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. ’ SUMMARY

The Repubhcan budget makes extreme, unnecessaly cuts in Medlcare and Medlcald education, and envnronmental
““protection to pay for excessive tax cuts, largely for the wealthiest in our society. President Clinton believes we must
balance the budget in a way that is consistent with American values: honoring our commitment to our seniors,
helping working families, providing a better life for our children.

pe

Following are the m extreme elemen the Republican budget

HEALTH CARE. The blll contains $433 billion in Medncare and Medicaid cuts, four tnmes the largest ever, forcing many
- rural and urban hospxtals to close and reducmg quahty of care for all Americans. ~

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

MEDICARE FOR POOR ELDERLY AND DISABLED. The bill eltmmates the requnrement that Medicaid pay .
- premiums, deductibles, and copays for 5.4 million poor elderly and disabled people, disproportionately hurting older women.

MEDICAID. The bill limits annual per capita Medicaid growth to 1'.6%, compared t0.7.1% for the private sector, denying
coverage for nearly 8 million people by 2002. Its block grant eliminates the national guarantee of defined, meaningful
coverage for the sick, elderly, poor, pregnant women, blind, and disabled.

MEDICAID FOR CHILDREN AND ELDERLY. The bill could deny coverage to 3.8 mllhon children; 330,000 elder]y
could be demed nursing home care. ’

NURSING HOMES. The bill would repea] key enforcement measures that protect nursmg home residents -- 75% of whom
are women -- from abuses and madequate treatment.

MASSIVE TAX CUTS. The bill provides $245 billion in tax cuts The tax cuts explode to $400 billion over ten years
because key provisions are written to expand dramancally after seven years.

UNFAIR TAX BREAKS. The bill takes from the poor to give to the wealthy. According to the Treasury Department,
families in the lowest 20% of income distribution as a group (and those with incomes under $30,000; according to Joint Tax
Committee), face a net tax increase. Nearly half of the tax cuts go to the top 12% -- those with incomes above $100,000.
The top 1% -- those with incomes over $349,000 -- would receive an $8,500 a year tax cut. Retroactive capital gams cuts
provide a $13 b1 lion wmdfall to those who have already sold their assets.

TAX INCREASE ON WORKING FAMILIES. The repeal of the Earned Income Tax Credit hits 12.6 million workmg
families (14.5 mllllon chlldren) with an average $332 tax increase in 1996. »

BREAKS FOR CORPORATIONS. The bill permits corporat;ons to raid pension funds, risking pensxons for millions of
workers, and allows many profitable corporat:ons to pay no income tax.

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

EDUCATION. The bill provides a gift to special interests by denying direct college loan opportunities for 2.5 million
students in 1,350 colleges and universities. It would lead to $30 billion in education cuts over seven years, denying
opportunities to millions of young Americans, including cuts in Head Start, Safe and Drug-Free Schools, basic and advanced
skills for disadvantaged students, and Pell Grant scholarships. In addition, Goals 2000 reforms and the AmeriCorps
community service program would be. repealed.

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



COMBINED CUTS TO MEDICARE AND MEDICAID

a

MA TUDE OF $433 BILLION MEDICARE AND MEDICAID

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

1]

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



8433 Billion Medicare and Medtca:d Cuts Will Increase Health Care Costs for the
Privately Insured By Cost Shifting lelwns of Dollars.

. A new analys1s by Lewm-VHI for the National Leadershlp Coalition on
Health Care concluded that the Medicare and Medicaid cuts in the ,
reconciliation bill could lead doctors and hospitals to raise their fees on
privately insured patients by ar least $85 billion over 7 years through cost-

- shifting. Cost shifting is the process by which health care providers charge
privately insured people more in order to make up for losses from servmg
Medicare and Medlcald beneficiaries and the unmsured

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

. 60% of the shift would be concentrated on the middle class -- families with
incomes between $20,000 and $75,000.

10



" MEDICARE

CUTS MEDICARE VVELILr BELOW PRIVATE SECTOR ‘RATES:'

.

Their $270 Billion Cut Will Turn Medicare Into a Second Class Health Care Program.

The Republican budget reduces Medicare spending growth per beneficiary far below
projected private sector growth rate. Based on CBO data, private sector per capita health
care spending is projected to increase 7.1% per year over the next 7 years, but the
Republican budget reduces Medicare spending growth per beneficiary to 5.5%, on average.

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

SLASHES FUNDING FOR POOR ELDERLY AND DISABLED MEDICARE
NEFICI

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

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

Does Not Set-Aside Any Funds For Their Copayments‘ and Deductibles. The Republican

budget completely eliminates the requirement that states cover coinsurance and deductibles
for poor elderly and disabled people, and does not set aside any money for this purpose.

. More than § million elderly and disabled people would immediately lose their
guarantee of assistance with copayments and deductibles. :

Sets Aside Less Than Half Of What Is Needed For Their Premiums. While Repubhcans
claim to cover poor elderly and disabled peoples' premiums, they set-a51de less than half of
the money needed to cover their premiums by 2002. '

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

Could Force The Poor To Leave Fee-For-Service Plans. Without assistance with
premiums, copayments, and deductibles, poor Medicare beneficiaries may be forced to
leave their fee-for-service plan and enroll in a managed care plan that does not require.
cost-sharing -- if one exists in their area.
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4. ALLOWS DOCTORS TO OVERCHARGE:

 Allows Doctors in new Medicare plans to "Balance Bill" or Charge Medicare Benef iciaries
Above the Medicare Payment Rates. :

*  Without protections from balance bllllng, beneficiaries in private fee-for-service plans or high
" deductible/Medical Savings Account plans would be subject to higher charges.

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

5. INCREASES MEDICARE PREMIUMS:

»  Increases Medtcare Premiums and Burdens Older and Disabled Americans — Just to Pay
Sor a Tax Cut for the Wealthy.

*  The Republican budget increases premiums from 25% of Part B program costs to 31.5%. In
1996 alone, this change will increase costs for elderly couples by $264. These higher costs
will place a large financial burden on Medicare beneficiaries -- three-quarters of whom have
incomes below $25,000 -- and will disproportionately burden older women. '

» - Since 1984, the Part B premium has been set so as to finance 25% of program costs.

. In an effort to protect beneficiaries from excessive increases in Medicare premiums,
premiums were set at specific dollar amounts for 1991-1995, rather than at 25% of program
costs. The 1995 premium was set-at $46.10 per month. As a result of the difficulties in
estimating program costs far in advance, this premium actually financed 31.5% of 1995
program costs, even though Congress never intended to raise premiums above 25% of
program costs. ' '

. In OBRA '93, Congress returned to the traditional approach of setting premiums at 25% of
program costs rather than writing fixed monthly premium dollar levels into the statute. Thus,
OBRA '93 set premiums at 25% of program costs for 1996 through 1998 In 1996, 25% of

_ program costs will amount to $42.50 a month

. The Repubhcan budget would set premiums at 31.5% of program costs for the next seven
years. President Clinton's plan maintains the current pohcy and permanently sets premlums at
25% of program costs.

. A-mong the 36 million Medicare recipients who will face higher pfemiums are 8.8 million

veterans -- one-third of all veterans in the United States -- who will be forced to pay higher
- out-of-pocket costs for lower quality care.
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7.

- CONSTRAINS SPENDING IN TRADITIQ INAL MEDICARE MORE THAN IN NEW

PLANS:

~»= - The Republicah plan disadvantages the traditional Medicare fee-for-service program compared

to the new MedicarePlus plans by initially constraining spending in the fee-for-serwce
program far more than in the new plans.

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

»  This uneven treatment of MedicarePlus plans and tradltlonal Medicare will harm quahty and
create incentives for doctors to leave traditional Medtcare

MEDICAL SAV CCOUN]

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

MSAs tend to attract only the healthiest individuals, who expect few medtcal expenses in the
coming year and who typlcally cost the Medicare program little.

To the extent that MSA vouchers are set at a level that exceeds the cost of these healthy
beneficiaries under the current Medicare system, MSAs will increase spending on healthy
beneficiaries.

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

Since the Repubhcan plan caps Medicare spending, MSA costs would have to be offset by
further cuts in services for the less healthy beneﬁCIarxes remaining in the traditional fee-for-
service plans.
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LOCKS BENEFICIA RIES INTO PLANS:

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

*  Under the Republican budget, beneficiaries who enroll in one of the new MedicarePlus plans,
including managed care plans, provider-sponsored organizations, or a high-deductible medical
savings account plan, would generally be locked into that plan for a year. In general, they
could not leave the program except during the annual open enrollment period. -

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

INCREASE FOR BENEFICIARIES WITHOUT EXPANDING BENEFITS OR |
PREVENTION: ‘

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

. Currez{tly, Medicare does not cover the array of preventive benefits now offered by many
private plans, particularly managed care plans. These preventanve beneﬁts can both increase
beneficiaries' health and reduce costs at the same time.

. President Clinton's proposal updates the Medicare benefit package to make it-more
comparable to private sector benefit packages, including:

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

. Certain Colorectal Screening. Early detection of cancers and other serious
conditions can result in less costly treatment, enhanced quality of life, and, in some
cases, a greater likelihood of cure. The Pre&dents proposal provides coverage for
colorectal screemng

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

. Respite: Benef t for Fam:lzes of People with Alzheimer’s. The President's plan :
creates a Medicare respite benefit for families of beneficiaries with Alzheimer’s
disease or-other irreversible dementia, covering up to 32 hours of care per
beneficiary per year, administered through home health agencies or other entities.
Services could be provided in the home or in a day care setting.
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11.

12.

MEDICAID

- MAGNITUDE OF $163 BILETON MEDICAID CUT § Lowermg average annual spendmg

growth per recnplent to 1.6% could cause millions to lose coverage.

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

* The Republican plan achieves these savings by capping overall spending. This means that

spending growth per beneficiary would fall from the current 7.0 percent to 1.6 percent
annually -- far below the rate of inflation.

