
REPUBLICAN VOUCHER PROPOSALS OFFER FALSE CHOICES 


e Republicans OtTer the Ultimate False Choice: You Can Choose to Pay More OR . 
You Can Choose to Get Less. Under the Republican "voucher" plan, beneficiaries 

. who wish to' keep their fee-for-service plan and a guarantee of their choice of doctor 
will have to pay significantly' more. Even those beneficiaries who go into managed 
care will have their current benefits' threatened.' This is because the Republicans' 
overly tight growth rates,will, over time, diminish the value of the voucher and the. 
type of coverage it can purchase . 

.., 	 The Republican Medicare working document provides a preview of what is in 
store for beneficiaries who want tO'keep their fee-for-service'plans. Specifically, 
preliminary estimates indicate that: 

The average Medicare recipient of skilled nursing home services' will pay 
at least $1,400 more. 

The average beneficiary receiving home health care services will pay at 
least $1,700 more in 2002. 

I' , 

Every beneficiary choosing to stay in the fee-for-service plan would pay at 
least $2,825' more in premiums and copayments over 7 years; couples 
would pay at least $5,650. Couples would pay at least $1,250 more in 2002 
alone. : 	 ,. 

• 	 Republicans Slash Medicare Growth Rate Levels Far Below Private Sector. The 
Republicans claim they want to emulate the health care cost containment successes of 
the private sector. Permitting Medicare to grow at a 7.1 percent pace -- CBO's 

, projection of the per person growth rate in the private sector -- would save significant 
Federal dollars. However, the Republican $270 billion in cuts would constrain 
Medicare to a much tighter and unrealistic 4.9 perce~t per beneficiary growth rate. 
That is not emulation; that is decimation. 

• 	 Capped Vouchers Mean Cruel Medicare Birthday Present. At best, on the eve of 
the 30th anniversary of Medicare's enactment, Republicans would force beneficiaries 
to pay much more to keep what they have today. Since 75% of these beneficiaries 
have incomes below $25,000, it's hard to imagine how they could afford to do 'so. At 
worst, beneficiaries would be forced to buy coverage that doesn't meet their needs. 
That's not choice; that's financial coercion. 

• 	 The President's Plan OtTers Real Choice and Has No New Cost Increases. 
The President's approach shows that you can strengthen the Medicare Trust Fund, offer 
more choice of plans, and provide new benefits without imposing new Medicare 
beneficiary cuts. In contrast, Republican House Majority Leader Armey says that 
Medicare is "a program I. would, have no part of in a free world." 

# 

Revised July 25, 1995 
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Growing .Cost of Buying Medicare 

enefits with· a Republican Voucher 


Dollars per beneficiary 

1,000 Kern County, California 
• $975 in 2002 
'. $3,650 over the period 


800 


600 

400 

200 

o 
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 

The 1995 AAPCC WdS multiplied by the private sector growth rate per person (CBO) and the Republican Con!~rence Agreement's per beneficiary 
s~nding to get the difference. This amount was reduced by a premium of(set due to the slower Part B growth. Numbers rounded to the neare5t $25. ."'­
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Cost of Buying Medicare 

Benefits with· a Republican Voucher 


Amount you need to add to Republican 
Voucher to buy your Medicare benefitsCounty State 

2002 1996M 2002 

United Stah~s 

Howard Maryland 
Clayton Georgia 
Cook Illinois 
Clark Nevada 
Kern California 
DaUas Texas 
Fairfield Connecticut 
Santa Clara _ California 
HillsbOrough Florida 
Milwaukee Wisconsin 

- Douglas Nebraska 
King Washington 
Cayuga New York 
Bossier Louisiana 
Washington Texas 

$2,975$800 

$4,225_$1,215 
4)751,100 
4,0501,075 
3,8501,025 
3,650975 
3,550950 
3,450925 
3,375 ­900 

- 900 - 3,375 _ 
3,225850 
3,025800 
3,000­800 

750 2,850 
2,850750 
1,825500 

These estimates represent the difference between the AAPCC for these counties in 1995, projected to 2002 using CRO data on current private spending 
per'persOn, minus the same AAPCC in 1995 multiplied by the Republican Conference Agreement s))'ending per beneficiary growth rate. These numbers 
are net of a premiwn offs~t resulting {rom the slower Part B growth under the Republican proposal Numbers rounded to the nearest $25. 

~,. 
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Cost of Retaining Your Medicare Coverage Under 

Republican Voucher Proposal 


-
.County State ~ Cost of Remaining 

in Current Medicare 
2.002 1996-2002 

$800. $2,975 

Howard MD $1,125 $4,225 
Clayton GA $1.100 $4,175 
Cook IL $1,075 $4,050 
Clark NV $1,025 $3.850 
Kern CA $975 $3,650 
Dallas TX $950 $3,550 
Fairfield CT $925 $3,450 
Santa Clara CA $900 $3,375 
Hillsborough FL $900 $3,375 
Milwaukee WI $850 $3,225

NE .Douglas _ $800 $3,025 
King WA $800 $3.000 

NY - ­Cayuga $750 $2,850 
Bossier ·LA $750 $2,850 
Washington TX $500 $1,825 

These estimales represenllhe (filfelence between the AAPCC tor these counties in 1995. projected to 2002 using CBO data on current private 

spending perpe~son. minus the same.AAPCC in 1995 multiplied by Ihe Republican Conference Agreement spending per beneficiary growth rate . 

These numbers are nel 01 a premium offset resurting 'rom the slower Part B glowth under the Republican proposal. 
Numbers ale rounded to lIle nearest $25. • 
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Member 

US 

Thomas 
Johnson N 
McCrel)' 
Ensign 
Christensen 
Crane 
Houghton 
Johnson S 
Stark 
Cardin 
McDermotl 
Kleczka 
Lewis 
Archer 
Gibbons 

Cost of Retaining Your Medicare Coverage Under 

Republican Voucher Proposal 


.. 
County State 

. Howard MD 
Clayton GA 
Cook IL 
Clark NV 
Kern CA 
Dallas TX 
Fairfield CT 
Santa Clara CA 
Hillsborough Fl 
Milwaukee WI 
Douglas NE 
King WA 
Cayuga NY 
Bossier LA 
Washington TX 

Cost of Remaining 
in Current Medicare 

2002 1996-2002 
, 

$800 $2,975 

$1,125 $4,225 
$1,100 $4,175 
$1,075 $4,050 
$1,025 $3,850 
$975 . $3,650 
$950 $3,550 
$925 $3,450 

. $900 $3,375 
$900 $3,375 
$850 $3,225 
$800 $3,025 
$600 $3,000 
$750 $2,850 
$750 $2,850 
$500 $1,825 'I 

These estimates represent the difference between Ille AAPCC for lhese counties in 1995, projected 10 2002 using CBO data on current private 


spending per person., m!m.ls Ille same AAPCC in.1995 multiplied by tne Republican Conference Agreement spending.per beneficiarygrowtll rate. 


