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To: John Monahan Time: 08:39:40 
. From: Alan Weil Date: 05/15/95 . 
. Subject: Microsoft Word .. DGAPRCPL.DOC 

Pages (including cover): 2 

John _Katie-

Here are the draft principles that I shared with FL, VT, MO last week. I meant this as a laundry 
list-l think it needs reworking. So far, everyone seems okay with the list. As we will fax this out 

. to all Os, please comment IMM EDIATELY if there are changes you think we need to make. 

AlanWeil 
303-866-2$68 



Friends,,: 

PLEASE REVIEW IMMEDIATELY 

Here is a page of options. A B are what we dIscussed. I felt it was important to include C _D just 
so we know the direction people are thinking if they don't like A _8. Obviously, there are many ways' 
to structure the details within these options. Please comment before this goes out to everyone. 

AlanWeil 
303-866-2868 
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Principles: 

. The Medicaid program provides lit critical safety-net of services to a broad range of 
Ameri~ans -- children. families. people with disabilities, and the elderly. Preservation of 
this safety net is essentiaL 

Medicaid must remain a partnership between states and the federal. government. For the 
federal go\'errunent to nUll over the entire responsibility for health care to the stares would 
subject Ollr most vulnerable citizens to the vagaries of regional economic cycles. 

Medicaid should be reformed to reflect a true parmership between the states and The 
. federal government. Immediate reforms should include permining states to use managed 
care in M~dicaid without requiring a. feden~1 waiwr, and eliminating restrictive fedei'a.l 
rules on Medicaid payment ra.tes, Govemors have been a~king for these changes for years. 
Congress should try the changes the people who mn the program have been asking for for 
years rather than dismantling the entire Medicaid program. . 

Democratic governors believe in the nc:td for a balanced federal budget and believe that 
Medicaid mllst be included in consideration of budget cuts along. with all OTher federal 
programs. HoweVer. Democratic governors will not suppt1rt massive cuts in safety-net 
programs in order to finance the Republican tax~t1t agenda. 

Democratic governors have proposed a set ofreasonable cuts in the :Medicaid progr3J.n. 
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. 

Democ"ratic governors want to say as forcefully as possible: the Medicaid cuts proposed 
by Republicans ill Congress will deny the elderly, people with disabilities. and children 
much needed health care. Denlocratic govemors will not sacriiice their most vulnerable 
populations just to gain more flexibility in their O\\ln budgets.. 

Democratic governor.s ma.k~ the following challtn¥~ Lo 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 ior 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 \.vill 
be forced to absorb more cost Shifting. Every dollar the RepUblicans propose to cut from 
Mli:dicaid to pay for a tax-cut will end up as .In increased dollar in private health insurance 
prenllllmS, 



To: John Monahan Time: 08:29:44 
From: Alan Weil Date: 05/15/95 
"Subject: Microsoft Word - DGAOPTS.OOC 
Pages (including cover): 2 

Friends-

PLEASE REVIEW IMMEDIATELY 

Here is a page of options. A B are what we discussed. I felt it was important to include C _0 just 
so we know the direction people are thinking if they don't like A_B. Obviously, there are many lNays 
to structure the details within these options. Please comment before this goes out to everyone. 

AlanWeil 
303-866-2868 



Medicaid Options 

A. Govemors support holding program groWth to the total of enrollment and medical 
inflation growth. With this rate of growth, all current recipients ofMedicaid, and all of 
those who in the future would be eligible under current rules, retai.n access to needed 
healrh care services. Federal financial participation is guara.nteed so long as a srare's 
Medicaid costs grow no fasldr Lhan the combination of enrollment and in~dical inflation. 
States are responsible for managing 1heir prograllls within this limit. In order manage 
within thi!<i limit, states receive maximum flexibility in administration, including uSe of 
managed care and Boren changes. Estimated savings from baseline: S30 ~ 35 billion. 

Advantages: This approach makes reasonable cuts in the program, as opposed to the 
massive cuts proposed by Congressional RepUblicans. States and those needing sen'ices 
are held hannless against the two major factors outside oftheir control: enrollment, which 
encompasses both demographic and economic changes, and medical inflation. 

Disadvantages: This savings from baselinc attributable to this approach are 5ubstmtially 

lower than the current Republican target. 


B. Governors support holding program growth to the total ofenrollment and medical 
inflation growth, except that, for the elderly and disabled populations, grO\vth is permitted 
only at the average ofmedical inflation and general inflation. The structure of this 
program is the same as in A. The justification fhr the lower inflation rate for the elderly 
and disabled is that a large portion of the services Medicaid provides to th.=:se two groups 
are non-medi~al (e.g., nursing home residential services, non-skilled home care). 
Estimated sa'\ings from baseline: $50 - 60 billion. 

Advantages: Same as above. In addition, this aggressive savings target goes further 

towards the Republican numbC1', making negotiations potentially inore fruitful. 


Disadvantages: Because this limit on growth is significant, states run some risk ofnot 

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 ofkeeping the focus on 

the extreme negative effects ofthe Republican Congressional proposaL It has the 


. disadvantage of failing to prc~nt a viable alternative, 

D. Higher savings options. Governors could propose even deeper cuts moving closer 
to the Republican Congressional number. There are many ways to structure these cuts-· 
either through lmver inflation rates than in A and B, or moving towards the block gmnt 
concep,t. The advantage of this approach is that it prepares us for negotiation to bridge a 
smaller gap. The disadvantages are the sign.ificalit hrum to people that would occur as a 
result of these cuts, and the likelihood that, ifgovernors support cuts ofthis siZe, the cuts 
will be made. 



---

P.l.';;"-.~ Q MAY 28 ' 96 05: 57PM I HCRP 

GEORGETOWN UNIVERSITY MEDICAL CENTER 

Institute for Healch Care RCloan:h and Policy 
fACSIMILE COVER SHEET' 

" 
IS, ' TO: CK~,.", .. ' ",.".""" ... "."",I • • 

FAX Number: •••••• D ••••••••••••• "•••••• II II 41 .......... ,. 


FROM: ··dE: ~JI: fl.€;. • • • • .. : ........ • • • ..... . 


Pages: 


'Comments: 

o iJ £;$"1' I ~ rJ - (~ IT 

/ 'So'"' ~ 11" • r;"1 - S'" 1T"'t1i 

IH~' '1 ' I ~) \) t'-S 

(\) t;' SI ,. -r H I N ( {) C J N V \ 0 tc. I 0 1l \ ,..IV)(;oJ 

~a.) I ~~ Ctj() I- 9 ~- Crt fr/C Icrl 

~'51!" -rk"tj ()~ I r ) w (. ... vP 1;; 

V M bll-~L-1" 

(, ) -,- "'! ,v'/ ....... ~ H-fL.4r 7CIV 


, ).~ I rJ ~ C~-'f Fe'¥ 

T A- fYveJ flI"­
I r i & " 1 H (~ L ( T ~)1..(;- c S I'{ 1t. I ~ ((,) I E<.. ~ 
5T 7}fl-"1 ('n\.-..o IOu TH47 (tAJ·...S ' 

C>'U I N ~ 1J.t~ Cr!-v 7 Th 4 7 (.f' c'r/7 71-£.e"'''Y\. 11> 7D v) 
4 N f) l ~ I)f Pt,."'T\J [) riJ "f ~ I ~ IV -HAvre; a fJ Gff 12/J S, 

/,~~ 
-

ZZlS Wisconsin Avenue, NW Suite SZ5 Washington DC 20007 
202.687·0880 202·687·3110 !Iln;milr 



P.2 ·~ MAY 28 '96 05:58PM IHCRP 

-----...: 

Medicaid Spending ReduGtlons under tha Archer-Sliley Proposal, 1997·2002 

Exchldoa "Umbrella" PaYlllents 
(OCD~rs in mil~OtI$. fi5ctl 1891'S) 

Fadaml Redl/ctlon Fodoral & Stat& Reduction 
COilers Per;en! 1)01131'1 Pllrconl 

Tot:ll • 99,388 ... 11% .296,526 ... ·19% 

Alabama -473 -3% ·1380 ·7% 
.All1$k* . ·109 -e% -117 ·20% 
Arizona "213 -8% ·1870 ·9% 
Arltan$a$ ·114 ·1% -226 -2% 
Call1'Ol'I'Ile ·6204 -7% -37192 ·21% 
Colorado' -617 ·9% -2584 ·190/0 