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

MEDICAID “OULD MORE THAN D E IF STATES REDUCE THEI
SPENDING: o

L d

The $163 billion reflects only the federal cuts. Yet Medicaid is a federal-state plan, and if
states only contribute the amounts that the federal government will match and provide no
additional funding, the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities estimated the total reduction in
federal and state Medicaid funds would exceed $400 billion over seven years, compared with
current law. :

Whatever the exact amount, given the other cuts in federal assistance to states, the total
federal and state Medicaid cuts are likely to total far beyond $163 billion.

ENDS NATIONAL GUARANTEE OF QQVE;RAG'E'

The Repubhcan plan repeals the Med1ca1d Program replacing it w1th a "block grant.”

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

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

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

additional 31 services, including prescription drugs, hospice care, and personal care services.

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

15



13.

14,

NO GUARANTEE OF EVEN MINIMAL HEALTH CARE COVERAGE FOR POOR -

C

HILDREN UNDER THE AGE OF 13 PREGNANT WOMEN, AND PEOPLE WITH

DISABILITIES:

While the -p'roposal includes language cal:li_'ng for States to provide Medigrant service$ to poor
children under 13, pregnant women, and people with disabilities, States could determine the
level of benefits provided and define the eligible disabilities. - Financially strapped States

. could satlsfy this requirement with de minimis coverage, which could mean millions fewer '
- people recelvmg a meaningful benefits package.

The Pre51dent believes it is wrong to. change the laws in ways that could lead to less coverage’
for poor children, pregnant women, and people with disabilities.

'DEEP CUTS PLUS ELIMINATION OF GUARANTEE COULD LEAD TO MILLIONS

GETTING LESS COVERAGE OR NO COVERAGE:

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

Of the 36 million Med1ca1d rec1p1ents more than 18 million are children. Medicaid covers
one out of every five children in the nat1on

- Another 6 million of the current Medicaid recipients are disabled. Medicaid functions as the

primary insurer for many people with disabilities, since private insurance 1s generally not
affordable for people with pre-existing conditions.

Sixty percent of all Medicaid beneﬁciaries are wbmen.
About 1/3 of all babies born in the United- States are covered by Medicaid.

Over 90 percent of children with AIDS are covered by Medicaid.

Loss of Medicaid Coverage Under Regublican’PIan:

. The reduction in Federal support under the Republican plan could force States to
deny coverage for nearly 8 million Americans in 2002 alone, accordmg to HHS
estimates. '

These nearly 8 million people include: 1

. 3.8 million children
. . 1.3 million people with disabilities
e 850,000 elderly
< 330,000 nursing home residents -- 75% of them likely to be women
. 150,000 veterans .

16



-

15. WEAKENS QUALITY PROTECTIONS FOR NURSING HOME RESIDENTS AGAINST
ABUSE AND NEGLIGENCE:

. Current law: The landmark 1987 nursing home reform law, approved with bi-partisan support
during the Reagan Administration, sought to address at times deplorable treatment in nursing
homes, including unjustified physical restraints, and gross negligence in caring for nursing
home residents, by establishing the Federal quality standards in place today. Prior to the -

- OBRA '87 reforms, the Institute of Medicine reported that all States had some facilities with
serious deficiencies in nursing home quality of care.

. | Progress: Since the 1987 reforms were implemented, nursing home quality has iinproved
dramatically. The use of physical restraints has declined 25%; dehydration has declined S0%;
hospitalization rates have declined 31% (Research Triangle Institute; HCFA).

s Federal Enforcement and Key Protections Would be Repealed: The Republican bill takes
away key federal protections and enforcement. While States may want to maintain these
guarantees, inadequate resources could lead them to fail to set and enforce quality standards
that protect elderly and dlsabled people in nursing homes

. Repeals federalenforcement of nursing home standards. States could turn over their
survey and enforcement responsibilities to private accreditation orgamzations with no
Federal review, thereby reducing accountablhty and increasing variations in quality
and enforcement. a

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

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

'« Uniform data colléction would net be ‘required, making monitoring more difficult.

. Federal training requirements. for hands-on caregivers would be eliminated; each State
~ could determine who would be trained and how.
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16.. NO ADE TE QUALITY OF CARE FOR MEDICAID MANAGED RE PLANS:

. Unlike, the explicit protections in current law for residents of nursing homes and institutions
caring for mentally retarded individuals, the current Federal Medicaid contracting rules for .
Medicaid managed care plans use proxy measures -- such as enrollment composition

* requirements (the “75/25 rule™) -- that are vaguely, at best, related to quality of care for
Medicaid beneficiaries who are enrolled in managed care systems. -

. T‘hev Conference Agreement includes no quality of care standards for rhanaged care systems --
even though 23% of all Medicaid enrollees received their health care through managed care
‘programs in 1994, and an even greater proportion is enrolled in managed care in 1995.

.  States would not be required to estabhsh or enforce quality standards for cap1tated
‘ managed care plans

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

«  The Administration’s proposal would ensure quality of care for managed care enrollees and
nursing home residents by replacing out-dated statutory rules with real quality of care
protections for managed care enrollees -- quality improvement programs that have been field-
tested in several states and were developed with extensive industry participation.

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

"« Federal law calls for exphclt-outcome oriented quality of care protections for mentally ill and
mentally retarded Med1ca1d beneficiaries who live in institutions.

. While the Repubhcan Medicaid proposal mamtams some federal protections for nursing
" homes, it completely eliminates the current statute that includes explicit, outcome-oriented
quality of care protections for nursing home residents and mentally ill and mentally retarded
beneficiaries who live in institutions.
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19.

WEAKENS PROTECTIONS A.GIAINST SPOUSAL IMPOVERISHMENT:

The Republican budget _undermihes protections against spousal impoverishment that were
signed into law by President Reagan in 1988. Since the law went into effect, it has protected
about 450,000 spouses of nursing home residents. Most of these spouses are women.

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

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

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

Under the Republican budget, the sick could be forced to sell their homes, family farm, car,

- and all their savings in order to qualify for Medicaid. The Republican proposal repeals all

Federal laws protecting a minimum level of income and assets (such as the family home or
farm) in determining Medicaid eligibility.

It allows States to. count the value of one's home or family farm in determining
Medicaid eligibility.

. People whom States define as no longer “poor enough” to qualify for medical assistance

would be faced with paying all their medical costs themselves, or seeking help from relatives - |
or charity. - .

In the worst cases, families would have to mortgage or sell their homes to be able to pay for
care, or elderly people needing long-term care would have no choice but to tum to their

children for help.

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

The Republican Medicaid plan would remove all restrictions on how large a share of the costs

- of medical care States can require from eligible individuals, other than children and pregnant
‘women.

Cuts in the scope of the nursing home benefits could mean that families of poor patients will

~ have to pay for services such as personal hygiene, laundry, or various therapies, that States

now pay.
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21.

REPEALS REQUIREMENT THAT ALL COMMUNITIES IN A STATE RECEIVE
COMPARABLE BENEFITS AND HURTS URBAN AREAS: :

-

' The Republican Medicaid plan eliminates all requifements-that comparable services be

provided across the different geographic areas of a State. Thus, people in politically weak

‘communities could receive fewer benefits than those in more'powerful c()mmunities

Approx1mately 75% of Medlcald remplents live in cities. Assummg a propomonal allocatlon
of the $163 billion in Repubhcan cuts, Medlcald spendmg in urban areas will drop by $122

|  billion.

The Republican budget could deny Medicaid coverage to 6 million people living in urban ,

- .areas, accordmg to HHS, including:

. Almost 3 mllhon urban children
~* 975,000 urban people with dlsablhtles
. 650,000 urban elderly

UTS W VET

More than 600,000 veterans currently depend on Medicaid for th'eir health care.
The Republican Medicaid cuts could deny 150, 000 veterans Medicaid coverage in 2002 alone.
Most could not afford pnvate health insurance, leaving many veterans without any health care

coverage at all.

The Repubhcan budget also doubles the copayment that veterans must pay for prescription
drugs for non-service connected conditions.

It also restricts the Secretary's ability to Waive' the copayment for veterans who cannot pay.
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[ZE OF THE TAX CUT. WHICH EXPLODES QUTSIDE THE BUDGET WINDOW

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

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

~ The Republican budget raises income taxes on low and moderate income‘working families by

$31 billion through cuts to the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC), a provision that President
Ronald Reagan called "the best anti-poverty, the best pro family, the best job creation
measure to come out of the Congress."

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

. Nearly half of all EITC recipients w1th children are female heads of households WhO
choose to work rather, than rely on welfare '

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

On average, families in the lowest 20% of the income distribution would face a net income
tax increase, not a tax cut, under their plan.
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. At a time when we are all working to balance the budget, any tax relief must be focused on
middle income Americans- ‘

*  The Republican bill gives nearly half the tax benefits to the top 12% of families with incomes
of $100,000 or more. The highest income 1% of families, those with incomes over $349,000,
would receive an average annual tax break of almost $8,500 per famxly

e  Their bill provides $13 billion in retroactive capital gains relief, a huge windfall for past
investments, with no conceivable economic purpose. This windfall cannot be justified in light
of cuts on working families and the poor.

e Overall, Republicans provide capital gains tax cuts costing $47 billion over 7 years and $77
billion over 10 years, cuts that overwhelmingly benefit the wealthy. In fact, 75% of the
benefit of the capital gains cuts go to the wealthiest 12% of households who have incomes
over $100,000 a year.

25. JIAL INTEREST TAX P ES:

. ®  The American people elected this Congress and this President to balance the budget and
- move the country forward, not to provide special tax breaks for special interests.

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

- -multinational corporations that stockpile assets overseas,
- the airline industry, :

- certain, coal companies,

- real estate developers,

- insurance companies,

- certain convenience stores,

- newspaper companies, and

- - certain pharmaceutlcal compames w1th operations in Puerto Rico.

e  These special«mt‘erest favors for the well-connected Vare inappropriate, espemal]y since this
budget increases taxes for millions of working families. These special interest provisions
have little or nothing to do with stimulating the economy or creating new. jobs. Now is the

" time to close loopholes and special interest provisions, not open up new ones. ‘
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e This Administratidn is committed to simplifying the Alternative Minimum Tax (AMT),
without compromising fairness. The»chublican budget goes too far. _ ' -

- Under the Repubhcan budget, some proﬁtable corporauons would be able to pay httle or no
- income tax, at a cost to the rest of America's taxpayers of $15 billion over 7 years and $18
billion over 10 years.