These numbels are Flel of a premium offsel resulfing from tile slower Part B growth under the Republican proposal. 


Numbers are rounded to the nearest S25. 
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G·row·ing Cost of Retai.ning Your 

:Medicare Coverage under 


. Republican Voucher Proposal 


$1,000 t 
~ T 

~ $800 + 

OJ ' 

~ $600 ~ 

'- .CD . I 

.~ $400 + 


.~ $200 i 

$0 . 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 . 2000 . 2001 2002 


Kern County, California 

$975 in 2002 


$3,650 over the period 


The 1995 AAPCC was mulliplied by the .private sector growth rate per person (CaO) and the Republican Conference Agreement's per beneficiary spending to get the difference.
It) 

C» . This amount was reduced bV a premium oHset due 10 Ihe slower Part 8 growth. 'Numbers rounded to Ille nearest $25. 
"­
C» .\..... 
"­.-0 
<:) 
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. Medicare, soo 
Administration criticizes GOP's Medicare Voucher Froposals 

" WASHINGTON (AP) Elderly and disabled Americans will be digging 

deeper into their pockets to keep health benefits if congress moves 

ahead with plans to over~aul Medicare, the Clinton administration 

says. . . 


The Republican effort to reform Medicare would ~~turn back the 

clock 30 years to a time when the elderly and disabledstruqqled in 

a discriminatory and expensive insurance martet to buy decent 

coverage with limited funds, If JUdith Feder of the Department of 

HggJ.th and Human services, told a House subcommittee T,uesday. 


The budget plan approved by congress last month would pare the 

growth in Medicare spending by $270 billion over the next seven 

years. 


House Republicans are considering a draft plan that would revamp 

the program by creating financial incentives to encourage people to 

join health maintenance organizations or other types of 

managed-care plans that are designed to reduce the growth in 

medical costs. 


Participants would be'given government-funded vouchers that 

could be used to pay for' a variety of private health insurance 

plans, such a:; RHOs. 


House leaders, however, have also pledged that. Medicare 

recipients and future retirees who wish to remain in the 

traditional fee-for-service program, in which the government pays 

for each doctor's visit or hospital stay, may continue to ~o so. 


Ari Fleischer, a spokesman for the Rouse ways and Means 

Committee, said the draft plan was an internal staff document 

describing a --wide spec~rum of options available to 
 t! 
poliey-makers" and that'it was far too soon to say which would be 
adopted. 

But administration officials, including BHS Secretary Donna '.~ , 
Shalala, were quick to attack the plan. 

Shalala said it Would --force Medicare beneficiaries to reach 

deeper and deeper into their own pockets to maintain their current 

coverage. ' ' .. 


And Feder, a deputy assistant secretary of HHS, told the House 

Commerce subcommittee on, health that moving' into a voucher system 

as Medicare spen~ing is being reduced by $270 billion "can only be 

disastrous" for the people who depend on it. 


She said Medicare participants under a voucher system probably 

would have to pay more to keep tbe coverage they have today. But 

since three-f.ourtbs of them have incomes below $25,000, she said, 

"it is likely that many~ seniors would not be able to pay' more. , I. 


"At worst, beneficiaries would be forced to buy coveraqe that 

is insufficient to meet their needs,'· Feder~aid. --That's not 

choice, it's financial coercion." 


Fleischer, however, ~aid Shalala and Medicare's other trustees 

have warned that unless reformed, the system will be "qone, 

bankrup~, insolvent't in seven years.


"we ~re prepared to move forward and make the decisions to save 

Medicare for present retirees and future retirees, and. in doing so, 

seniors will have choices and all reforms will be done with an eye 

toward wbat is doable and what affordable,·' he said. 

APWR-07-19-95 0848EDT 
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P.w.C!~~~'t:.~. Jrnl.;. ?~11::~~. 
Plan toR-etiis·eMed~TeA 
May Raise Recipien~'·Costs 

: BII Cl WALL STI\EET JQURJ'oI.u.StGJI Reporter 
WASHINGTON - A draft plan by 

. lIouse. RepubUeaJlS U> revamp .Medicare 
i rould result in substantially higher costs 

for benefiCianes whO stiCk with standard 
Medicare coverage. . i 

The plan· became the foeus of a bit­
terly partisan House Comm~rce subcom· . 
mittee hearing yesterday. i 
, Democratic panel m~mbers de­
nounced the notiono! increasIng costs to 
beneficiaries while Republicans argued 

. that it is essential to restrain Medicare 
~~. i 

Judith Feder. dUef aide on health 
issues to Health and Human Services 
Secretary Donna Shalala, testified at the 
hearing that preliminary estimates indi­
cate the average benefic~ary In 2002 
would pay as much as S4OOmore in 
premlmn increases under PIe blueprint 
than 1.Ulder President Clin~n's budget. 
In addition, she said. those who use home 
healtb services &nd sldlled ~urs1ng faclll· . 
ties would pay. on average, SUMlO for : 
each service In 2002. . 