-,IIGG ·'4% ·13 957 ·27% 
40 2% -417 ·12% 

-894 -19% ·2894 ·31% 
·3770 ·10% -14909 ·2~% 
-5111 ·20% ·8,274 ·20% 

·320 ·120/0 -'353 ·24% 
-71 ·3% ·103 ·3% 

·3358 ·10% .15492 ·24% 
-3063 ·16% -4,694 -1.6% 

·756 ·10% ·'178 ·10% 
·623 ·10% 

~ enll.lcky ·1974 -13% 
Loulsls1l8 ·14247 -43% -46% 
IMaiM ·1225 ·19% - ·21% 

I~ 
-'41$ .11% ..e 150 ·24% 

lUI ·2,871 ·12% -12113 ·24% 
·3,049 ·10% ·S60S ·15% 

Minnesota ·2886 -17% .7G20 ·25% 
MisSls$loDi ·1,056 ·9% ·1773 -11% 
Mlnourl ·34' -2% .729 ·3% 
MonlaM ·332 ·11% .478 ·110/0 
Nebraska -658 .15% ·1154 ·,5% 
Nevada .269 12% -407 ·9% 
New loIa",~$I\lre ·186 -4% ·1607 -18% 
NawJerslY ·3,632 -14% .1366S -27% 
INewMexico ·326 ·5% -461 -S% 
INewYotk ·12,797 ·11% ·54471 ·24% 

earollna -4070 .16% -S 303 ·1£1% 
CaKota ·99 ·5% ·143 -5% 

-2 a19 ·7% -4349 ·7% 
01'1'111 343 4% .92 4% 

30 0% 36 0% 
·3300 ·8% ·13324 -18% 

-S47 -13% ·1SS0 ·21% 
-915 ·6% -10% 

-63 ·3% ·3% 
1.686 9% 972 3% 

·7.870 ·12% -13422 ·13% 
·179 -4% ·244 004% 

Vermont ·102 -5% ·167 ·5% 
Virginia -967 ·9% -4405 -Zo% 
Washincton ·2.64S ·16% -9105 ·26% 
West Vlr\llnla ·2333 -20% ·3566 ·22% 
WIsconsin -262 -2% ·555 ·2% 
!WVCll'l'liM ·104 .9% ·183 ·9% 

NOTE: F.iio ... I ....inS• ..,uld b. 57~ bllII.n .,d '"... 3 ... 1na6 _Id~. 1250 bIIOQ. II 111. U""",II. P.,...... ...." I • .r"~o<l. 
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T .... I.p.""!n~ "n4«1II. "'",...."' "'. FOd"'II""'.lind dl>t4.4 ~ lilt IllaICfli'd rat" ...101111:." GAO 01\ '11'19.1 t., III. (;...,. Aero.lllonl. 

AGt!\itMO !:hat SI.,.ul tcn:nlS d'lo m!niItNm Mdrew dawn atG',J ""II Fi~"""I.IIo1m4m. 




P.3 ~~ MRY 28 '96 05:58PM IHCRP 

) 

-,-- ­

Archer-BUley Federal Medicaid! Growth Rates 

" 

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

California Nevada 
Florida New Mexico 
Idaho Oklahoma 
Mississippi Texas 

Virginia * 

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

Alabama Georgia '" 
Alaska Kentucky 
Arizona Louisiana* 
Arkansas Montana .. 
Colorado* South Carolina 
Delaware Utah 

Wyonring 

Special Grow~blUte Floor: 4.3% in 1998 and on (90% of national rate) 

Illinois *,- North Dakota 
Indiana; Ohio 
Iowa Oregon 
Kansas Pennsylvania 
Maryland South Dakota • 
Michigan Tennessee 

'h 

Missouri * 	 West Virginia, . 
Nebraska Wisconsin 
North Carolina ' 

General Growth Rate Floor: 2.0% by 2001 

, Cotmecticut New Hampshire 
District of Columbia New Jersey 
Hawaii New York 
Maine Rhode Island 
Massachusetts Washington 
Minne'sota: 

Small·State Minimum (0.24% oftotal Federal allotment) 
, . 

Vennont * 

Source: Data from the US General Accounting Office, 5122/96
* 	 States that either move into a different floor or ceiling group or whose Federal allotment is determined by 

the needs·based amount or scalar for some years during the ·1997 • 2002 period. 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 


WASHINGTON. D.C. 20503 


June 10, 19.96 

NOTE FOR JOHN HILLEY 

FROM: Nancy-Ann 'M~n ~~. 

RE: Substitute Medicaid Proposal 

As you requested,'we'v,e run th/? numbers on a Medicaid policy that 
is identical to the President's pr'oposal 'except that it produces 
savings of$72billibn,' as . in tl1e Republican proposal. The 
attached tab~e givesyqu the yea~-by-year'"gro~th index" (i.e~ ,the 
amount by which you'd allow th:e per capita cap to grow) to produce 

. the additional savings ne'eded· to . get us. from 'our policy ($54 
billion) to $72 billion off the latest CBO baseline. Note that we 
assumed that the OSH.policy'remains the same as in t:he President's 
plan, so all the additional savings come out of·the growth index. 

In order to produce the desired level of savings, we had to· a~ply 
a growthind$x that st~itsout at GOP plus .25% in 1997, drops to 
GOP plus .0%in·199~~·~nd remains flat at GOP fhrough2002. (GOP 
is around 4.3%, or 'CPIplus 1%). That compares with a growth index 
in the President's plari that starts at GDP plus 2.5% in 1997, drops 
to GOP .plus 1%. in 1998 anci.1999, then to GOP plus .5% in 2000 and 
2001, and finally in 2002, to GOP plus .O~. (Both policies assume' 
we start 'out at about GOP plus 2.5% in 1996).' . . '. : , 

I've also attach~d a t~blecbmp~ring the aggregat~ and per c~pita 
growth rates' from ,the Senate budget resoltition; 'the President 's 
proposal, and this substitufe. ' . 

tet me know if you have any que~tions. 

cc: Chris Jennings 



SENT BY:Xerox Tele~opier 7020 6-10-96 8:48PM 3957289-+ 59119;# 3 
... I 

Table 2 '. " 

.. S72 Billion 
Proposal 

President's 
April 1996 
Balanced 

BudgetBlll '. 

Senate Mark 
ofFY 19?7 
. Budget 

Resolution 

Proposed Savings ·$71.7 billion ..$53.7biIlion ·$72 billion 

Proposed Aggregate Growth 
Rate 

6.6% 7.2% 6.5% .. 

Proposed Per Capita Growth 
Rate 

3.8% 
.. 

4.4% 3.7% 

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 5-year average of historical GDP 
per capita growth to calculate the Allowa,ble Medicaid Growth Multiplier for each year .. 

Table 3 

FY 
1996 

FY 
1997 

, '. 

FY 
1998 

FY 
1999 

FY 
2000 

FY 
2001 . 

FY 
2002 
and 
after 

'/ 

Adjustor to GDP· 
Based Index 

+2.5% +.025% +0.00% +0.00% +0.00% +0.00% +0.00% 

Please note that we Carlnot asswe that CBO will score the proposal as achieving $72 billion in 
savi~gs 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 previous 
versions of their per capita estimates. 

'. 
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MediGrant II 

1. 	 Base: Set in legislation (sort ofstates, choice of 1993, 1994~ 1995, but not 
exactly) . 

2. 	 "Needs-Based Amount" 

Product of: 

a. Number ofpoor people ina state and 

h. State-adjusted national MeruGrant spending per poor person 

-
Adjusted for: 

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

3. 	 Floors and Ceilings 

The Needs-B'ased Amount is compared to the Base to yield a growth rate. 
. , 

That gro'wth rate cannot be : 

. Greater than ceilings 
125% of the national rate for most states 

150% ofthe national rate for 10 states with the lowest 
fed~ral funding per poor pa-son (e.g., FL, CA) 

Less than the floors 
3% for most states 

. 	 . 

.. 90% ofthe national rate for states with certain rates· 

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

4. 	 Scalar: .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 grovtth rates .. 
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President's Proposal 

Per Capita Cap 

1. Base: 1995 total spending per beneficiary by group is calculated. 
Excludes: DSH, Medicare cost sharing, end certain admin. costs 

2. Index: Base total spending per beneficiary is multiplied by the index ­
rate constraint on per-beneficiary spending (set in legislation). 
Savings from this proposal come from replacing the baseline spe
growth per beneficiary with the index. 

growth 

nding 

3. Enrollment: 	 Indexed total spending per beneficiary by group is multiplied by 
enrollment by group and then summed to yield one total limit . 