LJ

~ The Republican proposal makes the tax code more complex not less, and rewards
investments that are seven years old.

¢  We ought to help farmers and sm311 businesses whose heirs want to continue running the
family business, but we should not provide tax breaks to the wealtlnest estates at hlgh cost
when we are trying to balance the budget ‘

e The Republican budget would give an average of $90,000 in estate tax relief to the wealthiest
1% of decedents owing estate tax each year -- about 30,000 wealthy estates -- costing $13
billion over 7 years and $27 billion over 10 years.

*  Only the wealthiest 1% of taxpayers who die pay any estate tax. An estate that could take.
full advantage of the propesed changes could save over $1 million in taxes.

"e  Heirs who want to continue to run their fémiiy farm or small business should not be forced to
liquidate in order to pay estate taxes, but the Republican budget goes way too far.

28. WEALTHY AMERICANS SHOULD NOT BE ABLE TO AVOID PAY TAX
THEIR GAINS BY RE ING THEIR U Z P:
¢  Wealthy Americans who seek to avoid their taxes by rénoﬁncing their citiienship should pay
the same tax on income accrued while they were subject to U. S tax laws that those who
remain will pay. :

¢  The Republican budget effectively leaves open a loophole for expatriates. Their provision

would reward tax avoiders who are willing to wait 10 years before realizing gains; it rewards
those who invest in foreign assets; and it makes enforcement very difficult. .-
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29, TINATIONAL CORPORAT HOQULD NOT BE ABLE T ID PA
EIE RE SHEL P
OFFSHORE TAX HAVENS: ' '
" e This Administration put in place a new rule in 1993 to reduce the incentive for
' . multinational companies to stockpile passive assets in excess of reasonable business
needs, primarily_ to avoid taxes, not to invest, grow, and compete.

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

30. ALL AME RK HARD AND PLAY E
BE ABLE TO COUNT ON THEIR PENSIONS WHEN THEY RETIRE:

*. . The Republlcan budget glves employers the green llght to raid their employees'
' pensnon funds.

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

o Now, the Republican budget permits employers to transfer without any excise
' tax, pension assets in excess of 125% of a pension plan's "termination liability"
to pay certain employee benefits. In effect, this would allow compames to use
pension assets to free up other corporate funds for other purposes.

. The Republican proposal would increase risk to pens10ner_s and to the Pension
Benefit Guaranty Corporation, and ultimately to America's taxpayers. A plan's
financial condition can change rapidly as interest rates and markets fluctuate.
Today's "overfunded" plan can become tomorrow's underfunded plan, and
experience shows that the financial condition of plans can deteriorate
significantly prlor to termination.

e It would permit corporations to use valuable tax benefits granted to help
o " American workers accumulate retirement savings for nonpension, corporate
‘purposes.
. It would permit corporations to remove billions from the retirement system at a

time when it is critical to increase national savings and retirement security.
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The Republican budget would requlre federal employees to pay more for their
retirement.

. It also requires agencies to pay more for employees covered by the Civil Service

Retirement System (CSRS), dlvemng much—needed resources from unportant
programs. :

This Administration made the low income housing tax credit permanent in 1993. Since

- its enactment in 1986, state housing agencies report that the credit has been used to

construct or rehabilitate nearly 100,000 units of low income rental housing per year.

The Republiéan budget terminates the low income housing tax credit at the end of
1997, a cut of $3.5 billion over 7 years. Their budget also ends an incentive for
community development that builds bridges between businesses and communities.

The Republican budget also would repeal the tax credit that encourages economic
activity in Puerto Rico. We must not ignore the réal needs of our citizens in Puerto -
Rico, and any legislation must contain effective mechanisms to promote job creation in

' the Islands. .
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" WELFARE REFORM

32, EXCESSIVE CUTS FOR DISABLED CHILDREN:

. The Republican budget cuts aid to most of the severely disabled children coming on the
. rolls by 25%, and slashes $12 billion from disabled children's SSI benefits.

- The tightening of eligibility would apply to children currently receiving benefits as well

as future applicants, so that 160,000 children currently in the program would lose

~ eligibility within one year after enactment.

" The Republican bill creates an indefensible division between severely disabled children,
~ making some of them eligible for only 75% of the federal benefit rate. Because of their
. responsibility for their children, the low-income parents of these children expenence

" special costs and reduced employment opportumtles

The Republican bill would take away SSI and food stamp benefits from legal immigrant

 children and adults who became severely disabled affer entering the U.S.

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

The Republican Budget does not prov1de the chlld care that is essentlal to move people
from welfare to work.

The bipartisan Senate welfare reform bill would have increased child care funding by
$1.7 billion from the CBO baseline over the next five years. By contrast, the
Republican budget cuts that funding by $1.4 billion, which means thousands of mothers
will need to stay at home with their children on welfare instead of going to work.

The Republican.-budget also weakens impOrtént bipartisan work provisions of welfare

- reform such as requiring states to maintain their stake in moving people from welfare to

work, rewarding states for putting. more people to work, requiring recipients to sign
personal responsibility agreements, and prov1d1ng a contingency fund for economic
downturns.
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34.

35.-

36.

IjNDERMINES !EE NATIONAL NUTRITIQNAL SAFETY NET:

The Republican budget excesswely cuts foods stamp benefits by about $35 bllhon over
7 years, cuttmg benefits by 20% in 2002.

Their optional food stamp block grant destroys our nat10nal nutntlonal safety net.

‘Current law states that families with children that pay over 50% of their income for

housing will receive food stamps in order to keep these families from having to choose
between food and shelter. The Republican budget repeals this provision.

The Repubhcan bill would deny food stamp benefits to nearly 700,000 people, even
those who are willing to work but cannot find a job.

The Republican budget would also deny food stamp and SSI benefits to over 1 million
legal immigrants. And it would severely limit Medicaid, AFDC, and scores of other
important federal programs to legal immigrants.

It also cuts child nutrition and the school lunch program by $5 billion. In addition, it
would force schools to act as an extension of the nation's immigration authorities by
denying school lunches to many immigrant school children.

j N IONS FOR CHILDREN:

The Republiéan budget repeals the Vaccines for Children prograrh putting at risk at
least $1.5 billion over seven years that would otherwise provide vaccinations for
children.

SLASHES CHILD PROTECTION BY 20%:

- The Republican budget cuts and block grants funding for child protection services and

administration, including services that are needed to remove children from unsafe
homes, place them in appropriate settings, and recruit and train foster parents and those
wishing to adopt

HHS estimates that total spending in- these programs is slashed by about 20%, or about
$4 billion over seven years.

These cuts would occur at a time when GAO and others report that resources are

already failing to keep pace with the need. Between 1983 and 1993, foster care
caseloads mushroomed by two-thirds. Over 1,300 children die each year due to child
abuse and neglect.’ :

Yet the Republican budget slashes and caps these programs, eliminating the ability of
the prograrns to respond to increases incidence in child abuse and neglect.
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37.

-~ EDUCATION AND TRAINING
'~ AND WORKER PROTECTION

EDUCATION AND TRAINING SHOULD BE STRENGTHENED -- NOT CUT BY MORE
THAN $30 BILLION: :

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

. Repubhcans propose to sell our nation's seedcorn. They cut education and training by more

than $30 billion over 7 years, denying m11110ns of chlldren and yauths opportunities to
succeed. , A

RECONCILIATION THE MAIN EDUCATION ISSUE IN DISPUTE IN THE RECONCILIATION PACKAGE

38,

A.

IS THEIR PROPOSAL TO NEARLY ELIMINATE THE D[RECT LOAN PROGRAM

DIRECT LOANS: 'g:ﬂQ ICE AND QOMPETITIQN MUST NOT BE -ELIMINATED:

The Repubhcan budget cuts off direct lendmg opportumtles for 2.5 million students in 1,350
institutions in 1996 alone.

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

. 'On November 15, 1995, over 450 College Presidents wrote the Presideni, Speaker and

.Senate Majority Leader making clear that direct lending was very popular, that competition
and choice were the best principle, and that arbitrary caps were counterproductive. The
‘Presidents and Chancellors of colleges and universities currently using or planning to use the
‘Direct Lendmg program wrote to oppose attempts' to "arbitrarily limit the ability of schools
‘to participate in direct lending." o

. This year, 1,350 colleges and universities will offer direct loans, with an estimated loan
- volume of $12 billion. With more than 2 million borrowers, direct loans now account for

" 35 to 40 percent of total student loan volume

* . The reason is straightforward: Under the direct loan program it is easier for students to
- repay their students loans is mmpler to borrow, and saves money.:

» A recent survey by Education Dajly found that more than 90 percent of participating
- colleges and universities rate the direct lending program as "excellent."
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39.

The Republican budget uses biased scormg of the Dlrect Lending program.

- Republicans c1a1m that capping or eliminating Direct Lending will save taxpayers
- money. But that conclusion is based on a scoring gimmick -- a special interest scoring
. rule imposed on the Congressional Budget Office by the Republicans.

* . That biased rule requires CBO to include certain kinds of expenses when calculating the

cost of Direct Lendingbut not when calculating the cost of ordinary guaranteed loans.

- Larry Lindsey, a member of the Federal Reserve, recently wrote that, "As long as it is
- necessary to provide a profit to induce lenders to guarantee students loans, direct
~ lending will be cheaper

' The Republican proposal puts the speciaI interests -- the banks -- ahead of student

interests. The Senate proposal to cap Direct Lending would increase loan volume under

« the guaranteed loan program by more than $100 billion. That would ensure as much as

$6 billion in additional profits for banks, lenders, and others who hold guaranteed
student loans.