. i 
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-Cost of Buying Medicare Benefits a 
Repub&ican Voucher 

StateMember County Amount of Money You Need to Add~' 
to Republican' Voucher to Buy Your Medicare' Benefits ­

2002 1996-2002 


US 

Cardin 
Lewis -
Crane 
Ensign 

-Thomas 

Howard 
Clayton 
Cook 
Clark 

_ Kern 
Johnson S Dallas 

- Johnson N Fairfield 
Stark Santa Clara 
Gibbons Hillsborough 
Kleczka Milwaukee 
Christensen Douglas 
McDennott King 
Houghton Cayuga 
McCrery - Bossier 
Archer Washington 

MD 

GA 

Il 

NV 
CA 
T-X 
CT 

CA 

FL 

WI 

NE 

WA 

NY 
LA 

TX 


$800 $2,975 

$1,125 
$1,100 
$1,075 

$4,225 
$4,175 
$4,050 

$1,025 $3,850 
$975 $3.650 

$3,550$l;t~O 
$3,450_... ___$925 

-II ..
$900 $3.375 
$900 $3.375 
$850 $3.225 
$800 $3,025 
$800 $3,000 
$750 $2,650 
$750 $2,850 
$500 $1.825 

These estimates represenllhe difference bel\veen the AAPCC' f()T these counties in 1995, projected 10 2002 using CSO data on current privaTe 


spending per person, minus Ihe same AAPCC in 1995 multiplIed by (he Republican Conference Agreemenl spending per beneficiary growth rale, 


These numbers are net of a premium offset resulting rrom the slower Part B growTh under the Republican proposal_ 


Numbers ;l!e rounded to Ihe neClfesl S25. 
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! RNC Issues Correction to White House Medicare Spending Statistics Released 
Yesterday 

To: National Desk 
Contact: . Mary Mead Crawford'of the Republican National Committee, 
202-863-8550 : 
WASHINGTON, Aug. 8 /U.S. Ne~swire/ -- The following was released today by 

the Republican Nati'onal Committee: 
. Yesterday, the White. House issued a press release falsely claiming 
'Republicans are" 'cutting' , . Medicare in order to pay ,for tax cuts. The White 
House release was accompanied by an inaccurate, misleading county-by-county 
.breakdown of Medicare spendingjstatisticsbased on a false analysis. More than 
37 million Americans rely on Medicare for their healthcare coverage. As the 
policy debate ensues over the coming weeks, it is crucial the public is not 
deceived. ' : . 

1) Under the Republican plan, Medicare spending'will increase 54 percent 
from 1996-2002. Per-beneficiary spending will increase from $4,800 to more 
than $6,700. Overall Medicare spending will increase at 
a faster rate than spending for any other government~program. A state-by-state 
breakdown of Medicare spending u~qer th~'Republica~ plan follows. 

2) Members of the President' s Cabinet', who serve as Medicare Trustees, 
.warned in April for the secondl year in a row that Medicarewill.be bankrupt in 
seven years if nothing is done;. If we tiad a balanced budget today, Medicare 
would still be going bankrupt. With or without tax cuts, Medi6are would still 
be going bankrupt. Saving Medicare from bankruptcy is unrelated to balancing 
the budget, tax cuts or any other budgetary concerns! Even'interest groups 
like the American Association pf Retired Persons have publicly stated that 
Medicare is going bankrupt and l that the status quo is unacceptable and 
'unsustainable. : 

3) Both the Republi~an budget and President Clinton's newest budget 

include both savings in Medicare spending and tax cuts. 


The Republican budget plan :includes $270 billfon in Medicare savings to 

Frevent the program from goingl bankrupt, and it includes $245 billion in tax 

cuts. President Clinton claims: his new budget will achieve $124 billion in 

Medicare savings and provide for $110 billion in tax cuts. 


The White House claims Republicans are "cutting" Medicare to pay for tax 
cuts. If their claim were true~ it would also be true for the President's 
budget, which also includes bo,th Medicare savings and tax cuts . But the White 
House's claim isn't true. Maki~g the savings necessary to prevent Medicare's 
trust fund from going bankrupt is independeht of any other budgetary 
consideration. ; . 

The following charts show .i1ncreases in Medicare spending, by state, under 
, I. •

the Conference Report on the Budget, whJ.ch was passed by the RepublJ.can 
~ongress. One chart piovides ~reakdowns for increases in spending for each 
beneficiary, and the other bre:aks .out gross increases in Medicare spending by 
state. I 

------ I 
Per Beneficiary Medicare Spending Increases 
in the Conference Report o~ the Budget 

, 

Increase' Aggregate 

in Per Per 

Beneficiary Beneficiary 

1995 Per 2002 Per Spending Spending 

http:Medicarewill.be


11:..: ! . 

! 
. I 

Beneficiary Beneficiary from 1995 1996 to~ I 

Spending Spending to 2002 (a) 20021 

U.S. $4,816 $6,734 $1,918 41,603 
Alabama 4,733 6,617 1,885 40,882 
Alaska 3,683 5,150 1,467 31,815 
Arizona 4,638 6,485 1,847 40,065 
Arkansas 3,851 5,384 1,534 33,264 
California 5,821 8,139 2,318 50,.283 
Colorado 4,317 6,037 1,719 37,295 
Connecticut 5,135 7,180 2,045 44,357 
Delaware 5,025 7,027 2,001 43,409 
Dist. of Columbia NA NA NA NA 
Florida 5,871 8,210 2,338 50,719 
Georgia 4,876 6,817 1,942 42,117 
Hawaii 3,943 5,514 1,570 34,062 
Idaho 2,996 4,189 1,193 25,877 
Illinois 4,552 6,364 1,813 39,318 
Indiana 4,263 5,961 1,698 36,827 
Iowa 3,304 4,619. 1,316 28,537 
Kansas 4,473 6,255 . 1,781 38,640 
Kentucky 4,158 5,814 1,656 35,921 
Louisiana 5,669 7,926 2,258 48,968 
Maine 3,457 4,834 1,377 29,861 
Maryland 5,010 7,005 1,995 43,274 
.Massachusetts 5,916 8,272 2,356· 51,104 
Michigan 4,651 6,504 1,'852 '40,178 
Minnesota 3,840 5,369 1,529 33,170 
Mississippi 4,173 5,836 1,662 36,051 
Missouri 4,493 6,283 1,789 38,813 
Montana 3,426 4,791 1,364 29,596 
Nebraska 3,398 4,752 1,353 29,354 
:Nevada 4,671 6,531 1,860 40,350 
New Hampshire 3,796 5,308 1,512 32,792 
New Jersey 4,938 6,905 1,967 42,658 
New Mexico 3,140 4,390 1,250 27,120 
New York 5,312 7,428 2,116 45,889 
North Carolina 4,002 5,596 1,594 34,573 
North Dakota 4,028 5,632 1,604 34,796 
Ohio 4,351 6,084 1,733 37,587 
Oklahoma 4,118 5,758 1,640 35,572 
Oregon .~, 779 :, Suo& 3/4 9nsylvania 5,404 7,556 