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

Disproportionate Sbare Hospital (DSH) Changes 

1. New Program: Federal DSH spending is set in legislation. 

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

States can determine which hospitals 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 AHotment = Phased-Out +Ph.aAA:Jn 

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

1998 Allotment "" (1995 Fed payments time~ 500/0) + (2000 Fed allotment times 50%) 

1999 Allotment :; (1995 Fed payments times2S%) ..i. (2000 Fed allotment times 75%) 

2000 Allotment ";,, (1995 Fed payments times 0%) +(2000 Fed allotment times 100%) 


2. 	 Pools: Undocumented Persons Pool: For 15 states with high number of 
undocumented persons ($3.5 billion over the period) 

Federally-Qualified Health Centers & Rural Health Clin.ics Pool: For 
supplementai payments for these facilities ($3.0 billion over the period) 

Transition Pool: For states to assist in transition to r.eformed program 
($11.2 billion over the period) 
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Breaux-Chafee Proposal 

Medical Expenditure Limit 

1. 	 Base: States~ choice of 1993, 1994, or 1995 total spending 
Excludes: DSH, Medicare cost sharing, and certain admin. costs 

2. 	 Growth-Adjusted Amount: 
The base (for 1997) or the previous year's growth-adjusted amount (for 
subsequ~nt years) is multiplied by: 

Inflation Aqjuster: 	 Growth rate const.raint (set in legislation) and 

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

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

4. 	 Hold Harmless: . 
The gro'Wth-adjusted amount (adjusted by the umbrella) is compared to the 
base. The total limit is whichever amount is higher 

5. Federa.l Limit: Total limit is multiplied by:rhe FMAP to yield the Federal limit. 

Disproportionate Share Hospital (DSH) Cbanges 

1. New Program: Federal DSH spending is setin legislation. 

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

States can determine which hospitals 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 = fbased·Out + Phase-In 

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

1998 Alictment = (1995 Fed pa>,ment& times 50%) + (2000 Fed allotment times 50%) 

1999 Allot1'l'.ent = (l9~5 Fed payments times 25%) + (2000 Fed allotment times 75%) 


Hold Harmless~ No state's allotment can be less than 25% of its 1995 allotment. 



Savings: $59 b 

Phased in Coalition DSH: 

Undocumented pool: FQHC pool 

BASELINE SCENARIO ' 


Federal Medicaid Savings Under the Alternative Proposal 
1996 - 2002 (Dollars in millions) 

IStates 

Total 

~Iabama 
:Alaska 

Arizona 
'Arkansas 
:Califomia 

I~otieut 
re 

District of Columbi 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 

ouisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachus~tts 

Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
IMissouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
'Nevada 
'New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
INew Mexico 
New York 
iNorth Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
10regon 
Pennsylvania 
iRhode Island 
ISouth Carolina 
South Dakota 

e 
ITexas 
Utah' 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
!WeSt Virginia 
:IWisconsin 
IWyoming 

Per Capita Cap DSH Pools Total Savings 
Savings 0.4 Change % Change Savings % <?hange 

(39,790) -5% (25,826) -30% 6,500 (59,116) ,6% 

(715) -7% , (788) -38% 72 (1,431) -10% 
(51) -3% (37) -44% 2 (85) -5% 

(778) -6% (240) -33% 131 (887) -6% 

(286) -3% 199 923% 7 (80) -1% 

(4,799) -7% (2,5341 -27% 2,052 (5,280) -6% 

(38) -1% (315) -26% , 98 (255) -3% 

(469) -4% (926) -58% 63 (1,333) -10% 

(65) -4% 20 60% 2 (43) -2% 

(295) -7% 174 80% 2 (119) -2% 

(2,370) -7% 333 20% 472 (1,566) -4% 

(1,311 ) I -6% 245 10% 76 (990) -4% 

(150) : , -6% 50 38% 16 (84) -3% 

(44) -2% 41 294% 8 5 0% 

(2,096) -7% (87) -5% 289 (1,894) -6% 
(19) 0% (942) ·55% 18 (943) -5% 

(413) -6% 168 492% 13 (233) -3% 

(389) -7% (322) -43% 8 (704) ~(367) -3% (654) -47% 48 (973) 
(1,737) -7% (4,840) -74% 23 (6,554) -19% 

(475) -9% (394) -52% 14 (855) -13% 

(453) -4% 475 71% 261 283 2% 
(1,025) -5% (1,371 ) -51% 137 (2,259) ·9% 
(2,067) -7% (~ -38% 77 (3,177) -10% 

(1,184) -7% 442% 22 (222) -1% 
(778) -8% (212) -17% 64 (926) -7% 

(224) ,-2% (1,239) -40% 63 (1,401) -9% 
' (.135) -5% 335 20465% 2 202 6% 

(310) -7% (2) -4%' 3 (308) -7% 
(25) -1% (152) -56% 2 (175) -7% 
- 0% '(1,065) -80% 6 (1,059) -23% 

(967) -5% (759) -19% - 207 (1,519) -6% 

(350) ~85 354% 45 (120) -2% 
(4,320) , 73) -18% 944 (5,750) -5% 

(294) -1% (863) -35% 37 (1,120) -4% 
(70) -3% 70 873% 1 0 0% 

(1,897) -6% (1,774) -49% 83 (3,587) -10% 
(165) , -2% 283 194% ,7 125 2% 
(458) -5% (10) -6% 70 (398) -4% 

(936) -3% (1,173) -30% 104 (2,004) , -5% 

(279) -7% (386) ,69% 26 (639) -13% 
(720) -6% ~ -54% 44 (1,927) ~(138) -6% 3174% 2 75 

- 0% 346 0% 48 393 ,2% 

I (3,658) -7% (3,285) -44% 483 (6~ -10% 

(160) -4% 89 278% 11 '-1% 

(51) -3% (75) -47% 3 (124) -6% 

(3.13) -3% (139) -21% 50 (401) 

~ (616) -4% (844) -49% 136 (1,324) 
(585) -5% (273) -39% 48 (811 ) -7% 
(745) -5% • 443 675% 100 (202) -1% 

(1 ) 0% 83 0% 82 7% 

Percent from: 
Per Cap~a Cap 

61% 39%: 

48% 52% 
58% I 42% 
76% 24% 

100% 

~I65% 
11% 
34% 

100% 0% 
100% 0% 

100~FiI100% 
100% 
100% 0% 
96% 4% 

2% 

II
100% 

55% 
36% 
26% 
55% 

100% 0 
43% 57 
64% 36 

100% 0' 

7~
15% 

100% 0% 
99% 1% 
14% 86% 
0% 100% 

56% 44% 
100% 0% 
65% 35% 
25% 75% 

100%~1
52% 

~ 0% 
2% 

44% 56% 
42% 'I'37% 

100% 
0% 0% 

53% 47% 
100% 0% 

H:69% 
42% 

100% 
0% 

I 
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ouquets , If the flower is imported, out' 
simple, seasonal 

son and overpriced, it's "too J 

tious ft and not high on the list of Walter Hubert, ow 

Silver Birches in Pasadena, California (310-1.74-9040). I 

favor of local, seasonal arrangements; like garden 

and rose hips, for clients such as Holly Robinson, 

Ray Leonard and Don Henley. Giant centerpie( 

.also on Hubert's out-list; replaced by homey af 

ments that vary in size and container from table to 

For Robinson's bouquet (left), Hubert asse, 

stepbanotis, roses (bridal-white and champagne) and i 

New York's Robert Isabel (2I1.~4S-7767) controls even 

Caroline Kennedy, Maria Shriver (who carried f 

posies' and roses), Stephanie Seymour and both ~ . 
Chantal and Alexandra Miller tied the knot with 

' 

Is 

imprimatur. One c:f his critical accessories: cr, 

light. It makes everyone,look younger and more beau 

ressessupermodel Vendela walks down the aisle of a 
b:l!I·gown :;ki

Swedish church this summer, she'll be wearing a gow'n by 


Vera Wang. 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 Mad.ison Avenue 


(2I2~28-3400), where off-the-rack prices start at $1.,soo, and now she has boutiques ;, 


4epartment stores. Wang's newest designs: stretch bodices erupting in floating skirts I 


from roo Y,ards of white or pale \ulle. Her full-skirted brides include Chynna Phillips, . 


Hunter, Kiefer Sutherland's bride-to-be, Kelly Winn, and Mariah Carey, who wore a simple 


(The heavy-duty diamond tiara is tOO showy, says Wang, unless you're marrying into ro) 


Wang is also putting her stamp 01) t~e wedding party. Wang is outfitting the six little gi' 


Vendela's wedding and has just launchea a bridesmaid collection, with dresses starting at: 


Carolina Herrera, known for 'her traditional though unfussy gowns, has a lock on son' 

mous brides, including Caroline Kennedy (shorr-sleeved with applique shamrocks and a 1.0 

train), Marla Maples (satin sheath with I s-foot train), a pregnant Kate Capshaw (Empire 

with a~ eight-foot .train), and Joanna Kerns (droJ>-waist full skirt with sweep). Herrera also! 

ready-to-;wear bridal collection, s~!d in department stores, y,thich starts at $1.,soo (212-944-5 

Now the Italians arc getting into the matrimonial act as well. There are Dolce & Gabl 

wedding gowns. Giorgio Armani will outfit the entire wedding party on a special-order 1-, 

114 reporting by Lisa Lytle and Erica Goldl 
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EstiDlates of the President's Budget: Medicaid . 

I· The following is the policy that CBO scored as the President's Budget (see atUu::hed):, ... 

. . ... Per Capita Cap: 
I·. Index: Nominal GOP per capita plus: 

1996: +2.71% 

1997: +2.50% 

1998: +·1.00% 

1999: . + 1.00% 

2000: + 0.50% and each suceeding year. 


This averages 5.0% over the period.. 

. DSII: . 
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 hUlion 


Undoc:umented Pool: 

1997; $700 million. 

1998: $700 million 


. 1999: $700 million . 