INCOME CONTINGENT -- PAY AS YOU EARN -- OPTION SHOULD NOT BE

WITHDRAWN FOR MILLIONS OF STUDENTS

The Republican budget also effectively eliminates one of the most promising features of
the Direct Lending program, which gives students the option of adjusting their
repayment to reflect their ability to pay. This change will make it more difficult for
many students to take low-paying public service jobs or start a new business or take a
year off to raise a child. ‘ ' ' '
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DISCRETIONARY EDUCATION AND TRAINING CUTS: THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET CUTS
DISCRETIONARY EDUCATION AND TRAINING PROGRAMS BY $26 BILLION OVER 7 YEARS

. Nearly all Americans agree that mvestmg in educatlon is critical to our future economic
prospenty

. Despite this consensus, the caps on non-defense discretionary spending proposed by the |
¢ Republicans would have a devastating 1mpact on educational opportunities for children
and students of all ages. :

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

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

. Moreover, the Republicans are proposing severe cuts in precisely those areas that
parents, teachers, and business leaders agree are most important for making real
improvement in our education system, such as improving basic skills, raising

* standards for all students, keeping schools safe and drug-free, raising the
qualifications of teachers, and bringing technology into the classroom.

40. CUTS IN HEA ART WOULD LEAVE THOUSANDS OF CHILD N WITHOUT
A CHANCE: ' '

* The Republlcan budget cuts $135 million from Head Start in 1996 -- $535 million
: below the Presmlent‘s request for 1996. : -

. Assuming Repubhcan spending on’Head Start remains frozen at 1 996 levels, their
proposal would deny comprehensive education, health, and social services, to 180,000
children by the year 2002. V

« . These cuts would. fall particularly hard on our most vulnerable children. Most of the
children participating in Head Start are only 3 and 4 years old. - 95% of these children
come from families below the poverty line and 13% have a diagnosed disability.

»  These cuts are penny wise and pound foolish, for Head Start is a good investment in
: our nation's future. As the Council of Economic Advisors concluded after reviewing
the literature on Head Start, "Participants in Head Start-style programs are less likely to -
be held back in school and less likely to be classified as special-education students, and
more likely to graduate from High School.” [Council of Economic Advisors,
"Educating America: An Investment in Our Future,” September 1995)]
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42.

ENDING GOALS 2000 WOULD CRIEPLE STATE AND LOCAL EFFQBTS TO
RAISE ACADEMIC STANDARDS:

" The Republican budget-eliminates Goals 2000, cutting off 9,000 schools currently using
. Federal funds to raise educational standards, just as States and communities have
* completed their planning and begun to implement comprehenswe reforms based on their

own high academic standards.

The President’s proposal increaseé funding for Goals 2000, aiming to help more than 8
million children in 17,000 schools meet higher educational standards.

Goals 2000 has received Widespfcad support because of its ﬂexfbility and its emphasis
on high standards and accountability. The Wall Street Journal has reported that Goals

2000 is viewed “by many political analysts -as the most flexible education plan ever
produced by the Federal government.” Wall Street Journal, 8/30/95.

~ IBM Chairman Lou Gerstner, for example, says that “Goals 2000 is only a small
- portion of what we need. But it is a very critical portion because it is the fragile -

begmmng of the establishment of a culture of measurement standards and accountablhty ,
in this country. We must go beyond Goals 2000. But if we lose Goals 2000, it is an
incredibly negative setback for the Nanon ”

SLASHES FUNDS FOR BASIC AND ADVANCED SKILLS ASSISTANCE:

The Republican budget cuts more than $1 billion and 1 million students from the Title I
program that helps low-achieving poor children reach the same-high standards expected
of other students. '

More than 14,000 school districts and more than 50,000 schools rely on Title I funding
to help improve their students' basic and advanced skills. ’

The President has requested increased 'funding and greater targeting of those funds on

communities with the highest concentrations of poor children, but the Republicans
would both cut funding and reject greater targeting.
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44,

45.

SHARP RED NS IN SAFE AND DRUG-FREE SCHOOLS WOULD CRIPPLE

EFFORTS TO REDUCE DRUG ABUSE, PREVENT VIOLENCE, AND IMPROVE

DISCIPLINE IN AMERICA’S SCHOOLS:"

*  The Republican budget cuts spending on Safe and Drug-Free Schools prcgram by more
than half in 1996, from $466 million to just $200 million, reducing services to up to 23
' m11110n school children.

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

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

"+ The Pres1dent s budget rejects surrender and raises Safe and Drug-Free Schools funding

to $500 million.

TEACHERS WOULD BE DENIED- THE TRAINING THEY NEED TO HELP
STUD ACH HIGHER ACADEM TANDARDS:

. The Republican budget cuts the Eisenhower Professmnal Development State Grant -
~ program by 80 percent, from $251 million to just $50 million in 1996

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

« - The President's budget, by contrast, would nearly triple funding for the Eisenhower

program to $735 million, providing States and commumtles with substantial new
resources for teacher training.

DUCATION TECHNOLOGY CUTS THREATEN TO LEAVE SCHOOLS

LIBRARIES, AND COMMUNITI "INF ATION SUPERHIGHWAY":

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

«  That is why he strongly opposes Republican plans to gut the National
- Telecommunications and Information Administration and its Telecommunications and
Information Infrastructure Assistance Program (TIIAP). Cuts, like those proposed for -
TIIAP, would mean that hospitals, clinics, schools, libraries, local governments and non-
.. profits may be excluded from the development of the advanced NII. |
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48,

CUTS TO THE PELL GRANT PROGRAM DENY DESERVING STUDENTS A
COLLEGE EDUCATION:

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

3 .Republican proposafs in 1996 cut $450 million from Pell Grants, denying Pell grants to

380,000 deserving students in 1996

Pell Grants remain a good investment for our country. A wealth of economic data show
that college graduates earn more over their careers, making college education a good _
investment for individuals and the Nation. The Bureau of Labor Statistics estimates that
between 1963 and 1992, improvements in education accounted for about 20 percent of
the per-capita 1ncome growth over the perlod

'ELTMINATES AMERICORPS - PREVENTING STUDENTS FROM LEARNING
RESPONSIBILITY THROUGH COMMUNITY SERVICE:

The Republican budget eliminates the Americorps national service program.

- Its elimination would deny neérly 50,000 young people the oppbrtunity to sefve their

communities next year while earning money toward their college education.

General David Jones, a former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staffs captured the spirit
of the National Service program.best when he said: "AmeriCorps programs work.

. They show what we can accomplish when the government operates as a true -partner of
‘communities.” Most important, they build partnerships by enacting an old. truth that the

men and women in our armed forces learn so well: to earn opportunity you must take
responsibility for yourself and for others."

In contrast to the Republican cuts, the Pre51dent would increase fundmg for Natlonal
Service by $345 million next year, providing nearly 50,000 community service and
college aid opportunities next year.

ELIMINATES FUNDING FOR WOMEN'S EDUCATIONAL E! YUITY ACT

The Republlcan Budget eliminates the Women's Educatlonal Equity program denying
schools funding for research and training programs designed to promote educational
equity for women and girls. - :
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49. ,ELIMINATES THE SUMMER JOBS PROGRAM AND CUTS FUNDS THAT HELP
YOUNG PEOPLE MOVE FROM SCH TO WORK:

50.

. ‘The Republican budget eliminates the Summer Jobs program, denying‘ about
600,000 disadvantaged young people meaningful summer work opportunities next

year that would help prepare them to be actwe contributors to the workforce and
the commumty

* By eliminating the Summer Jobs program, Republicans will deny nearly 4
million disadvantaged youth summer job opportunities over 7 years.

. Contrary to some claims, studies show that the Summer Jobs program does not
displace private market-employment but, rather, employs youth who would
otherwise be unemployed and on the streets. [Jon Crane and David Ellwood,
The Summer Youth Employment Program: Private Job Supplement or
Substitute, Harvard Umversny, March 1984.]

The Repubhcan budget cuts funding for the School-to-Work mmatwe which helps

- states and local partners desngn systems that help young people make the transition

from school to careers and lifelong learning.

. Linking academic skills to job skills and classroom teaching to worksite learning
are essential to increasing worker productivity, raising wages, and maintaining
American compet1t1veness in the new world economy.

. These Republican cuts will require cuts in the grants to the 27 states already -
participating in the .initiative, and prevent any additional states from joining.

CUTS IN EMPLOYMENT AND TRAININ PROGRAMS WILL LEAV W

UNEREPARED FOR THE NEW ECONOMY:

*

The Republican budget cuts the President's request for employment and trammg
programs by $1.6 billion -- or 26% below the 1995 funding levels.

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

. Republican cuts would deny 155,000 workers next year alone help obtaining the

skills they need to adjust to the new economy and to corporate downsizing.

These cuts don't make sense. Education and training programs, including those for
experienced workers, have been shown to offer significant economic benefits. One
recent study concluded that each year of education provided through a Pennsylvania
program for older displaced workers increased earnings by roughly 7 percent.
[Jacobson, LaLonde, and Sullivan, "The Returns to Classroom Training for Dislocated:
Workers," unpublished manuscript, September 1994; reported in Council of Economic
Adpvisers, "Educating America: An Investment in Our Future," September 1995.]
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A major study of the Job Training Partnership Act's program that provides training to
economically disadvantaged adults found that the program is cost-effective.
Participation increased the earnings of adult males by 10% and the earnings of adult

. female participants by 15%. These earnings gains were one and a half times greater

than the costs invested to produce them. [Bloom, The National JTPA Study "Impacts,
Beneﬁts and Costs of Txtle II-A," Abt Associates, March 1994].

51. CUTS ENFORCEMENT OF WORKPLACE SAFETY LAWS AND JEQOPARDIZES
- ENFORCEMENT OF THE FAMILY AND MEDICAL LEAVE ACT AND THE
MINIMUM WAGE:

The Republican budget cuts funding for federal enforcement of workplace safety
laws 33% below the 1995 level.