2,152 46,680 
Rhode Island 4,665 6,523 1,858 40,296 
South Carolina 3,730 5,215 1,485 32,220 
South Dakota 3,411 4,769 . 1,358 29,461 
Tennessee 5,328 7,450 2,122 46,022 
Texas 5,021 7,021 2,000 43,375 
Utah· 3,740 5,230 1,490 32,309 
Vermont 3,369 4,710 1,342 29,098 
Virginia 3,689 5,158 1,469 31,865 
Washington 3,706 5,182 1,476 32,016 
West Virginia 3,727 5,212 1,484 32,198 
.Wisconsin 3,570 4,991 1,422 30,835 
Wyoming 2,940 4~111 1,171 25,398 
Puerto Rico 1,880 2,629 749 16,240 



1 
• Note a: Per beneficiary Medi
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National RepubliQn $cnatoriaJ Commi~ ": Seator Pbil Gramm, Chairman 
I 

: 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE CONTACT: Gary Koops 
Wednesday, September 21. 1994 Howard Opinsky 

, (202) 675-6006 

DOLE & GRAMM HOLD 

"SEVEN MORE IN '94" PRESENTATION 

'48 Days Before Election; Republicans Continue Momentum' 

I 
I 

W ASHlNGTON -u.s. Senators Bob Dole. Republican Leader. and phil Gramm, 
Chairman of the National Republican Senatorial Committee., along with their Republican 

r", colleagues hosted Repubucan candidates for the U.S. Senate at a "Seven More in '94" 
presentation today. : 

! , 
At the event, the GOP discussed its ...Agenda for the Republican Majority." The 

Republican Senate plan outlines themes. issues. and legislative priorities for a GOP Senate 
majority. , 

i 

U.S. Senate candiwJes appearing at the event included Spence Abraham 
(Michigan). Rod Grams (Minnesota), John Ashcroft (Missouri), Hal Furman (Nevada), 
Colin McMillan (Ne-w MexiCo), Ben Clayburgh (North Dakota). fun Inhofe (Oklahoma). 
Rick SantoNIn (pennsylYaniil). Bill Frist (Tennessee). Stan KIos (West Virginia). Craig 
Thomas (Wyoming), Bob W~lch (Wis.consin).'Bemadette Castro (New York). and Ion 
Kyl (Arizona): \ 

Republicans need to pick.up seven Senate seats in the November 8th elections to 
reclaim the majority. The present Senate breakdown is S6 Democrats to 44 Republicans. 
Republicans last controlled ~e Senate in 1986. 

·30­

, 
i 
I 
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WI pI9dg6 to ths American psop/IJ thst if they ItnpQ'W9rus lIS s Msjoffty In th6 
U.S. Senate on NovsmbBr 8, 1994, '"' will dsclcsts oufSlfh'Yf1s to ths sdDption of 
thBS81Bgis1ative prioritiss and ather /egislstive Initislivss t!2BtpromOtB the 
interssts of the psop/e who do t:hII work, pay the tares and pull thB wagon In 
Amsrica. • 

1. BNACr A BALANCED
i 
BUDGBT AMENDIIJMT TO THE CONSTlTOTION 

Durtng the paat decade. the Senat!! haa repeatedly c:cme within a few votes oC 
passtng a Ba1an~ Budget Amcnc:1ment to the ConsUtllUon. A Rl::pUbl1can 
MaJor1ty"Will proceed to ~ed1at!! consJdcraUon oC the Balanced Budget 
Amendment after new Senators are sworn in at noon on the 3rd day ofJanuary. 
199f5. and vote to make It the law of the land. 

I 
I 

2. DOtJB'LE THE INCOME TAX &1 EMPTION lOR CHII,DRO 
Durtng the past. fonyiyea.rs. the average Amc1c:an famUy wUh c.b.Il.dre:n has 