·2000: $700 million 

2001 : $700 million 


FQHC I. RHe Pool: 

1997·2002: $500 million each year. 
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MEDICAID: cao March HI98 aBIl&IIn9: Mac:lI~olcl Foderall. State Expandllum8 (Dellam In blillan., fiacal yean;) ,.,1"5 1!!1!!1~ 189B 1"9 2000 ac02 1*4002 
To,,1-". TOTAl. SPENDING 


BAseLINE (cao t:ACTSHEET~ aJaMS) 

Total Speilding 156.3 168.0 184.0 .202.7 221.9 242,6 2136.0 292,2 1,677.a 
Agllfllsflle Clirol'llh 7,5')(, . ~.5% ,10,2% 9.5% 9.3% 9.7% 9.9% 9.4% 
per O~Pda GI'tIWlh 5.3% 5.7% 7.5% 6,8% UO/O 7.0% 7.3% 6.6% 

REPUBLICANS' MEDIGRANT 11 (Unofficial Clstlmatos tram majority stafl2l9G) (1) 
TOI"! Spending 156.3 154.0 165.1 177.8 189.7 202.1 215.2 227.1 1,331.9 
A9Sf~9.!!!e GrOWlh ·1.5% H% 7.0% 8.7% ' S.S% 8.5% 5.5% 6.5% 
1'a1 Oapita QrQWlh ·3.6% 4.1% 4.4% 4.1% 3.8% 3.9% 3.1% 2.8% 

S!vlng! .14.0 -17.8 -24.9 -32.2 -40.5 . -50.9 -65.2 445.4 

REPUBUCAHS' MEDIGAANT II (a) 
TOlal Spending 166.3 149.4 161.2 172.5 184.1 196.0 208,8 220.3 1,292.2 
Ag9t!19ii\9 GroWlh 4.4% 7.9% 7.0% 6.7% 6.5% 6.5% 5.5% !.OOk 
P'er capila <>roWl~ ..e,4%. 4.1% . 4.4% 4.1% 3.8% 3,9% 3,1% 2,4% 

$!rtIlng~ -HI.S· -22.8 -30.2 -37.8 -46.6 -57.3 ' -72.0 -285.1 

PRESIDENT'S (CBO SCORING 4/1eJ98) 
Tolel S~BnQinB 15e.a 1138.0 187.5 199.2 211.4 225.0 238.0 253.6 1,'82.8 
Aggregll1e Gri:>Wih 7.5% 11.6% 6.2% 6.1% 6.5% 5.7% 6.6% 7.2% 
Pt!r O.:l",il.:l GtOWlI'I 5.3% 7.7% 3.6% 3.5% 3.8% 3,2% 4.1% 4.4% 

$Q\liJ\g~ 0,0 3.5 -3.5 ;10.5 -17.5 -28,1 -38.6 -94.7Fr tltn-l 
FEDERAL SPENDING 
BASELINE (CBO FACTSHEET: 3129/95) 

TQ\a1 Spendln~ 89.1 9S.7 104.9 115.5 126.5 138.3 161.6 166.6 8M.l 
Aggr~s.:\tt! GroWl" • 7..50/0 9.5% 10.2% 9.5% ,9.3% 9.7% 9.e% 9.4% 
Per Oapila Growth 5:3% 5.7% 7.5% 6.8% 6,6% 7.0% 7.3% G.6% 

REPUBLICANS' MEDIGRANT II (Unofficlaillstimatos from maJority staff 2XlS) (1) 
Tcll1l Sp<!nd!ns 1;19.1 97.0 104.7 112.0 119.5 127.3 13U 149.0 1J39.1 

A91jregale "'rowtll 8.9% 7.9% 7.0% 6,7% 8.5% 6.5% 5.5% 7.0% 
Per Oapilll Growth 6.~% 4.1% 4.4% 4.1% 3.8% 3.9"1.. 3.1% 4.3% 

Sevinse 1.3 -0.2 -3.5 -7.0 -11.0 -1fl.l ..ea.5 -60.0 

REPUBUCANS' MEDIGRANT II (al 
Total Sp~ndin9 

. AII\lI'~8ie GrQwlh 
89.1 94.1 

5.7% 
101.6 
7.9% 

108.7 
7.0% 

116.0 
6.7% 

123.5 
6,5% 

131:5 
6.5% 

138,8 
5.5% 

814.1 
e..5'!4 

Per C~i!tl GrQWlh 3.5% 4.1% :4.4% 4.1% 3.8% 3.9% 3.1% 3.8% 

SBvinQs -1.6 . ·3.3 -6.9 -10.5 -14.8 -20.1 -27.8 ..as.O 

PRESIDENT'S (OBO SCORING 4/1S198) 
T~!.:\I S~~dl~9' 89.1 95.7 1015.9 113.5 120.5 128.3 135.6 144.6 

. 
846.1 

AII~rella16 Growlh 7.5% 11.6% 6.2% 6,1% 6.50/., . 5.7'tl. 6.6% 7.2% 
FIg. C;~K9 GroWih 5.3% 7.7% 3.6'% 3.6% 3.8% 3.2% 4.1% 4.4% 

S!1vlngs 0 0.0 2.0 -2.0 ..e.O -1M -16.0 ·22.0 -54.0 

ThE' averape BMIl!1 groWlI'I r~le~ are MICUI!Iled leI 1SS51hrcugh 2002 (l1ot 11111(; Ihlll~gh 2002) and ~8a the growlh In total b~n&tiei8rI9s IrQm the ceo bllf 
. II) Tt", FeQeral spendln~ comes from prellm!nBfY maJQrllv stefl ealim.!!le!. 
(2) Tne ~nnulil ~e~erlll !penlllin91of Me~i9r3nt II (!(Qm the prellmln~uy :ltaff ts!Il11iIIssi wes prQfeled g;WI1 to aehlave !BaS billion in '!'·yea, Federal !!livings. 

11 Ie aasYmlld that the new BV&reIlB FMAI" Is $3% (consisten! wi!~ !IIovelllb!!r BAO !ft!t/IliS of COlllt!l't!IIce "9reem~nt). 

It i~ !~~Ur'.1ed 1"01 ~t'M¢" ~PI,"d th9 mlnlm~m n1lC98BEV)' til draw down 111& Fe!leral spendinlllimn. 

1111198 
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Financing of the Commerce Committee's "Restructuring the Me~ieald 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 fonnula:a base, growth, umbrella 
and special grants. The key factor in detennining 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 growtht the major solution is structuring fair, sustainable 
growth l'ates.· . 

The NGA bipartisan group recommended that growth include:estimated caseload growth 
and Inflation. Yet, the Commerce Committee proposes "dl£ferential rates ,., that ",' 
substantially reduce existing disparities in State fundingn. This implies that States with 
high spending will get low rates and vice versa - irrespective of caseload growth or 

, inflation. 	 .. 
. . 

• 	 If inflation is not included in the growth formula, States face an unfunded mandate 
in times of economie 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 MeCUcaid spending. Ifthe Commerce Committee 
does not include inflation in States' growth~then the Federal cotnmitment to share in the 
costs ofhigher inflation is ended. States could face increased demand in an inflationary 
period with a weaker dollar and no Federal relief. , . 

• 	 . Ifcaseload growtb is not included, coverage loss is possible 

The NGA also recognizes that over one"third of Medicaid spending growth results from 

caseload growth. The NGA included caseload growth in i~s growth factor as well a:s an 

umbrella that adjusts for underestimates of enrollment growth. The Commerce 


, Committee proposal ignores the recommendat~on 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 fmancing capacity is detennined by "differential rates~l, most of the umbrella 
funds will not necessarily go to States with high need but to States with low differential 
growth rate~. 

If the Commerce Committee proposal both ignores caselo'ad 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 Hkelythat 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 billioll Federal reduction translates into over $250 billion State and Federal reduction 
over seven years - two and a halftimes 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 Request: 

, Two tables: . The 'first is budget neutral, the second takes the 1994 Federal DSH and 

"cuts it in half(so it is about $5 billion). ' 


'Eachtabh! would have 5 columns: 


. 1. 1994 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 spending (50% of 1994 DSH for the second table) 
allocated 50% old allocation, 50% new allocation 

5 Difference ($ and %) 
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HEALTH CARE FlRARCING ADMIlNISTRATIOlf 

OFFICE OF LEGISLATIVE AfW IRTER-GOVERJlMENTAL AFFAIRS 


M ,E NOR A H DUM 

Chris Jennings, Nancy-Ann Min, Mark Miller 

FROM: 
~r9'~"k ,Debb1d"Ch:rrg- , , , 

DATE: May'3, 1996' 

RE: Medicaid SpendIng 
, .. , . 

====~=====~==~===~;========~===============;==~=========~==~ 

I have attached a chart on the Medicaid baseline spending and the 
President's and the Republ,icans' budget proposals per Chris 
Jennings' request. 

Please call me if you have any questions, or concerns. 

cc: 

Jack Ebeler 
John Calla.han 
John Monahan 
Jerry Klepner 

"'... 
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MEDICAID 

Spending Trends and Refonn Proposals 


CBO Baseline: 

.• 	 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. 


