158 164 155 147 . 125 21
Discretionary: . | “ L

" Defense... ; : , - - 1 1 : N 2 5 _ 13
Nondefense... — e -3 7 -1 -14 -20 22 ; 77
Mandatory: - ‘
Social Security - - - -~ - - g - -
Medif_care: b/ " _ : , '

Part A solvency........ i - .. -5 .-10 . -16 @ -23 30 . 39 -123
Iart B President's proposals...... = -2 .2 -6 5 4z -4 -44
Medicaid..... 2 ; ~ -0 -4 9. 42 ° -19 271 -1
Welfare programs anere - -1 7.9 -1 -1 -i3 -53
EITC 0 2 3 3 3 3 3 17

- Other mandaiory y . | -3 - -6 8 9 -12 o -42
Revenves: ‘ V o ‘ .
Tax relief......couearnntrirmrearesncsronne 1 15 20 24 23 23 16 _ 122
Total policy changes 1 3 -7 3 53 14 -109 -293
Debt service.... 0 -0 -1 -2 -4 -7 -12 26
Total deficit reduction . .cverer. 1 3 48 37 58 8 121 39
Resulting deficit/surpus. .. ... M7 155 46 17 89 4 -0

© NOTE: Detaits may net add to fotals duc o mundng. AN tefals skown an a unified bmiget basis. Revenue nd-pm- shown as
gusitive becamse it increases the deficil ‘Welfare pregrams include: Faad stamps, SSI, family supgort, child nutrition, and fosfer care.
o/ Budget rexolution haseline imcludes adjusiments for OCRA, subsidized housing, stadents loams, efe.

b/ Excledes $10 bilfilan seserved for Graduate RMedical Education included in “oiber” maundatory spending. -.
Prepared by SBC Majority Stalf, 08-May-96
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