seen 1m federal tax burden rise from 81 of every $50 earned to $1 of f!Vf!lY $4­
earned. A RepublJcan MaJonty Will begln tD undo this anu-famfly blaa by doubllng 
the income tax ex.empUon for chUdren from $2.500 to $5.000. "Ibis tax cut wW lct 
familles lceep more oC t..he!fr awn money to invest In tbe1r own children. in their own 
future. and. U1 the proc:eSs. 1nveSt In the future oC Amer1ea. Tax changes In these 
proposals w1ll.be paid rot by spendJng cuts. 

~~~I=-~ioRM sASEDON CONSooi-csoiCENiD--­
During the last. 2 years. the Amer1can people. have watc:hcd in horror as the 

CUnton .AdmJn1slraUon has attempted to tear down the greatest health care system 
In the world and remake It In the image or the Post Omce. A Republican Majority 
wtIl bu1ld upon thestrengtha oCthe current health system to expand aecess and 
control coats by c:zpaild1ng consumer chalces. promot.f.ng competttJOn. reforming 
med1ealllabll1ty laW'B. and 

! 
n!!dUdng·goycnunent. paperwork and bureaucracy. 

"'4~"~'uiQISWi:(;H'iiiTBmGSAN END TO CRIME Wll'HOUT 
PONIBBKENT IN AllBlUCA 

Durtng the psal BeYeral years. our blee:ilng NaUon has watched a Congress 
that seems to ~ will.1ng to do anythtng to fight crtmc except get tough with 
cr1mJ.nals. A Republlcan ~aJority w1l1 impose mandatory mJ.n.tmum prisOn 
sentences on violent reIo" and drug trafIlck.ers. slop buUdJ..ng prisons as though 
they were Hollday Inns. and put prtsoners to work. The pork barrel spending 
contained In Preslde.nt cupwn's -cr1mc" b1ll W1ll be repealed. 

i e. REFORM WELFARE Al';D EXPAND JOB OPPORTUNITIES 
During the last quart.ei century. our wel!a.re system doomed a generaUon of 

Ame:ncans to dependency 'and hopelessness whlle our t..ax polley has blocked the 
only sure path oUl of PovertY -- ajob. A RepubUcan Majority will enact wcl.fare 
reform based on work. more indiVidual responslb111ty. and less federal spending. 
To encourage Job cree uon.: savtng will be rewarded by enactment of the IRA-Plus 
bill. the capital gatns tax Will be reduced and taxes on as.setR will bp. 'nti~ .,:.... 
Inn",u-- ' 

http:wel!a.re
http:quart.ei
http:Preslde.nt
http:promot.f.ng
http:fonyiyea.rs
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. ':---'-"7" 8. TA'E.~POa U'l1RBD AJIlD WORlDlfO ELDERLY 

<', ~.;;;;;; the cUnton ~ua.uon·a first year. taxes W"I!fe ra.tsed on the Soda! 
5-,['tYbe.neflts of theIelderly. A RepubUcan MaJortty Will repeal the CUntan tax 
Inc::n:ase on Sodal 5ceUrtty beneflts and repeal the penalty of reduced -benefits 
Imposed on the elderly Who work. 

7. PROTECr KATIONAL DBnNSJC 1 

Ourtng the Democ:ra:Ls' control of the Senate. Congress has slashed defense to 
fund SOdal programs. 1bis t:tend has accelerated under President Clinton. A 
RepubUcan MaJortty ~ stop the defense cutS and restore the -tlrewaD- between 
defense and non-de!ense spending to prevent future raids on defense. 
RepubUcans are commiued to the prtndple thal eYen 1n a world where the Uon and 
the lamb are to lie downlogetller. America will be the lion. 



CONCEPTUAL FIliANCING OF THE 

SENATE REPUBUCAN AGENDA 


Double the depeD~eDt exemption by iD.creasma 
the cllttCnt $2.5op &moat by $500 each year 
for five years : +$75 billion 

I 

LPhU~~ Ii~;:9!»icau B'!a!tjt:~ ¥o~+$100 billion J 
. i ' 
Repeal "pork bur~" speDdlDg iD CUnton crime bW -$5 btnion , 

, 

Welfare Reform a Jobs Inlt1atlve 

Refonn welfare so that work Is required. 


Ibenefits are capped and a 2-year limit 
Is imposed on most assistance . -$50 billion 

Phase-in reduCtion of tax rate 
on capital gai~ from 28% to 
15% over five years +$10 billion 

: 

Index taxes on :assets for inflation +$5 billion 
I 

Enact IRA-Plu~ bill which allows 
individuals to save up to $2,000 per 
year where contributions are not 
deductible but ~here interest builds 
up and Is distIibuted tax-free ·$14 billion 

. ; -$49 bfllion 
Taz Faimeas for Elderly 

Repeal the 1993 CUnton tax hike 
. . I ' 

on Social Secu~ty benefits . +$24 b1llion 

Phase-in 5 annual Increases in the amoWlt 
of wages elderlfi can keep without 
paying the Soctal Security earnings 
limit penalty frdm the current $11.160 
level to $45.000 in 1999 +$10 billion 

I +$34 ballaD 
~. Restore and Protect Defense +$20 billion 

i 
i 

TOTAL +$175 BILLION I 



Entitlement refomi generating savings at least equal
I 

to all proposals made by President Clinton not yet 
enacted that reduCe non-Sodal Securtty entitlements -$238 billion 

, 

I' ,

Freeze non-defense discretionary spending for 5 years -$94 billion' 
, 

Establish Spending Commission similar to Defense 
Base Closing Comr¢ssion With charge of recommending 
for an up or down vote by Congress $100 billion 
in savings -$100 billion 

I 

DIFFERENCE: i 
I 

Potential Down Jlayment 
on Balanced Budget- $257 BILLION 

i 



I . . 
REPUBLICAN HEALTH INITIATIVE LIKELY MENU 

I 

1. Insurance Reform --Includirlg Self-insured Expansions for Associations (ERISA changes) 

2. Self-employed Tax Deducti~n 
I 
I 

3. Tax Clarification for Long Term Care Private Insurance 

i 
4. State-based Reforms, Focus~ng on Medicaid Flexibility and/or Federalization 

5. Tax Caps 

6. MSAs 

7. Medical Malpractice 

8. Anti-trust Reforms 

9. 	 Fraud & Abuse 

I 
10. Simplification (Electronic Claims Processing/etc.) 

I 
11. Medicare Restructuring of ~HMOs/Medicare Select Policies 

I 

I12. Product Liability 	 ; 
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MEMORANDUM 

/ 
, . 

" 	 ,~'" 
" 

,,,,,,//" 
" , May 13, 1995' TO: 	 carol and Laura /' 'FR: , Chris J. , 


RE: Republican Medicare!Me~icaid Cut Analysis 

cc: ,Gene, Bill, Jeremy, and Tom 

. 	 I 

I 
I 
1 

. ,,' ,", i,', '" ' , '" 
Downloading from this week an~'preparing' for the upcoming budget' r~solution floor debate 
week, I am enclosing the current complete set of Medicare!Medi~id cut back-up materials 
we, are now using to arm Admiriistration representatives 'and allies. ~ttached you will find: 

(1) 	 The set of talking points and supporting charts that you (Laura), Leon, Alice, and 
Donna used in the pres~ conference earlier .this week decrying the Republican 
budget proposals.! ' 

I 

(2) 	 , A set of back:-up: tablesf~ndch~rts that we and our Hill allies have been using to' 
supplement those used ~t ~he press' conference. These charts include information , 
that illustrate: I 

I 

Per capita private land public growth rates are essentially the same (using 
projections off of theCBO baseline.)

I ' 

The state-by-state impact of the Medicare cuts for both the Kasich and 
. 11.DomenCl propos a s. . . .' 

" , , ,I'. ,
I 	 ' .' " 

H~w much more, pn a year-'by-year basis, 'Medicare beneficiaries will have to' 
pay out-of-pocket; 

, i 

That almost 78 percent of Medicare beneficiaries have incomes of less than ' 
$25,000. ' i ' 
, I 

, That point out that 67% of Medicaid expenditures are for the elderly and 
'disabled." 'i' " , ': , ' ,
-' I',

I ' 
"I 

• 	 ~ • , .' • . I 

We will be producing additional ~harts for this week's budget resolution debate and will keep 