• 	 Medicaid spending on a,per.person basis, is expected to increase 6.7 percent annually over the 

same period. . 


The President's Plan: 

• 	 The President's Plan uses a per capita cap and reductions in DSH spending to achieve $54 billion 
in FederaJ savings over seven years (as scored by CBO 4117/96). . 

, 

• 	 The per capita cap and DSH savings combined would limit increases in Medicaid spending on a 
perper~n basis to 4.3 percent annually under the President's Plan .. 

The Republicans' Venion ofNGA Agreement: 

• 	 The Congressional Republicans re<iched an agreement in January 1996 (MediGrant Ii) on a set of 
block grant 'amounts which saved $85 billion Qverseven years from the old eBa baseline. 

• 	 Since the new CBO baseline 1S $25 billion lower than their earlier projections, the Republicans' 
block grant amounts would now cut spending ~nly $60 billion over the seven year period using 
the March 1996 Baseline. [This savings target is reflected in Figure C of Representative Bliley' s 
document on Medicaid Restructuring.] 

• 	 The Republicans' -version of the NGA Agreement roso 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 Federal matching funds. 

• 	 .. 'The block grant amounts coupled with the change in matching rates would limit growth in 
Medicaid per capita spending to 2.2 percent annually over seven years. . 

Methodology Notes: 

• 	 The attached table uses CBO's March 1996 baseline estimates ofMedicai~ recipients to calculate 
per capita spending amounts, 

• 	 Total spending for the CBO baseline and the President's Plan are calculated by assuming that 
Federal spending equals 57· percerit of total spending. Federal spending is assumed to be 63, 
percent oftota! spending under the Republicans' budget due to the FMAP change. 

• 	 The per capita cap "index" included in the President's plan is higher than the level ofgrowth in 
per capita spending indicated on the table because DSH savings are included on the table. . 



MEDICAID 
3:Spending Trends for Refonn Proposals D 

(Dollars in Billions) -< 
I 

(s;) 
LJ 
I .....MEDICAW PROPOSALS 1 U) 

U) 
(J) 

..... 
00. 
" 
f\JCBO Marcb BaseUne 

S% $105 $1\6 $127 $13S $152 $167 $899 
.t>. 

F ederalSharc 
$16& $184 $20). $.222 $241 $266 $292 $1,571ToW Spending 

$4,575 S4.830 .$5,182 S5.534 ·15.889 S6,317 $6,766Per CapiUl S{H!lIdil1g 

Pratdentts PI.n" 
$% $107 $114 $121 $128 $135 $145 S84S 

r .....Federal Sbare C)I 
0 

$168 $187 $199 $212 $225 $238 $2S4 51,483 DTotRl Spending 
14.575 S4.91O J5,(}97 $$,281 $5.471 $$.643 $',SllJPer Capita Spelldi~lg 

Republic.n f , Version'or NGA Agreement*" 
$105 $104 SlU ·$1t8 $126 $134 $141 S839Federal Sbm-e 
$161 $J(i) $177 $188 $200 $212 $223 $l,332T utal Spending 

14.542 14,344 $.4,5/4 14,687 $4,846 S5,039 $5,168Per CQpifQ S~,.dillg 

ADDlTIONAL INFORMA nON 
TOTAL . 

1996 199/ 19.2B 1999 2000 :Hlm. ~ 1996-2002 

Apng,llncr:q!!C! (%} . 

7.4% 9.6'~ ml% 9.5% 9.3% 9.6% 9,9% 9.1%CBOB<lseline 
7.4% 1L4~{, 6.5·/0 6.3% 6,4~~ 5.4°4 7.0% 7.2%PrCisident's Plan 

)7.9~'il -0.7%· 6.6% 6.S% .. 6.2"/. 6.3%' S.2% S.O%Republicans' Version - NOA· . 

f\J 
(s;)Per Ca!!i!llncrell!IC~ rY!l f\J 

S.4o/~ S.6~/;' 7.3'% 6.S% 6.4% 7.3-..(. 1.1% 6.1%ceo Baseline (J) 

5.4°/" 7.30/.. 3.B~'Q 3.61\_ ].6% 3.1% 4.3% 4.3% U)
rmwenrsPlan (s;) 

4.6% -1-.4% J.9% 3.8% ).4% 4.0% 2.S-A. 2.2%RepLibliC8lls' Version - NOA 00 ...... 
(J) 
00 

Federal Savinp.9
--f SO $2 ($2} ($6) ($[0) ($16) (522) (S54)0 Prc:sidenfs Plan -U--f $9 (SI) ($4) (SB) (513) (SI8) (S26) (S6{l) 
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Medicaid Percapita Cap Savings: Using ceo Method and Offset . 
Dollar Amounts in BiliionslPersons in Millions except where indicated Basis: FY97 CBO 

FY1996 
CAP Savings FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FY1998 FY1999 FY2000 FY2001 FY2002 -2002 

(1) Current Law Spending Subject to Cap (FedShr) 72.4 78.4 86.1 95.4 105.0 115.4 127.3 140.6 748.2 
(2) Current Law Pop Subject to Cap 26.7 26.9 27.9 28.6 29.4 30.1 30.9 31.6 
(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 nla 83.4 89.9 96.7 104.0 111.1 118.8 603.8 

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 -7.6 -10.8 -14.6 -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 9.30 7.90 6.40 5.00 4.50 4.00 
(12) DSH Cost(Savings) -1.9 -3.9 -6.0 -8.0 -9.2 -10.3 -39.3 

P091 Payments 
(13) Undocumented Immigrants 0.700 0.700 0.700 0.700 0.700 nla 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 nla nla 11.2 

Total Federal Cost(Savings) 
0.0 0.5 -3.3 -7.8 -11.9 -18.7 -24.4 @ 

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% 10.1% 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% 
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Medicaid Percapita Cap Savings: Using ceo Method and Offset 
Dollar Amounts in Billions/Persons in Millions except where indicated 

, 

CAP Savings 
Current Law Spending Subject to Cap (FedShr) 

(2) Current Law Pop Subject to Cap 
(3) 5-Yr Avg GOP PerCapita Growth (CeO) 
(4) Additional Growth Allowance OL..j) 
(5) Index Value 
(6) FFP Limit 
(7) Gross Federal, Cost (Savings) 
(8) "leakage" factor 
(9) Net Cap Cost(Savings) 

DSH Savings 
(10) Current Law OSH Spending (FedShr) 
(11) New OSH Limit 
(12) OSH Cost(Savings)' 

Pool Payments 
(13) Undocumented Immigrants 
(14) FQHC 


. (15) HoldHarmless , .
. 

Total Federal Cost(Savings) 

(16) 

Total Federal Spending 
Aggregate spending growth 
Per-beneficiary spending growth 

FY1995 FY1996 

72.4 78.4 
26.7 26.9 

3.30% 

4 2.71% 
6.01% 

nfa 

C~J,: 
10.7, 10.7 

~ME"N 

0.0 

89.1 	 95.7 
7.5% 
5.2% 

FY1997 
86.1 
27.9 

3.80% 
2.50% 
6.30% 

84.7 
-1.4 
33% 

FY1998 

95.4 
28.6 

3.80% 
1.00% 
4.80% 

91.4 
-4.0 
33% 

Basis: FY97 CBO 

FY1999 FY2000 FY2001 

105.0 115.4 127.3 
29.4 30.1 30.9 

4.00% 4.00% 4.00% 
1.00% 0.50% 0.50% 
5.00% 4.50% 4.50% 

98.7 106.2 114.0 
-6.2 -9.2 -13.3 
33% 33910-33% 

"':'Q~9 -2.7 -4:2 . ~6.2 -8.8 

FY1996 
FY2002 -2002 

140.6 	 748.2 
31.6 

4.10% "'~'1'01.» ,
0.00% 

4.10% @ 

121.9 616.9 

-18.7 -52.8 

3.3,%_ 


-12.5 :35.2 
1­
-O.S 

11.2 
9.30 
-1.9 

0.700 
0.500 
3.100 

1.5 

106.3 
11.0% 
7.1%· 

_2"­
11.8 
7.90 
-3.9 

0.700 
0.500 
3.100 

-2.3 

113.2 
6.5% 
3.8% 

._'f. O 

12.4 
6.40 
-6.0 

0.700 
0.500 

.2.500 

-6.4 

120.0 
6.0% 
3.3% 

- /p.1 
13.0 ' 
5.00 
-8.0 

0.700 
0.500 
2.500 

-10.5 

127.8 
6.5% 

.3.8% 

-9·.0 
13.7 

4.50 


' -9.2 


0.700 

0.500 


nfa 

-16.8 

134.8 
5.5% 
2.9% 

-,1..,7 
14.3 
4.00 

-10'.3 

nfa 
0.500 

nfa 

-22.3 

144.3 
7.0% 
4.4% 

..;3S".1 

87.1 

-39.3 

3.5 
3.0 

11.2 

e 

842.2 
7.1% 
4.3% 
........... 
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Tile )(1, SUbtll.le C . MEDICAID 
1996 1997 1998 1&8. 2000 2110f 200; 2003 2~~ 20DS 2006 

r·yesr 
Total 

I\J 
G:l 
G:l 

wJ. fj~,k!M OUI'f!'$j In bllions oJ dollttTt IU 
t!) I~ 

a: 
a.. 