+  This cut would slow the Occupational Safety and Health Administration's
response to imminent dangers and workplace emergencies, and would curta11 or
eliminate many cornphance assistance activities.-

. As a result of their 33% cut, an estlmated 50,000 more workplace injuries and
illnesses may occur that could have been prevented. [Labor Department estimate
based on Wayne Gray and John Scholz, "Does Regulatory Enforcement Work,
Law and Society Review, July 1993.]

*  For many employers, safe workplaces save dollars. High rates of injuries and
illness impose millions of dollars of additional costs on businesses, in the form
of higher workers' compensation payments, related medical costs, and employee -
turnover costs.

. Since OSHA was created in 1970, the workplace fatality rate has dropped by
over 50%, and injury and illness rates have declined in the industries in which
OSHA has focused its enforcement efforts. The Repubhcan cuts would reverse
much of this progress

. An extraneous prov151on in the Republican budget would also block OSHA's
efforts to identify and address work-related musculoskeletal disorders (MSDs or
ergo). They would also allow thousands more work-related injuries and -
illnesses, cost employers billions more in unnecessary worker's compensation
claims, and even preclude OSHA from gathering information about the problem.
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The Republlcan budget cuts Jeopardrze Amerlcan workers ‘newly won nghts to
© family and medical leave. . = : :

President Clinton signed the Family; and Medical Leave Act to allow workers to
take up to 12 weeks of unpaid leave for the birth of a child, to care for a sick

. famﬂy member, or 1f they themselves become too sick to work.

The Republican budget cuts by 12%“mnding for worker protection activities,
including enforcement of the Family and Medical Leave Act. |

" Because of these Labor Department eriforcement activities, a pregnant woman in
. Miami got her job and health benefits back after she had been illegally fired

from her job and lost her health insurance for requesting a leave of absence to

“have her baby. Since enactment of this law, the Labor Department has -

responded to over 3,500 cases involving the.Family and Medical Leave Act.

The Republicanvbudget cuts jeopardizre enforcement of the minimum wage by,

- cutting enforcement of preteetions such as the minimum wage by 12%.

[ .
[ TN

; Republxcan budget cuts undermme efforts to stop garment mdustry sweatshops

: The Department of Labor in 1995 stepped up enforcement actions agamst

sweatshops. These actions yielded $2.2 million in backwages for 7,400 garment
workers. By using the hot goods provision in the Fair Labor Standards Act, the
Department has held manufacturers accountable for their contractors' labor law
violations.

In August the Secretary of Labor issued a natronal call for actron against

“sweatshops in the garment industry, following the discovery of slave like -

working conditions in a Southern Cahfomra sweaishop

The Repubhcan budget's 12% cut in Worker protectron_activitiés such as these
will seriously impede efforts to end the exploitation of workers in sweatshops.
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52. PROHIBITS IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PRESIDENT'S EXECUTIVE ORDER ON
STRIKER REPLACEMENT AND MAKES IT TOUGHER FOR WORKING PEOPLE

TO BAR

COLLECTIVELY FOR HIGHER WAGES AND BETTER BENEFITS:

. The Republican budgets contains an extraneous provision that would prohibit
implementation of the President's Executive Order that prohibits federal contracts
with companies that permanently replace lawfully striking employees.

The President's March 8, 1995 Executive Order allows the federal government to
ensure a stable and dependable supplier base by prohibiting federal contracts
with companies that use permanent replacement workers and by encouraging -
cooperative and productive labor-management relations. Research has found that
strikes involving permanent replacements last 7 times longer than strikes that do
not. ' : '

. The Republican budget cuts the National Labor Relations Board by 30% in 1996
t alone, crippling the NLRB's ability to guard against unfair labor practices by both
employers and employees, and to protect the right of workers to organize.

This 30% cut will destroy the orderly legal framework for résolying labor-
management disputes, which has served the nation well for 60 years, and will
severely undermine the rule of law that has governed the nation's labor relations.

This 30% cut would require the closure of over half of the NLRB's field offices,
forcing employers and employees to wait months longer for resolution.

The Republican budget also includes extraneous provisions that would restrict

the NLRB's authority to enforce the National Labor Relations Act -- a direct
attack on the basic right of employees to organize unions.

37



53.

54.

ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC HEALTH

RECONCILIATION PROVISIONS:

OPENS THE ARCTIC REFUGE TO OIL DRILLING:

*

The Arctic National Wildlife Refuge is a rare, pfistine wilderness that the President
supports protecting permanently, for the’beneﬁt of future generations.

The Republican reconciliation bill would open the Arctic Refuge to drlllmg by the oil

, 1ndustry in hopes of generating $1.3 b11110n in federal revenues.

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

A 'Exploratlon and development would dlsturb the area and create unacceptable risks of oil

spills and pollution.

CONTINUES TO TURN OVER BILLIONS OF DQLLARS OF TAXPAYER-OWNED

MINERALS FOR A PITTANCE, EVEN WHILE IT RAISES TAXES ON WORKING

FAMILIES:

The Reconciliation bill includes sham mining reform that provides for the sale of
federal mineral rights at their "market value" -- defined as the value of the surface land,

* . not the minerals. It's like selling Fort Knox for the price of the roof.

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

for the Treasury from all federal hard rock mines in the nation.

ThlS, together with the mining provision in Interior appropriations, provides for the

continued giveaway of public treasures under a law signed by Ulysses S. Grant in 1872.

- Just this month, Interior Secretary Bruce Babbitt was forced to turn over nearly $3
bxlhon worth of copper and silver for less than $2,000.
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SS.

56.

57.

MANDATES TRANSFER OF WARD VALLEY (CA) SITE EOR A LOW-LEVEL
RADIOACTIVE WASTE DUMP -- WITHOUT PUBLIC SAFEGUARDS: -

The Administration has-engaged in negotiations with the State of California to transfer
the Ward Valley site with conditions recommended by a distinguished panel of the

National Academy of Scientists.

The Republican proposal would bypass good science and mandate unconditional

~ transfer.

FAILS TO !AKE ANY STEPS TO BUILD ON OUR EFFORTS TO PROTECT AND
RESTORE THE FIL.LORIDA EVERGLADES.

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

The Republican budget includes an uncompetitive approach for handing out national

* park concessions that would protect vender monopolies, weaken safeguards against price
- gouging, and generally compromise efforts to bring pure competition to vender services.

* Other provisions in the budget pander to special interests at taxpayer expense, including
_ special loophole water deals for corporate agriculture and certain water districts, and
- changes to federal oil and gas royalty collection that invite evasion:by making collection

more difficult and costly.
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PPROPRIATION UD & INTERIOR):

The President and Vice President believe that the impact of deep Republican cuts in non-defense
discretionary spending imposed by the caps in the Republican reconciliation bill would have a

: devastating effect on the environment and public health over seven years. In fact, the Republican -
multi-year budget resolution specifically called for cuts to clean and safe water infrastructure, land
management, and national parks. Furthermore, additional special interest riders and policy
provisions severely limit EPA's ability to set and enforce environmental standards, and DOI's and
USFS's ability to manage lands in a sound manner. The Republican budget also cuts the President's
environmental advisors, the Council on Environmental Quality, by more than 50%. '

58. 1 RRESEQNS!BLE ENFORCEMENT CUTS WOULD LEAD TO DIRTY WATER,
UNHEALTHY AIR L8) SAFE LAND: '

»  Cutting fair and consistent enforcement would hurt families who depend on clean air
j and water, and hurt companies that obey the law. Enforcement cuts would help only
i those companies who continue to evade ’environmenta’l laWS and pollute irresponsibly.

~e  The Repubhcan budget contains a 25% cut in EPA’s enforcement budget from the
-President's request : ‘

. According to the Philadelphia Inquirer, budget cuts have already forced EPA to cut back
- on hundreds of inspections at toxic waste sites and for industrial air pollution and

drinking water supplies; the Repubhcan budget would put even more people at I‘lSk
¢! 1/28/95)

59.  CUTS FUNDS BY 17% SET PUBLIC HEALTH STANDARDS FOR AIR

POLLUTION, PESTICIDES, AND CLEAN AND SAFE WATER.
60. | G W C WOULD LEAD MORE CONTAMINATED WATER:

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

. The Republican budget cuts by 45 percent ($225 million) the money that goes directly
to States to protect communities’ drinking water, compared to the President's budget.
These funds are used by communities to upgrade facilities and better treat contaminants
such as cryptospondrum which in 1993 killed 100 people and sickened 400,000 others
in M1lwaukee ,

. In the last two years, mllllons of residents of major U.S. cmes such as New York and
Washmgton DC, have been ordered to boil their drinking water.
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62.

§

CLEAN WATER CUTS WOULD BLOCK EFFORTS TO KEEP RAW SEWAGE AND

OTHER POLLUTION OFF BEACHES AND OUT OF WATERWAYS:

+ . The Clean Water Actisa great Amencan success story. Twenty-ﬁve years ago, the

Cuyahoga River was so polluted it burned. Lake Erie was dead. Garbage floated in the
Chesapeake Bay. Today, those waters are on the rebound ' :

. The Repubhcan budget specifically cuts funds that go to States for waste water
' treatment -- makmg 1t difficult for States to comply with the Clean Water Act

'+ ! The Republican budget cuts the Pre31dent's request for waste water treatment’ support to ,
‘the States by 30%. This money is used to construct and upgrade waste water treatment -

facrlrtres that keep raw sewage from ﬂowmg mto our nvers, lakes and streams

¢« i The Republrcan budget also contams a partrcularly objectronable rider that will prevent
EPA from stopping the dumpmg of harmful ﬁll into rlvers and wetlands.