on forwarding whatever we have! Please call it' you have any concerns or suggestions about 
the above OR if you have any ideas for other charts. 

I 
So far, the information we have tele~sed has been well receive:d. The outstanding question, 
of course, is how long can we sustain>are current strategic, position. . . 	 I' ' 

I 

I I 
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I . 
EXE~UTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENt 

. OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 
I WASHINGTON, O.C. 20503 

i, 
I May 15, 1996. 'THE OlRI;:CTOR 

i 

The Honorable Pete V. Domenici 
,Chairman. i 
: Committee on the Budget 
,U.S. Senate 
Washingtont D.C. 20510 

. Dear Mr. Chairman: I . : 

I am writing to transmit the Administration~s views on S.Con.Res. 57 t the Senate 

Budget Committee's concurrent fesolution on the budget for fiscal years 1997-2002. 


. '. I . . . 
Last week, the Senate ~u;ctget Committee cIafted a resolution that was designed to 


a;epear more moderate than budget policies that the Republicari majority pursued last ytzr. 

But in some ways. the resoluti.o~ has even more extreme policies than those in the 

reconc~on bill that the Presi.d:ent vetoed. . 


I 

For instance. the Repub4can plan calls for Medicare cuts of $167 billion - $50 
billion higher than the savings mth~ President's budget, according to CBO. Since the 
Budget Commi~ has claimed ~ts proposed Medlcare Part B savings are identical. to the 
President's proposals, the full difference must come from Medicare Part A. Cuts oitrus size 
could limit beneficiary acceSs to. hospital health Services and lead to lower paymen~ to 
hospitals even in nominal terms not just cuts in the rate of growth. In addition, the 
structural changes proposed in recent Republican plans would seriously threaten the health of

• I .
Medicare. 1 . • 

1 

The resolution also inclJdes $72 billion in Medicaid savings, which goes well beyond 
the savings in the last Repubuck Medicaid restructuring proposal (if estimated under CBO~s 
new baseIine).These figures dp not even address the damaging structural changes contained 
in recent Republican proposals,! including the blOCk granting of Medicaid, that would 
undermine the guarantee of coverage.. If these provisions are retained, the Republican plan 
would mean, for example, the climination of coverage for as many as 2.5 million children 
between the ages of 13 and 18.; 

1 
I . 

With regard to taxes, the resolution continues to raise income taxes on working 
Americans by cutting the :Eam~ Income Tax Credit (ElTe). The Senate's cut of at least 
$17 billion in the EITe actually makes working Americans worse off than the latest 
Republican budget offer from the President's negotiations with congressional leaders, which 
called for a cut of $15 billion. ! 

I 
I 
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In addition~ the tax cuts .-: which 2urport to be $122 billion -- are understated and 
misleading. For one thing, the cOst of the child tax credit mysteriously falls in the year 

·2002, meaning that the revenue btimate for the credit is too low or part of the credit itself 
disappears. ·For another, the lev~l of permitted tax cuts is actually higher. Not only does the 
,resolution omit $36 billion in re"'enues from extending expiring provisions in last year's 
vetoed reconciliation bill, it also ;omits $26 billion in revenues from closing corporate 
loopholes and other tax measur~ from the last Republican offer. The resolution appears to 
reserve these revenues to pay for. higher tax cuts. If incorporated in this resolution, these 
revenues could offset some of the unnecessarily deep cuts in Medicare. Medi~d. and other 
important priorities. ; 

I 

With regard to discretionk spending, the "savings" in this ·resolution may appear . 
. smaller due to the new baseline. i In fact, however, the Republican plan proposes lower 

discretionary spending· over the next six years than in their January offer, making it even . 
harder to finance important priorl.ties in education and training, the environment, science and 
technology, and law enforcemen~. Over the next six years, for instance, the resolution cuts 

. education and traitling by $56 bi)lion below the President's proposed levels. 

As you know, the Presid~nt has proposed a plan that the Congressional Budget Office 
said would. reach balance in 20012. It targets tax relief to middle-income Americans, makes 
prudent savings in Medicare anq Medicaid, and provides enough in discretionary funds to 
finance the Presidenfs investments in key priorities. Clearly, a balanced budget does not 
necessitate extreme and excessi~e cuts in programs on which tens of millions of Americans 
relyoi I 

i 
In their negotiations last ~nter, the President and congressional leaders came very 

close to reaching agreement on a long-term plan to balance the budget. The President wants 
. to finish the job, and he has r~tedly asked the Republican leadership to return to the· 

negotiating table. Although the~ Republican leadership has not yet accepted his offer. the 
President continues to reach ou~ to groups of lawmakers who share his goal. 

The President wants to tJalance the budget, and he urges the Republican leadership to 
join him in that endeavor -- to hve the American people the responsible fiscal policy they 
deserve. . 

i 
With regard to the budg~ resolution at hand, I want to express the Administration's 

deep reservations about the foll,?wing elements: 
, 
I 
I 

Medicare and Medicai~. The Medicare cuts are too large. The resolution would cut 
Medicare by $167 billion, which would place huge stress on hospitals, resulting in 
cost-shifting and declWAg quality, and threatening the financial viability of hospitals ­
- particularly rural and ihner-city hospitals. 

2 
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I 
The resolution would cut ~edicaid by $72 billion -- far more than necessary to 
balance the budget in 2002 and, because of the new CBO baseline, higher than the 
cuts called for in the last ~epublican budget offer in January., If the resolution 
assumes previOUS Republican proposals that allow for lower State matching 
contnDutions, the actual cuts in Medicaid services and coverage could be as much as 
$250 billion. Moreover, ithe most recent Republican plans have continued to call·for 
eliminating the guarantee;of health coverage for millions of Americans. 

! , 

Welfare. The resolution: would cut low-income assistance programs by $53 billion 
over six years. Because '~e funding targets are virtually the same, the welfare refonn 
provisions apparently have not changed from the bill the President vetoed in Jantlal)', 

. which coupled deep cuts :with severe structural changes and bans on immigrants ­
policies that would hanDlchildren and not transform the system to rey.-ard work. The 
President supports real welfare refonn that would move people. from welfare to work 
and protect children. I 

, 
I 