S! 
v 
0 
v 
0 

P~rt1· Federal Paym.rts 
SIC. ~1301 Per :!enel'icluy Llmit&tion 0.0 
Sec. 11302 Refelm OSI-: paymenli 0.0 

Suppfemettal PaYfilenls all« TransiliOfl (hanls 
('l Tran$lion 0,.,18 0.0 
Ib) Unoocumented Immlgfanb 0.0 
ee) Rural ~1c8 !I~d fQHCs 0.0 

Sub:'1e C • MaragDd Cue 
Sec. !J24 8·motlh GU8l!1nlead E1iglblitl M 

-t8 
-1.9 

l1 
n7 
o.S 

Q2 

-2.5 
-3.9 

3.1 
0.7 
0.5 

Q.2 

-H 
-6.0 

2.t 
0.; 
0.( 

CU. 

-8.1 
·8.0 

2.5 
0.7 
0.5 

Q.3 

-9.0 
·9.2 

0.0 
0.7 
0.5 

0.3 

·12.; 
.10.l 

0.( 
0.( 
O.~ 

~ 

-17.1 
., 1.1 

0.0 
0.0 
0.5 

QA 

·2t: 
·11.6 

(I.t! 

II.( 

U 

~ 

-28.1 
-12.6 

0.0 
0.0 
0.5 

0,.5 

-34.8 
-13.4 

0.0 
0.0 
0.5 

0..5 

-35.1 
-39.3 

11.2 
3.6 
3.0 

1...7. 

.J: 
I\.. 

.J 
([ 

I­
'J 
l-

If.. 
If. 

'f 
~ 

., rOT"-. Subtille C • Mtdlcald 0.0 1.716 -1.842 -1.031 ·10.140 -11.692 -22.7tc ·27.298 -33.10( -38.768 -47.279 ·55.083 
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~ ~Re-Estlmate of Presidenrs Budget
<3 
I.. .. Feb. 26 ~~ 

u: ..Title X1. Subtitle C .: MEDICAID 7,year a.~ 
1$96 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 Total· ...... 

U(S)FI$C6l year outlay; in billions ofdoJters ••1Jl 

~~ 
& Part 1 • Faderal Paymenls ~ 
(\I 

ID Sec. 11301 Per Benaiiciary Umitalion 0.0 -0.8 -2.5 ·4.0, ·6.1 -9.0 -12.7 -35.1 !-t. 

(\I ISec. 11302 Ream DSH payments 0.0 -1.9 -3.9 . ~6.0 ·8.0 -9.2 -10.3 ..39.3 n­
;u

[0 Supplemental Payments and TraMttion Grants -u 
(II 11.2 . (\I 

(a) Tranaruo" Grants 0.0 3.1 3.1 2.5 2.5 0.0 O.C 

(\/ (b) Undccl.Inanted lmnigrants . 0.0 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.0 3.5 

Ii 
~ (c} Rural c1inlcl and FQHCs 0.0 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 3.0 

o
... SubtrtleC • MIlanaga" Care 


Sec. 3024 o..monlh Guarankied Elglbmty ito Q.2 0.2 '0.3. Cl.3 ~ OA .t.1 


TOTAL, Subftlre C . .. Medicaid 0.0 t.766 . -1 ..842 .....36 -10.140 46.&82 ~22.21' . :-5&.063 

WeHare Inleracllons 0.000 0.032 ·0.021 0.300 0.217 0.175 0.100 0.863 

Medicare Offsets 0.000 ·0.032. -0.072 . -D.053 0.006 0.083 0.201 0.133 

Veterans Provisions 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.299 0.301 0.315 0.323 . 1..244 


til 
:J Met Medicaid Savings 0..000 1.766 ..1.941 -s:.49D ....560 -18.018 ..21.&80 ~62..a23 
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.~Clinton Administration Response to 	
I-" 

I-" 
...J

Trust Fund Problems (1993) 	 ~ 

-p 
c;) 
D 

The extra years were derived from: . 

1. 	 Constraining the·growth of Medicare, primarily through specific p~ovider 


payment reductions . 


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

3. 	 Increasing the percentage of Social Security benefits ofwell-off seniors 
~subject to taxation and dedicating that revenue to the HI trust fund .. 
ffi 
G;l 

m 
• I-"

4.. 	 . Economic growth partly spurted from the deficit reduction bill. m 
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Medicaid Spending Und'er the Dole-Gingrich 

Budget: 1997 - 2002 


$1.600 Total Reduction (Federal & State): 
$250 billion (18%) 

$1,400 


$1,200 

(I)
c:: 
0-- $1,000--iii 
c--
OJ $800 ... 
.!! 
'0 S6000 

$400 

$200 

$-' 

State Reduction: 
$177 billion (29%) 

Federaf Reduction: 
$72 billion (9%) 

CBO Baseline Dore-Gingrich Budget 
Assumes !hat matching rate ls changed as pellhe November 1995 Republlcan Conference Agreement vetoed bV flte President; Ihis raises tbe minimum Federal match frem 50% to 
60%. Assumes IIIat S1ates spend enough to draw down their full Federal allotment Numbers may nof sum [0 totals dlle to rounding. 
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Federal Medicaid Payments to States, 1997 - 2002 
Dole-Gingrich Budget Takes an Extra $12 billion 

$800 

$650 ~.-----

CBO Baseline January Offer Dote-Gingrich Budget 
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Federal Medicaid Payments to States, 1997 ... 2002 , 
Republican Offers 

$750 - $742 

$731 

~-. fA $694 c $700 ,.1 

~ 
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$650 
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Conference Agreement January Offer Dote-Gingrich Budget 
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ill cao April 1898 BaeelJne:MEDICAD Reviled 
" Tb, AJrll II.'" IncorpOl&laI P.L 104-121. pafll8ct lit MalOD 0' 1908. 08·_ 
~"! Th91aw II~ to mtJu06 .nrafinenta lftIonll dlaMti PIldlll1dullla 

CL 
Ou.., ••, ",otl,.,.,. In 1_
blIJlonr Of tIoJ'JM8 ' 1891 ''C0I8 1eDJ 1... 2000 _1 HOI 21103 2101 1001 looa 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ 
Fademl lit... allladTQI'd pa,me'" ' 
BlnaMe' '14,.& eo.1 81.• 88.6- 108.3 118.' 131.0 
Dllilproporllonata 1IuI,. to., 10.7 11.2 11.8, 12.4 13.0 13.7 
AdmIDil!mtlaJI U ,d AI 5..1 U tU 8.8 
TOrAl 89.t 111.1 104.8 115.4 128,4 '3.9.2 151.1 

PtNAnl8111 Chllt" 8.6% 7.6~ 10.2% •.6% 9.3. O!nI ''."tA 
81M. attar. 8'1,2 '72.2 1U 87.1 95.3 .OU 114.3 

.. T.hJ8tlte lad'Ide.' 1515.3 ,e8.0 t83,8 , 2G2.B a2t.7 ~2.4 2&5.8 
0 

lIen.1tt IIW Wpa ofll*1l1ln,

Aa¥l&oa. 48.8 6D.7 A.' .2.3 G&.I 78.3 83.0 

J...oDeJtn cam 2U au .wi 38.2 3A.8 rua ~ 

Telll 74.S 60.8 88.9 8e.' 10&.3 118.9 t31.0 

Ban•• .,., Rtl1,1Ini Cate.,rw 
All" 23;0 26." ., 30.8 3~.8 38... 4f)'8 
BIlnd • ..., ottftled " , 28A,' 211.2 32.2 38.1 4D.2 44.6 48.2 
Clllld18J1 14.2 16.3 17.2 ' 1CU) 10.7 22.7 25.0 
Adultl e.. 10.e 11.4 '2.6 , '3.6 te...1•.' 