BULDQE’I“ CUTS WQuLn STOP OR SLOW CLEANUP OF TO XICWAs:[E DUMPS:

s - Fifteen years after Love Canal one-in four Amencans - and f ive mzllzon chzldren under

the age of four -- still live wrthm four miles of a Superfund toxic dump srte

! The Republlcan budget cuts the Pre51dent $ request for the Superfund toxic dump

cleanup program by nearly 25 percent ($3 82 million), needlessly exposing c1tlzens
living near these 51tes to dangerous chermcals r o

. In addition, Republlcans in Congress separately eontinue to chenge the Superfund law to

~ i relieve polluters -- including the company responsible for Love Canal -- of the
responsibility to pay for the pollutlon they caused and Shlft that burden to the Amerlcan ‘
people : : e .



'63.

64

EXTRANEO[}S POLICY PROV!&IQNS THREATEN OUR WATEB, AIR AND LAND

== AN THE P BLIC'SRI H KNOW:

.-

On August 8, President«Clinton signed an executive order on pollution disclosure to
protect peoples' access to information about toxic emissions in their communities. He

had expanded the public's "right to know" once before. The law i is the most cost-
effecnve pollution reduction program we have: '

The Repubhcan budget originally mcludemﬁ separate spe(:lal interest r1dcrs --

" including one blocking the public's right to know. The conference budget contains

several back door ways to include previously attached nders

The conference report threatens the next phase.of the Clinton Admlmstratxons effort to

expand information available to communities -- information not currently reported to the
public about dangerous chemicals. The bill may prevent EPA from moving forward."

Efforts to prevent the reduction of .tOxic,pollutants from hazardous waste facilities and

" block upgraded pollution. contr(')l:facilities have also been transferred to report language.

Echoing two riders on the House budget proposal, the report language ‘advises EPA to A
delay for nearly one year the Clinton Administration's combustion strategy, which -

- would issue overall protections to reduce toxic pollutants from hazardous waste

1nc1nerators
REDUCES ENVIRONMENTAL RESEABQI—_I_ AND IEQH:\_IQLQG_\;(- |

Environmental research and technology fundmg is cut by nearly $l b]lhon or 20% from
the Pre51dent‘s request for FY 1996 o

" The Republican cuts mclude a 92% reduction from thePresident's request for the |

Environmental Technology Initiative (ETI), which would thwart efforts to encourage the

- development of new technologies that reduce pollution and clean-up the environment

while creating new jobs and economic growth. America cannot expect to be the world's

" leader in environmental technologies -- a market that is expected to boom to $400

billion by 2000 -- if Amencan 1ndustry does not make sufficient mvestments in th1s area
today. - :

- The Republican budget also proposes to slash scores of other env1ronmental research

programs that provide objective information in forestry, agriculture, minerals
management, global climate change, natural disasters, fisheries, weather forecasting, and
other areas. This would stifle our efforts to better understand and cope with
env1ronmental change ‘ :
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65. INTERIOR APPROPRIATIONS BILL JOINS WITH RECONCILIATION B
 CONTINUE MINING GIVEAWAY: N

* ' The Republican budget- for the Interlor Department would allow the moratorium on new
. mining patents to be llﬁed prematurely.

» ¢ This, together with the mining provision in the reconcxhatlon bill, prov1des for the

. continued giveaway of public treasures under a law signed by Ulysses S. Grant. Just

- this month, Interior Secretary Babbitt was forced to turn over almost $3 billion worth of
i minerals to a forexgn mining company for less than $2,000. : :

66.

CLEARCUTTING:

. The Republican budget proposes to dictate timber cutting levels in Alaska's Tongass
© National Forest beyond. sustainable levels. It would waive environmental laws and -

-+ expand clearcuts, through an extraneous pollcy provision in the Interior appropnanons
© bill.

« . The Repnblican proposal could hurt sport and éomme;cial fishing interests in-the area
;" and the region's tourism industry, which has grown 40 percent in four years.

. According to tour operators, the visitor induStfy is more profitable and"has a lllgher
. payroll by far than the timber mdustry, and increased logging will directly hurt their
j 'busmess (New York Times 9/12/95) : - : co

67. BUDGET BLOCKS EFFORTS TO PROTECT PACIFIC NORTHWEST SALMON:

* . For centuries, salmon have been arnong the most valued resources in the Pacific
'y Northwest, as the Oregonian says, "a treasured part of our natural heritage." (ll/ 12/95
© editorial.)

» ' The Republican Interior appropriations bill includes a policy rider that would block

» efforts to protect salmon and ensure sustainable economic growth in the Columbia River
. Basin, by terminating comprehenswe planmng for the management of publlc lands in

'~ that area. ‘
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68.

69.

70.

UNDERMINES THE CALIFORNIA DESERT -- THE NATION'S NEWEST

'NATIONAL PARK:

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

- Thé new reserve protects broad desert vistas, rugged mountain ranges and unique
archeological sites. : :

. The Republican budget provides just one dollar for the National Park Service to operate
the new Mojave National Preserve

WOULD COMPROMISE MANAGEMENT OF HEALTHY ANCIENT FORESTS:

. The Republican Interior appropriations bill includes a policy rider that would prohibit

the Administration from using the most current and appropriate science to protect
forests in the Pacific Northwest, a practlce that could lead to expanded logging of
healthy ancient forests

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

. Recently a panel representing 2,500 scientists from 100 nations confirmed that human
. activity is affecting the global climate. Earlier this year scientists won a Nobel Prize
for their work on ozone depletion.

o Climate change could bring an increase in heat waves, fires, and pest outbreaks,

increase the number of heat-related deaths and illnesses, and expand the range of
infectious diseases like malaria, yellow fever, and encephalitis.

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

¢ These programs reduce pollution, save money, and create jobs.
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71. CUTS ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAMS, INCREASING ENERGY USE AND

ENERGY COSTS:

L

.

The Republican budget cuts DOE energy conservation programs by almost 40 percent

" ($187 million) from the President’s request.

Energy efficiency programs such as these save consumers money, create jobs, and

reduce emissions that contribute to air pollution and climate change. The Department
of Energy estimates that federal energy efficiency programs would save homeowners
$17 billion and businesses $12.5 billion per year by the year 2005, and would create
57,000 jobs. : Co :

In addition, the oil that could be saved by these programs is greater than the oil that can

~ be recovered in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.
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72.

RESEARCH,I TECHNOLOGY, AND INNOVATION-

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

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

These cuts break with America's unwavering bipartisan commitment to U.S. leadership’
in science and technology, and threaten our economic future.

The Institute for Electrical and Electronics Engineers describes the proposed Republican

cuts to R&D as "short-sighted, disproportionate, detrimental to the profession, and

potentially harmful to our economic and technological competitiveness."

'The Industrial Research Institute predicts that "proposed cuts clearly will have a long-.

range impact on industry's capa01ty to carry on technological innovation and compete
globally in the next century." :

" The Competitiveness Policy Council warns that "Current plans for eliminating the

budget deficit may sacrifice the natlons ability to generate new technolog1es and

- develop new products and processes."

These cuts could not come at a worse time. Japan will surpass the United States in
total government dollars spent on non-defense R&D if the Republican cuts are

implemented and the Japanese government implements 1ts plans to double R&D by
2000.

Indeed, since World War II, innovation has been responsible for as much as half of the -
nation's economic growth generating new knowledge, creating new _]ObS building new

industries, and i 1mprov1ng the qua11ty of life for all Amerlcans

Americans hold millions of jobs in industries that have grown as a result of wise public

~ and private investment in R&D, including ‘(as of 1992): Biotechnology (79,000 jobs),

Computers (479,000 jobs), Communications (366,000 jobs), Software (450 000 jobs),

' | Aerospace (895 000 jobs), Semiconductors (317,000 jobs).-

In 1992 average pay for workers in these and other h1gh technology 1ndustr1es was 60%
higher than the average for all Amer1can workers. :
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73.

LIMINATES PARTNERSHIPS WITH INDUSTRY T M INVE | T
IN HIGH- SEARCH WITH BROAD ECONOMI TENTIAL: =

American competitiveness in the 21st century depends on our ability to continue to fund
the development of high-risk, innovative technologies. = Yet despite historical
bipartisan support, Congress has proposed to eliminate the Advanced Technology .
Program (ATP), a merit-based, competitive, cost-shared industry-led partnership that is -
enabling the private sector to invest in high-risk technologies with broad-based future
economic potential. i

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

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

.

74 AB LISHES COMMITMENT TO P NG 100,000 NEW COP TREET:

e The Repubhcan plan calls for a block grant-that would repeal the national commitment
to ﬁmdmg 100,000 new pollce officers. ' »

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

75. R HE EFFECTIVENE, HE VIOLENCE AGAINS EN ACT:

*  The Republican budget reduces funding for domestic violence prevention and .
intervention pregrams by $22 million from the President's budget, including zeroing out
grants for women's shelters and grants to reduce sexual abuse of runaway and homeless
youth - :

76. ' SN C( ' \% PMENT BANK PROGRAM TO
‘ VERAGE PRIVATE SECTO]I VESTMENT TRES U

» . The Republican budget eliminates the Community Development Financial Institutions
program which was created to bring credit and growth to distressed communities by
promoting the formation and expansion of commumty development ﬁnanc1a1 '
institutions.

' Community development financial institutions provide credit, capital, équity, and
. technical assistance to thousands of promising small businesses, economic development
projects, and new homeowners in distressed ccmmunmes in urban and rural America.

e The Treasury Department estimates that each dollar of federal money generates $10 in
new development activity, creating jobs and economic growth.
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77.  SLASHES FUND DEMOLISH SEVERELY DISTRESSED HOUSI
RQJECTS, JEOPARDIZES ENFORCEMENT OF F USING LAWS, AND
MAKES IT MORE DIFFICULT TO PLUS FEDERAL P TY

HELP THE HOMELESS:

e The Republican budget cuts nearly in half the President's request for funding to.reform
. public housing and rev1tal1ze communities by demolishing the most severely distressed
housing.

«  The Republican budget transfers HUD's responsibilities for enforcing the Fair Housing
Act to the Department of Justice, Jeopardlzmg civil rights enforcement and needlessly
wasting funds and time.

«  The Republican budget repeals the McKinney Act requirement that‘organizations

serving the homeless be given priority in acquiring surplus Federal property for use in
prqviding shelter, job training, meals, medical care, and other support to the homeless.
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78.