Student Loans. The reSolution seeks to cap loan volume in the Direct Student Loan 
Program at 20 percent $rting in ac:ademic year 1996-97 -- even though the Education 
Department is completing the final steps to implement the 50 percent volume target of 
current law. I 

, 
I 

Tax Cuts. Wbile therdsolution calls for tax cuts of $122 billion, it permits 
additional tax. cuts of unSpecified amounts. Tax cuts of this size are simply too 
expensive; they would force' unnecessarily deep cuts in Medicare. Medicaid, 
education, the environm~tt and other priorities. 

The President has propOsed a less expensive, 'targeted tax cut to help middle-income 
Americans raise their young children, pay for postsecondary education. and save for 
the future. It is a much, better way to help raise American living standards. 

i 
I 

Discretionary Spending. ,The resolution'S non-defense discretionary level is wholly 
inadequate to fund key tnvestments in education and training. the environment. 
science and technology~: and law enforcement. . It provides $19 billion less in fiscal 
1997 than the President~s bUdget. 

r 
Rather than provide thd necessary resources for these investments. the reSolution 
provides $11 billion m6re in defense budget authority than the Ptesidenfs budget in 
1997 - which commitsIhistorically high levels of resources to readiness. as measured 
in funding per troop .. ~urther. in the critical years of defense modernization at the 
turn of the century, the: resolution does not provide enough budget authority, . 
compared to the President's defense program.) 

3 
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Moreover, the resolution ~oes not even provide the "freeze" level that it claims. It 
characterizes the 1997 no~-defensefunding levels as a freeze from the fiscal 1996 
agreement. That level. however, ismore than $2 billion less than a true frt;eze,,
because it does not fully account for one-time spending cuts that Congress used as 
"offsets" in the 1996 omrrlbus spending bill. . 

In addition, th~ resolutiol targets some of the investments for deq> cuts. In 1997, 
discretionary funds for ecfucation and training would faIl by $3 billion, compared to 
1995. For example, over the next six years. the resolution would cut these programs 
by $56 billion below the President's proposed education levels. For the environment) 
the resolution would cut EPA. operations by 11 percent in 1997, and 23 percent by 
2002 - significantly cum;ng enforcement actions and inspections, and ending efforts to 
spur new. technologies. : 

, I 

i, . 

While the Administration and Congress share the goal of a balanced budget, we have 
I 

. grave concerns about the appr<X\ch contained in this resolution. We also hope that 
Republicans learned .from last year's experience, which included two government shutdowns 
and 13 continuing resolutions, ~at we need to work together .. We want to work with you, as 
the process moves forward, to achieve a balanced budget that is acceptable to the President, 
the Congress, and the Ameri~ people. 

! 

Sincerely, 

Alice M. Rivlin 
Director' 

Attachment I 
I 
! 

IDENTICAL LE1ITER SENT TO HONORABLE J. JAMES EXON . 
I 
I 

4 
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Attacltment}~lfI. Conckrnswlth S.CQn.Res. 57 
as RepQrted by Senat.e Bud&et Committee 

:MEDICARE 

The Medicare cuts are too large,I· The resolution ';Vould cut Medicare by $167 billion -.:. $50 
billion more than the President'sibudget, according to,CBO. , 

As the President's budget showsl 'cuts of this m~onitude are unn~ to balance the 
budget in 2002. The President·s budget would reduce px:ojected Medicare coStS by a 
reasonable amount while still acilieving a balanced budget in 2002 and extending the life of 
the Medicare HosPital I~suranceITru~ Fund to about 2006. ' 

The Senate Budget Committee Jid its $167 billion in. cuts would include $123 billion in . 
Medicare Part A cuts, To aChiere this amount of'Part A savings, the Senate RepubIican.plan 
must cut Medicare Part A by almost $10 biHion more than in last year's congressional 
Republican plan. ·The deep cutsIin Medicare payments to hospitals would result in oost­
shifting, undermine quality, andl threaten the financial vi~bility of hospitals -~ particularly 
rural and inner-city hospi~s.. I. , ,. ,. ... .. .. 

Moreover. the structural changes proposed in recent Republican budget plans would seriously I . 	 . 
threaten the health ofthe Medicare program: . 	 '... . 

, . 	 • MedicalSavings AJunts (MSAs) ~ould li~~lY attracthealthi~Medicare 
beneficiaries for whom ¥edieare.now spends very little. If this assumption is correct 
(as COO concluded last fall), ,MSAs could end up costing Medicare a great deal and 
speeding the depletion of the Hospital Insurance Trust Fund. 

• Republican propostdSiWOUld also permit physicians participating in a private fee­
for-service plan to charge .beneficiaries extra ~rough "balance billing. It which would 
increase out-of-pocket cOsts for beneficiaries and seriously threaten the viability of the 
. traditional Medicare system. . . . 	 . ," , . 	 I 


I 

• The Republican budget fail-safe. Vlhich would automatically impose additional cuts 
in Medicare over the sabgs that the resolution calls for~ would tri.gger if health care 
costs ,rise faster than pr~jected. This would put providers directly at risk for cost 
problems beyond their Control and would, of course. indirectly threaten beneficiaries 
in terms of lower qua1it~ and access. " . .. " 

I 

:MEDICAID 
, I. . 

The resolution would cut Mediprud spending by $72 billion, --, far more than needed to 
balance the budget in 2002. The latest Republican offer called for $85 billion in Savings off 
CBO's December 1995 baselin~; but, off CBO's new, lower March 1996 baseline, the same 

I 
. i 
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, . t ' 
policies would save only $60 billion., The resolution, thus, cuts more from Medicaid because 
it has more savings, off a lower Baseline. '" 

, Moreover, ~nder the budget rJrution, total ~edicaid cuts could far exceed $72 billion if 
, . States are J?&ID.itted to reduce thbir State matching amounts. Last year's vetoed 

reconciliation bill Called for redJcing State matching requirements. ' . , " I' " - ',.. 
But more than dollars are at stake. ' The resolution gives no indi~tion that congressional 
Republicans pIan to.withdrawth~ir proposal to block grant Medicaid. If a block grant were 
enacted,funding levels no longet would automatically respond to economic crises, such ;as 
recessions; millions of people.wbuld lose their guaranteed access to health care~ and those 
who do receive coverage would InoJongerhave a Federal guarantee,'to a basic level of . 
benefits. 

In,addition', there are indications that un~er the Republi~ plan, phase-in coverage for 
poverty-level children aged, 13~118 would.be elimiriated. Moreover, if Republicans retain 

, their previous disability eligibiliiY criteria. millions of people with disabilities w9uld be at 