.,Jlnfe (millou et plopllll)
AI: ' 4.2 I'ta 4.6 4.8 4.7 . 4.9 6.0 
Blind .,," Cl1aaVtd 6.8 e.o 8.3 (l.6 ..7.0 . 7.3 
Chl/dRlJl ,18.1 18.8 19.4 10.8 20.3 20.7 21.2 
Muns l..R l..8 lJ1 A.1 a.a 8.A M 

CL to'al 3U M.e 38.1 3D.0 40.0' 41.:' 42.t 
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14.3 
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' 212.0 


81.8' 
D.I 

144.6 

44.3 
14.1 
27.1 
18.0 

tI.1 
7 •• 

2.1.1 
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43.1 

159.6 , 178" 
15.1 11.11 
SA U 

18S.0 .1.2 
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138.0 t5U 
~"O.· .•• 

1GI.S 112.2 
.58J. M.O 
t58.• 178.1 

4U 11.4 
80.1 87.4 

,30,4 3a.5 
1&.8 21.8 

6.2 1.4 
'1.8 8.t 
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44.1 4D.1 
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liU 
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11&.9 
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MEDICAID: ceo March 1996 Baseline: Medicaid Federal & State Expenditures (Dollars in billions, fiscal years) 

1996 . 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 1996-2002 
Total 

TOTAL SPENDING 
BASELINE (CeO FACTSHEET: 5/08196) 

Total Spending' 156:3 168.0 
Aggregate Growth 7.5% 
Par Capita Grcwth 5.3% 

183,9 
9,5% 
5,6% 

202.5 
10.1% 
7.4% 

221.8 
9.5% 
6.8% 

242.5 
9.3% 
6,6% 

265,8 
9.6% 
7,0% 

291.9 
9,8% 
7.3% 

1.576.2 
9.3% 
6.6% 

, REPUBLICAN BUOGET RESOLUTION (May 8, 1996) 
Total Spending 156.3 152,0 166,3 
Aggregate Growth 

~er Capita Growth 

·2,8% 
-4,8% 

9,5% 
5,6% 

17S,S 
6.3% 
3.7% 

186.3 
5,4% 
2.8% 

200,3 
7.5% 
4.8% 

210,3 
5,0% 
2.5% 

221.3 
$,2% 
2.8% 

1.313.4 
5.1% 

f!..4"1t 

Savings -16,0 

PRESIDENT'S (CBO SCORING 4116/96) 
Total Spending 156,3 168,0 
Aggregate GrOWlh 7.5% 
Per Capita GrOWlh 5,3% 

-17,5 

187,4 
11.6% 
7.6% 

-25.6 

198,9 
6,2% 
3.6% 

-35.4 

211.2 
6,2% 
3,5% 

-42.1 

224.9 
6.5% 
3.8% 

-55,5 -70.7 -262.8 
./ 

g'd....-h -tv z. b '$'" 

237,7 
5.7% 
3.1% 

253,3 1,481.5 
6,6% 7.1% 
4.1% C!!!1 

Savings 0.0 3.5 . -3.5 ·10,5 -28,1 -94.7 (' 

FEDERAL SPENDIN<i. 
BASELINE (CeO FACTSHEET: 5/08/96) 

Total Spending 89,1 95.7 104,8 115.4 126.4 138,2 151.5 166.4 898.4 
Aggregate Growtl'l 7,5% 9.5% 10,1% 9.5% 9.3% 9.6% 9.8% 9.3% 
Par Capite Growth 5.3% 5.6% 7.4% 6,8% 6.6% 7,0% 7.3% 6.6% 

R.EPUBLICAN BUDGET RESOLUTION (May 8, 1996) 
Tolal Spending 89,1 95,7 104,8 111.4 117.4 126,2 132.5 139.4 827.4 
Aggregate Growth 7.5% 9,5% 6.3% 5.4% 7.5% 5,0% 5,2% 6.6% 
PerCallita Growth 5.3% 5,6% 3,7% 2.6% 4,8% 2.5% 2,8% 3.9% 

Stlllings 

PRESIDENT'S (CBO SCORING 4/16196) 

0.0 0,0 -4,0 -9,0 -12.0 

'(Ai~ H 

·19.0 ·27,0 

-1-- 0 1h.J cI"'-f... ,.e",..,."'.*':iP . 

GY 
1'.t/ 

Total Spel'1ding 89.1 95.7 106,8 113.4 120.4 128.2 135.5 ¥44.4 844.4 
Aggr1l!;aW Growth 7.5% 11.6% 6,2% 6.2% 6,5% 5.7% 6,6% 7.1% 
Per Capita Growth 5,3% 7.6% 3.6% 3.5% 3,8% 3.1% 4.1% 4.4% 

Savings o 0,0 2,0 -2,0 -6.0 -10,0 -16,0 -22,0 -54.0 

The avsl':!ge annual growth rates are calcylated tor 1995 \nrougl'l 2002 (not \996 through 2002) and use the growth in IOtal beneficiaries from the ceo, baseline. 
(1) The Federaillpending Oi:)mea from preliminary majority staff 4!lstimals$, 

(2) The annyal Feder;;!1 spending for Medlgrant II (from the preliminary ataff estimates) was prorated down 10 achieve $85 billion in 7.ysar Federal savings. 


It is assumed tM! thE! new average FMAF> fs 63'10 (consistent wllh November GAO analysis at conference agreement), 


It Is assumed that states spend Ih~ minimum n2C2S9!1!y to tlraw down !M Federal r.penoing limit. 


5/B/96 
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MEDICAID: ceo March 1998 Baseline: Medicaid Federal & Sta_ta Exp9ndftures(Dollars In billions, fiscal years) 

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 1996-2002 
Total 

TOTAL SPENDING 
BASELINE (CBO FACTSHEET: 5/08/98) 

To\Jll Sp911dll1g 156,3 168.0 163.9 202.5 221.8 242.5 265.8 291.9 1,576.2 
AggreQ!!te GrOWlh 7.5% 9.5% 10,1% 9.5% 9.3% 9.6% 9.8% 9.7% 
Per Capite GroWlh 5.3% 5.6% 7.4% 6.8% 6.6% 7.0% 7.3% 6.8% 

REPUBLICAN BUDGET RESOLUTION (May 8, 1996) 
Total Spendll1g 156,3 188.0 166.3 176.8 186.3 200.3 210.3 221.3 - 1,329.4 
Aggre9ate Growth 7.5% ·1.0% 6.3%­ 5.4% 7.5% 5.0% 5.2% 4.7% 
Per Capltll Growth 5.3% -4.5% 3.7% 2,8% 4.8% 2.5% 2.8% ~ 

Savings 0.0 -17,5 ·25,S -35.4 ~42.1 -55.5 .70.7 -246.8 

Qg;N071 
PRESIDENT'S ICBO SCORING 4/16/96) 

Tot.:ll S~andlng 1~6.3 168.0 167.4 198.9 211.2 224.9 237.7 '~t;"
253.3 1,481.5 

Aggregate Gl'CWlh 7.5% 11.6% 6.2% 6,2% 6.5% 5.7% 6.6% 1.1% 
Par Capite GmW'lh 5.3% 7.6% 3.6% 3.5% 3.8% 3.1% 4.1% 4.3% 

Savings 0.0 3.5 -3.5 -10.5 -17.5 -28.1 -38.6 -94.7 

F.EDERALSPENDING 
BASELINE (CBO FACTS\'IEET: 610B/96) 

Total SpenClin9 89.1 9~.7 104.8 115.4 128.4 138.2 151.5 166.4 898.4 
A.ggreS3~ Growth 7.5% 9,5% 10.1% 9.5% 9.3% 9.6% 9.8% 9.7% 
Por CepM Gmwth 5.3% 5,6% 7.4% 6.8% 6.6% 7,0% 7.3% 8.8% 

REPUBLICAN BUDGET RESO~UTION (May 8. 1998) 
TOlel Spending 89,1 95.7 104.8 111.4 117.4 126.2 132.5 139.4 821.4 
Aggregatl!l Growth 7.5% 9.5% .6,3% 6.4% 7.5% 5.0% 5.2% 6.5% 
Per Capita Growth 5.3% 5.6% 3.7% 2.8% . 4,8% 2.5% 2.S% 3.7% 

Savings 0.0 0.0 -4.0 -9.0 -12.0 -19.0 .27.0 -71.0 

C-r'1,.J 
PRESIDENT'S (CBO SCORING 4111196) 

Tot.1l1 Spending Se.1 95.7 106.8 113.4 120.4 128.2 135.5 .144.4 844.4 
AS9l'1lgele Growth . 7.5% 11.6% 6,2% 6,2% 6.5% 5.7% 6.6% 1.1% 
Pel Capite-G"",," 5.3% 7.6% 3.6% 3.5% 3.8% 3,1% 4.1% '4.3% 

Savings 0 0.0 2.0 -2.0 -6.0 -10.0 -16,0 -22.0 -54.0 

Tha SV1i!!'aga annUElI groWth !'ates ate calculated for 1996 through 2002 and lise the growth in Iol.!!( b~nellci;antls from 1M CBO !laseline. 

(1) The Fedoral spending como& from preliminary majority SIBff estimales. 

(2) Tria annual feder;1 spending for Medignlnt \I (from the preliminary slsIf estimates) ."es proretad down to achieve $85 billion in 7·~ear I'ader.:!l sevlng$. 

It is assumed that the new average FMAP Is 133% (coMialen! with November GAO Qnal~sls of conference agreement), 

II is eS!lumaCl that $!Bles spend the minimum nCC)esasry 10 draw Clown Ihe l'eder.11 spending limit. 