T

FARMING / AGRICULTURE

A VATION B ACHIEVED UNDER THE

CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRAM:

The Conservation Reserve Program is designed to achieve long-term conservation

benefits by authorizing long-term contracts with farmers to keep env1ronmentally
sensitive land out of production.. - '

The Republican budget would aIIow producers to withdraw fr'omb-lo'- t§ 15-year
Conservation Reserve Program contracts -- which were entered into voluntarily -- by

simply giving USDA 60-days notice.

- The main purpose of the CRP is to achieve long-term conservation benefits, This self-

declared withdrawal process completely undermines that concept. It also invalidates
the whole concept of a long-term contract between the public and the farmer.

Currently, only the Secretary of Agriculture has the authority to grant such "early outs."
He continues to use that authority judiciously to ensure that only those lands that truly
belong in the CRP remain there. But a standing provision that allows contract holders

' to withdraw whenever they want and at no cost is bad public policy and should not

become law.:
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79.

80.

PREVENTS F ERS FROM TING PERMANENT EASEMENTS UNDER
THE WETLANDS RESERVE PROQRAM

The Republican budget -would prevent permanent easements under the Wetlands Reserve
Program.

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

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

The Republican budget would federally mandate the exclusive use of 15-year contracts

or easements. This would require repeated renewals and additional costs to achieve
permanent protection. The bill does not make sense -- either to farmers, who like the
current program, or to taxpayers, who ‘want the most for their money.

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

SHREDS THE FARM SAFETY NET BY CUTTING THE LINK BETWEEN

COMMODITY PAYMENTS AND CONDITIONS:

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

Fixed payments do not respond to changing market conditions. By cutting the link
between farm payments and market prices, the Republican budget leads to undesirable
results. Producers could receive windfall profits in good years when prices are hlgh
while farmly farmers' lncomes would not be protected when prices are low.

 Fixed payments can mean producers get unnecessarily large amounts of money when

market prices -- and profits -- are very high. This invites public criticism of all farm
programs when budgets are tight..
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Medicare: When is 2 cut not a cut? '

B} Horace B. Degts

uring the campaign, both
D political parties have gone to
’ great lengths in 30-second
sound bites to assure the voters that
they want to protect and save
Medicare. In the process they have
each claimed to be “reducing the
growth? of Medicare while accusing

their opponents of “cutting”.

Medicare.

So, when is a cut not really a cut?
The answer is when you're doing the
cutting. When the president pro-

posed “reducing the rate of growth™

in;Medicare in his health-care
reform proposal, Republicans char-
acterized it as “massive cuts” When
the Republican-controlled House of
Representatives  passed. its
Medicare Preservation Act of 1995
they said it “reduced the rate of
growth” of the program. The presi-
dent said it “cut” Medicare. It's time
for both parties to stop playing these
word games. Both proposals “cut”
Medicare spending, and both
“reduce the rate of growth” in the
program.

It’s time to end the political finger
pointing. Public confidence is being
lost. We and our members are much
more interested in the effect any
proposed changes will have on cur-
rent and future beneficiaries, and

that has been missing from the

debate so far. We need a full and
open debate on the Medicare issue.
But the debate question should be
about finding a solution and how
that solution will affect beneficiaries
and their families.

We must face the faots. The Part
A (hospital insurance) trust fund is
now predicted to come up short in
2001, a year earlier than was pre-
dicted just a year ago. We need to
reform the program, and we need to
address cost issues. This may
require some shared sacrifice from
patients and providers. But we find
that people are willing to make
shared sacrifices when they know
what those sacrifices are, what their

Horace B. Deets is executive
director of the American Association
of Retired Persons.

consequences are, and when they
are fair. For example, polls show
that people support reducing the
level of Medicare spending when a
reduction is required to save the
program. They do not support it
when the purpose is for a tax cutor
for reducing the deficit.

The problem is not that people do
not understand the'need to reform
Medicare, it is that they are not
given enough information to know
what is being proposed, let alone the
consequences of the choices they
are being asked to make. To talk in
sound bites about cutting the pro-

‘gram without talking about what
those cuts mean is frightening to
older people. Medicare is their
health-care plan. They depend on it.
QOur political leaders are very forth-
right about asking for our trust. Yet
many of them seem to have forgot-

ten that they must also trust the vot-.

ers.
The president’s health-care plan

was devised by 500 people behind

closed. doors and was so complex
that people couldn’t understand it.
The Republican plan was developed

without enough hearings so people -

could grasp the issues at stake. The
result was what we have now: each
side demonizing the other without
any real discussion on what the
plans mean and whether people will
still have access to affordable high-
quality health care when they need
- lt .
The t1me has come for a full and
open public hearing on how these
proposals will affect Medicare

patients and their families. This is-

not an easy process. It requires a
public education effort in propor-
tion to the issues at stake. Will peo-
ple pay higher premiums? Will their

-deductibles increase? Will their

choice of doctors be limited? How
much will out-of-pocket costs be
increased?

Our members and thelr families
also want answers to their questions

 about the future of Medicare: How

will candidates keep Medicare from
going bankrupt and protect benefits
for current ‘recipients? What
changes would candidates make to

keep Medicare healthy for future -

generations?

Once we get beyond the sound
bites, we realize that each side does
have a plan for dealing with
Medicare. In exclusive interviews
with President Clinton and Sen.
Dole that ran in the October issue
of the AARP Bulletin, each candi-
date supported the position of their
party, conveyed during the budget

‘talks earlier this year. In fact, the

short-term budget savings plans
offered by each side were rather
close. They differed much more
substantially over the future struc-
ture of the program, but the public
heard very little about these dxffer-

. ences.

Under current law, Medxcare
spending per beneﬁcxar}* will grow
from $5,200 per year this year to
$8,100 in 2002. Congress has pro-
posed “cutting” or “slowing the rate
of growth” to $7,000 a year and the
administration to $7,200. It seems to

. us that the two sides should be able

to reach a solution on the short-
term funding problem. |
Where does AARP stand on the

Medicare? We have been misrepre- .

sented by both sides. Let me set the.

record straight. Step one is a !

prompt, early-1997 ‘bipartisan
agreement to shore up the Medicare
Trust Fund in the near term. And
step two involves an extensive and
deliberate discussion and debate
about the future of the program that
includes current and future beneﬁ

- ciaries.

Medicare is serious business and
deserves serious discussion. A
bipartisan solution is the only way
to protect and preserve Medicare.

Yet, given the way candidates have

discussed Medicare, I wonder if any
member of the next Congress will
feel safe in doing what has to be
done. We must not forget that, since
it was passed in 1965, Medicare has

been and continues to be a highly

successful program.

AARP and its members want to
be part of the solution to the real
dilemma facing Medicare, not the
dilemma over semantics. And while
we have not endorsed either side’s
proposal, we stand ready to work
with both sides to make sure
Medicare is safe and secure for
today’s and future generations.

Che IV asfjingt}m?ﬂimes
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October 31, 1996

NOTE TO: s Kevin Donnellan

FROM: . Chris J.

RE: ! “ DoIe—Kemp Medicare Ad

I hate to bother you with this but it looks like the Dole-Kemp campaign is at it again. Have
you seen the following ad? Apparently it is a very big buy. ‘

Please call me. Thanks.

o



DX TV “Madicara Gasins"
DXTVNC100 .
10/31/96

Dole: Nc Amarican shoﬁldﬁgueétion my commitment to Medicare.
The AARP flatly stated that our plan will increase Medicare
spending 7 percent a year, and the?*rg right. But the
president is playing politics with Medicara, trying to scare
seniors to get votes. USA;Today caiis this false and
migleading. The Washingtoh Post called it a caﬁpaign based
on distortion and fear. ﬁedicare{s too important to play
pelitical games. I won't do it. 1I'll save Medigare and
,stren‘gthen. it fer Amﬁricav's seniors. |
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USA TODAY -

 MONDAY. OCTOBER 21

Glen Richards, 28
Auditor .
Atlanta, Ga:

" " Political polls tend to
predict accurately the
results of the election.
When they show one
candidate ahead of an-
other, it might lead un-
decided voters 1o jump
on the bandwagon and
swing toward the lead-
er. In that way, they
could be harmful.

President protects seniors

p Clinton was
- d right to veto
the Republican pian. It was bad
for seniors and for. the program,

By Laura D'Andrea Tyson

. In 1993, President Clinton acted _réspon-(
sibly to extend the life of the Medicare trust
- fund without a single Republican vote: In-

1995 and 1996, the president continued 1o
fight for a balanced budget that would ex-
tend the trust fund for a decade from now
while protecting the integrity.of Medicare.

The. president also acted responsibly
when be vetoed the $270 billion Medicare
reduction in the Sen. Bob Dole-Rep. Newt
Gingrich budget — three times larger than

-* any previous cut in history.

The Republican plan was bad policy for
four reasons. .
¥ The reductions arbitrarily capped
Medicare spending per beneficiary to 20%

" below the projected growth of per-person

private health insurance premiums. Medi-
care would have been forced to cut services
per beneficiary, gradually undermining the

program’s-status as a first-class health-care .

system. The combined impact of the Medi-
care and Medicaid cuts led the American

Association of Retired Persons to urge a-

veto of the Dole-Gingrich plan last No-
vember.

» These excessive cuts threatened the
700 most vulnerable hospitals that are
highly dependent on Medicare and ‘Medi-
caid. The American Hospital Association
srote Dole last year stating that for hospi-
tals, “reductions of that magnitude would
resull not in a reduction in the rate of

<

- quired cupts Medicare would top $300 bil-

growth, ‘but in a real cut” and ran earlier
warnings that “needed hospitals in rural or
inner<city communities would be forced to
shut their doors, period.” Nearly every
state hospital association also jointly wrote
that the Republican .plan would “jenpar-
dize the ability of hospitals and health sys-
tems to deliver quality care.”