519/96 
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MEDICARE: DRAFT PRELIMINARY CBO MCldlcaro March 199& Baseline (Dollal'8 In billions; fiscal yell'll) 

1116 1898 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 1998-2002 Growth 
Tol:al IIG-02 

BASELINE (CBO FACTSHEET: 3131/8S) (1) 
Tetal (Gros9) Spendlnll 177,1 196.1 
Spend,MI! per capitll (2) 4.799 5,229 

215.6 
5,659 

23G.5 
6.127 

257.6 
6,566 

279.8 
7,078 

303.4 
7,585 

328.8 
8,099 

1.817,6 9.0% 
7.6% 

Fedoral (Nel) Spending 

Sp~ndlng por ~pli3 (2) 

156.9 
4.252 

176.1 
4,696 
10,4% 

195,0 
5.118 
9,0% 

213.9 
5.541 
8,3% 

233,8 
$,974 

7.8% 

254,6 
6.446 

7,9% 

277.2 
M30 
7.5% 

301.4 
7.424 
7,1% 

1.(351.6 9.4% 
7.9% 

REPUBLICANS' BUDGET RESOLUnON (May 8. 1996) 
Telill Spendln; • Not Aveilab/e 
SpendiMS pllr o;.api!~ (2) 

Fodet'81 Spinalng 156.9 176.1 188.0 201,9 211.6 222.6 235,2 241M' 1,4133.8 5.9% 
SpenClillS pllr ;apil~ (2) 4.252 4.698 4.934 5.231 5,412 5,635 5,880 6.118 t~,5% ) 

10.4% 5.1% 6.0% 3.5% 4.1% 4.3% 4.1% 

SeviMtI~ 0 -7 ·12 ·22 ·32 -42 ·53 -188 
Prel1'liUlTIs Not Available 

PRESIDENT (CeO SCORING 4117/96) 
Total Spelldlng 177.1 
Sl)el'>di~g ~8r ClIpil~ (2) 4,799 

196.6 
5.243 

209,3 
5,493 

227.1 
5.683 

241,6 
6,179 

25s.o 
6.532 

276,4 
6.910 

29B.O 
7.340 

1.707,0 7.2% 
5.S% 

Fedoral S,endlrlll 

Sp"n<:iiMg por csp;!a (2) 

156.9 
4,252 

176,6 
4,709 
10.11% 

168.8 
4,955 

5,2% 

204.9 
5,308 
7.1% 

217.7 
5.5SS 
4.9% 

232.2. 
5,878 

5,6% 

246.S 
6.208 

5.6% 

267.2 
8,S81 

6.0% 

1.535.7 7,1% 

~ 
Savings 

Premium 8a"j"~$ 

0.5 
0 

·S.2 
0' 

·9 
0.4 

-15.9 
0.1 

-22.4 
. ·0,8 

·28.9 
-1,9 

-34,2 
-3.4 

·116.1 
-5,$ 

NOT£: II yOu are U$in; \he "o'llinal ~pondln9 pef bl!nafiei~'~ "Ieaae round 10 Iha nellros\ S100. 

(1) M"'~dGlory apgndlng, iMCludl~g PROs, 

(2) Spending di.ided tly CilO'a M",re.i 1 995 Pan A ellrollmen! 

S ,.., ~-r: .;­
No"'O: '. ,\~T" -ed.J2.,~ 

• .5 ;VtrrJ ,;4 

'" -(11­
LN 01' J~-Q'Z.) 

(p 
J~"" (u ~~J ..... ~ 

S"',,....L~ L • 
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:3·CHAIRMAN'S MARK BUDGET AGGREGATES J) 

, (DeBar .. i. hiDions) -< 

~ 
lSI 
oj) 

f11 

Q.. 6-year oj) 

."9 -_. - , 

(J) 

.. 
. 2001 2002 To.al 
 I-"1996 1997 1998 20f10 

I\J 

-~.. :':'::'.-:-.:':'-::'''':'''':-==---~'::::::::::::-~::':-::-- ': ':~-"':..""::....-..:.~==:::::: - - -~.:::':::'':': ::::..~:-,-;."':'":=..= -=:-;;;--::,:-=:::,:..=::::-::::-=...~~-=:-....;:,:,-==--'":"~~-=-==-:.:::.;::=.:....:::.=:::.-..:.=.::.:- .. 

I-" 
0J 
II 

:3

bisf:reliooary: H 


Defease............_ ..................................... '265 265 163 266 269 268 268 JS99 I 
n 
;0 


Nondefe.se......... _ ...................... ,........ 271 171 264 260 256 lSO 249 15S1 II 


Sobiotal disc:re.ioaary ...•. _ ...._.•..• '536 536 527 526 526 518 516 1150 


Mandatory: 
Social Seearily........• _ .•....•...•.._i ..... 348 ]65 383 .402 ,422 444 467 2484 


Medicare-••••.••••_ ................................ 196 ·209 224 lJ6 249 263 279 1459 


Mec.licaid••*.....,.............~...................... 96 lOS III 117 116 13] 119 731 

Welrar~ progralllS. .............. _ ... _ ... 85 ., 89 101 IUO 98 106 58l 

Erre (oull.y5}_•..••_••.••.._.•.••••.•.•.• J6 IS IB 19 10 28 21 116 

Otller manda'ory.............. __ • __._... 57 61 81 71 81 84 82 464 


x 

:Ja: 

~ Net iole..est.....~.............. _ .... " ............... 240 242 244 243 240 238 ll' 1444 

III 


~ 
I ­
CI Total ouIl3ys ..................... _ ...... __.. . 1575 1626 1678 1717 1764 1798 1846 10431 

z:: w 
(f) 

E: la46 9879 

••••••_"............. 
CI Revenlle.J."••;..................4 1431 1471 J531 1600 U.75 1755 


III 

(g 

n 
.. 

• n 
Resulting deficitls.rplus................. -147 -ISS -146 -117 -89 -43 0 


Ul 
[Jl II
. -- _.-•• .::= ="::'.o:~
.::::::;;:;::-~=-==--:.~ -.~=-:===-,.;'". - (Jl
En 
CS1 

)- "OT~: Odllils rna, ltOi aIId ro loWs dll~ 10 Aniadi_g. All Colals _ ...... unified Il.... basil. 
cr: .. 
E Prepndl by sue Majol'ity Sbrf. 08-May-96 
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V 

,. 

DCHAIRMAN'S MARK COMPARED TO FREEZE. BASELINE 	 3: 

-( 

IS)(Dollars in hilliallS)"If, 	 --_...­---- ill 

n. 	 2002 6-YrTotal ill 
(Jl1996 1997 J998 1999 ItJClO 2001 
1-" 

..Freeze baseline deli£ils 31.___ ._ ••• 146 158 164 ISS 147 12S III 	 N 

. 1-" 
LoJ -u 

Dis£retionary: 3: 

13 H 

Defel'llC:. ................................................. ' -I -1 I 1 7 S n 
I 

-77 ;u 

NOlldefense ............... _ .......................-. -J -7 -11 -14 -10 	 -11 -u 


MSlldafory: 

Social s.ecul'ity _ ............ .,.................... 

Medicare: hi 


-1-1.;.1Part. A solven.C)' ... - ••~-•..•.••••.•;\••_ -5 . -10 -16 -13 -30 -J9 

-9 ...12 -14 -44Pa..' 0 President's p.roposals. ..... -- -1 -2 -6 
-71M~icaid..# .............: •••••••_ ...._ .......... -0 -4 -9 -11. -1' 	 -17 

-I] -5]Welrare prDgram~.......................... -1 -7 -9 -11 -II 
-3 -17EITC••."'..............................."'............... -0 -2 -3 -3 -1 	 -1 

-9 -12 -.42Otller mandatory•..-..!'............._ ....... 	 -4 -1 -6 -8 

x 
~ a: 
w Revenues: 
~ 
(Q 	 121Tax re]ief.........~............_:~..~............... I 15 '20 24 13 	 23 16 

Il!. 

l-
0 

Total poliey c:hanges ............... _ ...~ I -l -11 -36 -53 -74 -109 -293 

a:z: w 
(I) "Debt service. ................................ _ .•' 0 -0 -1 -2 -4 	 -7 -1:Z -26 

E:a: 
III 	 -319 
IS! Total deficil redudio..................... I .-] -18 -37 -58 -82 -111 
.. 
.-i " ..-i ResultiD~ defit:itl8urplDS••_........ _. 147 155 146 .117 89 43 -0 
\£I -.. -­
0\ 	 -u.. NOTE: DeIBib ilia), n.. add 10 .obIt d.e 191'0un"': Atllebh ,.OWJI on • u ....if~ budget basiL Revenue "41.,._ silOWIIIJS 	

{J\ 
0\ f"lsltPie bln..e it tllUUSU lIIcdcrldL 'WelfsN: ~ illdude: FOGd .lamps. 55•• family ••pporl • .:hild nutrilion, aad rosIer £8re.lSI 

>- at Budget ftIOluliOll "seJille ildudu adjul...... for OeM.IUblidiud lIouiin~, ••udmls IPJlIM. dr. 
a: III E.dHe. SIO hmon relCl'ftd ror Crad.. _ Medical £ducalio" indudllll ill "elhr'" lIUiIadahry IlIendiAg. ••E: 

Preplrcd by SBC MaJorit, StaIr, OS-Mar-96 