» The Dole-Gingrich plan proposed un-

- necessary structural changes that encourage .

the healthiest and wealthiest Medicare ben-
eficiaries 10 exit the traditional program,
leaving poorer and sicker beneficiaries in a
riskier, costlier and uitimately less effective

program. .
» The Dole-Gingrich plan proposed in-
credses in prémiums - that would have
amounted to $268 per couple this year and
$1,700 per couple by 2002. Elderly Ameri-
cans would have been forced to pay more ¢
for less — a cut by anyone’s definition.
Bob Dole is now proposing a $550 bii-
lion campaign tax cul — twice as large as

* the Dole-Gingrich plan that necessitated a

$270 billion Medicare cut. [f'he were to pay
for it the same way the Dole-Gingrich plan
paid for its $245 billion tax cut, the re- |

lion over six years. According 1o an August
1996 Congressional Budget Office analysis, !
cuts of this magnitude would be “draconi- |
an,” would “lead to an actual reduction in
hospital payments,” and “overall quality of
care in Medicare might be threatened.”

It is responsible for this president — or

‘any leader — to-warn Americans about an

economic plan that would risk that degree
of harm to the Medicare program.

Laura D'Andrea Tyson is President Clin-
ion’s nazignai economic adviser.

Voices: D(i public opinion pt}“s infiuence voters?

) Pre;n@eni Clmton h.:a.s ied Republican Bob Dole in public opinion-polls in their contest that ends Nov. 5, But columnist
William Safire on “"Meat the Press’” Sunday said neither the media nor the polls should consider the election over
 because a fourth of the voters remain undecided. USA TODAY asked readers if the polls affect their voting decisions.

Frank Libordi, 41
Teacher .
Homell, N.Y,

People have become .

cynical about these
polis. Somne of the pun-
dits and people asked
for their opinions clear-

‘ly have a political agen-

da, and it undermines
the derocratic process.
I think it will lower the
number of peopie who
actually vote, which is a
shame,

_Shelley Gibson, 34
Sales representative
Canton, Ohio

T'm hoping people
will take the time to
vote, no matter what.
Bul I have a feeling the
polis will influence peo-
ple if it's certain one
candidate has a grealer
chance of winning.
They might say, “He's
going to win or lose any-

- way, so what's the point

of voting?"

Jack Gordon, 75
Consultant
Seattle, Wash.

1 fear the polls might

put people to sleep be-

_ cause of the repetition

by the media. People
might think the election
is over. But they might.
be irTitated enough to

. get out and vote, maybe
.changing the outcome

of the election.

Lauren Hooten, 24

‘Student

Austin, Texas .,

Public opinion polls
discourage vofers from
considering candidates
outside the two-party
systemn. Those support-
ing a third-party candi-

- date might vote Demo-

cral or Republican,
assuming-that it's the
only way their votes
would have an impact. .
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Today's debata- SAVING MEDIGARE

Clinton rhetoric masks
scope of Medicare ills

| b = magoguing Medi-
| care, misleading voters on what
: needs to be done to fix it.

More than 37 million elderly Americans
depend on Medicare for their health care.
More than 110 million workers pay thou-
sands in taxes every year to support them.

But with two weeks to go until Election
Day, neither Bili Clinton nor Bob Dole has
done much 10 help either group understand
the crisis the nearly broke Medicare system
faces., Both say. a bipartisan commission
will be needed to overcome inevitable
temptatons to exploit the issue politically.
But, meanwhile, the exploitation is well un-
der way with Clinton well ahead in mis-
leading Medicare charges:

His ads in Florida and other states with
large elderly popula-

tions say. “‘Dole Rising costs
Gingrich tried to cut Net federal out-
$270 billion.™ lays for Medicars

over the next few

In last week’s de- years (in bilions):

bate, Clinton said
the American Hos-
pital Association
found the GOP's
Medicare savings
could have “closed

700 hospitals.”

And he keeps say-
ing his own package
of $124 billion in Medicare savings would
maintain the hospital insurance trust fund,
now on the road 10 insolvency in 2001,
flush for the next decade.

Each claim is rms eading in three wayS'

First, each is wrong' factually.

As Dole has noted in two debates, the
$270 billion “cuts” in Medicare Clinton at-
tacks were actually proposad cuts in rapidly
increasing Medicare spending Never en-

Sowron: Congressions! Bug.
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acted and since revised at reduced savings, .

that Dole-supported plan would have in-
creased spending per recipient nearly 40%.
That's much faster than.the anticipated
overall raie of inflaton. And while health-
care inflation has been greater, Clinfon
himself has pointed out that controlling it

+ is vital to controlling government costs.

Meanwhile, the hospital association told
the Whité House before Wednesday's de-
bate that Clinton was misrepresenting its
report about closings. It has said the GOP’

* plan could lead to sorne inner-city and ru-

“Medicare needs
help now. I have
proposed (a) budget
-which ... would
save 3 lot of money
through more
managed care.””

Reuters

W The president Is de-

“This is a political
year. And the
president's playing
politics with
Medicare. But after
this year’s over,
we'll resolve iL”

ral hospital clésings ~— & Serious CONcern — |

but not 700. It also says many hospitals
would close under any Medicare reform.

That's the second problem with the Me-
discare campaign: It obscures simitarities
between the GOP and the administration.

- Sentors undeg either party can expect:

» Higher prémiums for Medicare’s in-
surance for doctor bills. Clinton in his 1996
budget proposals séught 1o increase premi-
ums from $46 a month to $83 in 2002. The
GOP would have raised thern 10 $87 and
even higher for wealthier retirees.

» More incentives for seniors to leave
Medicare’s traditional, expensive, fee-for-
service system. The GOP . would have ex-
panded the program that’s ‘already lured
10% of the-Medicare population into man-
aged care that costs less and offers more.
And it would have let seniors opt for medi-
cal savings accounts in which they could
buy coverage for themselves and pocket
the savings. The administration opposes

_medical savings accounts as a sop to the

healthy and wealthy. But it also would en- .
courage Seniors (o move into managed-care
plans. Neither party would force anyone
‘into managed care, even though that's
what's happening in the private sector.

- » Payment cuts. Almost 70% of the sav-
ings in the inital and current GOP plans
would come from cuts in payments 10 doc-
tors, hospitals and other health-care pro-
viders. The same goes for Clinton's unen-
acted proposals, but at a level about a third
to half that of GOP measures.

Which brings up the third problem with
Clinton’s attack on the level of GOP cuts. It
implies the problem is less severe than it is.

In -‘August, the nonpartisan Congressio-
nal Budget Office found nearly twice the
level of Medicare savings as proposed by
Clinton will be needed just to keep the
Medicare trust fund for hospitals solvent
until 2004. And the former chief actuary
for the agency that oversees the trust fund
says savings of as much as $300 billion
over seven years are needed to make it
sound. And then it will be sound only until
the baby boom starts retiring,

So the public is left 10 believe. the prob-

lem is eastly fixed.

Ultimately, an independent commission
may prove to be the only way to resolve the
system’s problems. But this year's political
games make that job even tougher for the
commission, the next Congrr:ss and lhc .
next president. .
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REPUBLICANS HAVE BEEN TRYING TO STATE THAT EITHER YOU OR THE VP HAVE

GRICH MEDICARE CUT‘S BUT HERE ARE THE FACTS:

il SUSED QUOTES ON AHA, CONCORD COALITION, AND AA RE(:ARDING THE DOLE

AARP:

AHA:

CONCORD:

In June, 1995 AARP wrote: [The} Congressional Budget Resolution Louid Qﬁlﬂﬂtﬂtﬁ _
Medicare Beneficiarics.” Dole voted for this budget resolution which cut Medicare by
$270 billion -- same as the vetoed budget.

In June, 1995, AARP 'wrotc: “Spending cuts could limit access to providers. [MJany
hospitals across the country -- particularly in rural areas -- would be forced to close.”

Tn November, 1995, AARP wrote that the Dole-Gingrich $400 billion cuts from Medicare

and Medicaid “[D]o not meet the fairness test.”

In November, 1995, AARP wrote that under the Dole-Gingrich budget, existing Medicare
and Medicaid protections against the high cost of long-term care, “are now at risk”

In summer, 1995, the AHA ran newpaper advertisements saying “Medicare cuts in excess
of $250 billion would force rural and inner city hospitals to shut their doors, pcriod.”

[n November, 1995, AHA wrote: “Reductions of this magnitude represent a real cut in -
payments to hospitals, not simply a reduction in the rate of increase. - Quality and
availability of care will be adversely affected....Particularly hard hit will bc communities
with hospltals serving a large proportion-of Medicarc and Medicaid patients....Alinost 700

{the m le hospitals derive two thirds or more of their net patient revenuc from
Mcdxcare and Medu.axd 7 :
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"This will not work. I{ will blow a gigantic hole in the budget and it will set us back rather
than lead us forward. " {Martha Phillips. ABC News. 8/4/96)

“| The Dole plan's] proposed outlay cuts are pohtlcally if not mathemdma! y 1mp0431blc
|Concord Coalition, qung Facls Atcn 421, 8/16/96] .

"most public services to the young and poor will have 1o be defunded enurely [ Concord
Cuulitivn, Facing Facts Alert #21, 8/16/96]

“The Nole people will maintain with straight faces from now until November that the
nccessary cuts will be anonymous, painless reductions that will not affect you or anyone
you know." [Martha Philips, Exccutive Director, The Concord Coalition, New York Times, 8/20/96]

"Can't we offset any revenue loss by cutting federal spending? Possibly, but not by
lollowing the Dole Plan's strategy, which promises to derive nearly all the needed savings
from unspecificd cuts in “discretionary” outlays." [Concord Coalition, Facitig Facts Alert #21, 8/16/96]

"Congress would have to slash this [domestic discretionary] spending while phasing in large

tax cuts and while leaving the vast and still-growing senior-citizen cntitlement edifice (in
Dole's words). "off the table." [t's hard to see how leaders like Dole and Jack Kemp...could

- square this circle." [Concord Coalition, Facing Facts Alert #21, 8/16/96]
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