risk for losing their current guatantee to coverage. 

, I , ' 

~so of great concern, 'the Com~ittee's plan provides no assurance of continued federal 
enforcement of nursing home q~ity standards. which have dramaticallyoimprov¢ the 
quality of nursing home care.' . ' 

By contrast, the President's budget·· whiie giving States uflP~ecedented flexibility to manage 
their programs - would preseIV~ the guarantee of health covera,ge for millions of children, 

. pregnant women, people with ~sabilitieS. ~d older' Americans. \Ve can balance the budget 
without leaving States. and the families they serve, vulnerable to factors beyond their 
control. . I, .' ." . '. 

I 

WELFARE 
, ' f .' , , 

. The resolution's cuts in welfarel programs -$53 billion, excluding related Medicaid savings ­
- are the same as in the vetoed welfare bill, and much deeper than in the recent NGA 
proposal. While the resolution ladopts the NGA recommendation to block grant AFDC, it 
does not explicitly endorse the ~GA's childcare and work funding recommendations~ If the 
Senate plan seeks to meet the $53 billion savings target and provide added child care and 
work program funding, it would have to cut Food Stamps, SSI, immigrants and other 

I " . 
programs even more deeply than the vet()ed welfare bill. These cuts could mean that a Iaige ' 
majority ofdisabled children ~ming on the SSI rolls could have their benefits reduced, the 
national nutrition safety netcould be jeopardized, and legal, tax-paying immigrants could be 
banned from most means-testedlprograms. ' 

, ' ,"' j 
'. .. 

2 
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I 

The plan would fold 20 separate:child proteCtion programs into two block grants at a time 
when the General Accounting Office and others report that current resources are not keeping 

, pace With the needs of a national child protection system in crisis. Under this plan, funds 
could be inadequate to respond tp rapidly rising reports of abuse· and neglect. and insufficient 
to protect abused children and fipd them safe. loving and permanent adoptive homes. 
In addition, the plan potentially guts accountability for State child proteGtion systems~ over 
20 of which are operating under! court mandates for failing to provide adequate service to 
abused and neglected children. I' . 

I STUDENT LOANS 
I 

i . 
The resolution would cap the F¢deral direct student loan program at 20 percent of loan 
volume. Since, as of July 1, th~ law provides for at least 50 percent of loan volume to be 
direct lending, the cap would e~minate 1,100 schools and 1.6 million students from direct 
lending that are expected to participate in the upcoming academic year. The cuts would deny 
direct lending opportunities to 7; million borrowers between 1997 and 2002. 

I 

I TAXES, i I 

The resolution continueslto raise income taxes on millions of working Americans by 
cutting the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITe). It calls for $17 billion of EITC Cuts. The 
BITC helps low-income wOtkin~ families stay off welfare and out of poverty. Under the , 
resolution, millions of families With children could see a cut in their EITC. Over 4, million 
workers who do not reside withl children would lose eligibility for the EITC, raising their 

. 	 I 
taxes, on avenge, by $174 a year. 

, 	 I 

The Republican plan calls for cutting the EITC as the child credit is phased in. But 
some working families with chiidren will 'lose part or all of the EITC and not receive any 
child credit. Other EITC families wi11 receive some child credit but~ unlike better-off 
families with children, must sacrifice some tax benefits in exchange for the child credit. '. 	 .I . 	 . 

In addition, the resolutiJn purportedly contains tax cuts of $122 billion over 6 years 
SpecificallY7 a child tax credit that costs $23 billion a year. But the resolution assumes -­
without saying why - that the dest of the credit suddenly falls to $16 billion in the last year. 
Either the revenue estimate for lithe credit is too low, or part of the credit itself mysteriously· 
disappears. 

, 	 I 

I 


, II 

In the resolution, the revenue line itself is a smoke screen: It allows for another 
"deficit neutral .. tax relief bill, lf1.nanced through revenues that Republicans apparently have 
held in reserve. Not only does: the resolution omit $36 billion in revenues from extending 
expiring provisions in last year:s vetoed reconciliation bill, it also omits $26 billion in 
revenues from closing corporat~ loopholes and other tax measures from. the last Republican 

3 
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off .... Ralher than use these dol to miOgateth~ excessive cuts in Medicare, Medicaid, 
and welfare, the resolution makek those funds available for more tax cuts. If such tax cuts 
mirrored last year~s vetoed recoqciliation bill. they would favor the well-off; that bill devoted 
about half of its tax cuts to people making over $100,000. 

Dffi~ONARYSPENDmG 

The resolution c3ns for total diLonary cuts of $295 billion over .6 years -over $60 
. billion more than, in the Pi-esidertt's budget, as scored by CBO~ These cuts would not 
provide enough resources to.firi~ce vital investments in education and training, the 
environmen4 science and technology ; law' enforcement, and other priorities. . 

While; the resolUtion'asserts thatlnOn-defense discretionary. spending in '1997. is essentially 

frozen, the plan actually would tut it by over $2 billion. In the 1996 Omnibus . 

Appropriations bill, Congress agreed. to finance higher levels of spending for education, for 

the environment, and for crime programs by approving mandatory savings such as debt 

collection and housing reform and by reducing the FEMA Disaster Relief account by $1 

billion. These were one-time sa:vings that cannot be, or are not expected to be, repeated in 


, I· . 

1997. The Committee has not fully compensated for these one--timeoffSets; thus, it 

effectively cut non-defense speP?ing by over $2.billion. Such cuts-would make it very 

difficult to sustain even the 1996. funding levels for education, the environment, and. crime
\ I . . 
programs. I • . 

. r ' 
. t . 

For discretionary spending. the flouse Budget Committee's resolution provides far more 
detailed assumptions about speqfic program cutS and terminations.' Nevertheless. the Senate 
Budget Committee indicates wh~tCQuId happen, to' funding in key areas .. For instance: . 

Education and Trafuin1. 'In' 1997, the resoluti~n would cut education and training , 
by $3 billion, compared ito 1995. Over the next six years, the reSC)lution cuts,these 
pro~ by $56 billi?n Ibel0V: ~e Presi,dent's propo~ levels. For .1997 alone! ~e 
resolution would proV1d~ $6 blllIon less than the Prestdent for education and traImng. 

i' . 
.• I 

The Environ.o.lent and Natural Resources. The resolution would cut funds {or EPAI . 

operations by 23 percent in 2002, compared (0 the PresidenCs budget. EPA 
enforcement actions """including facility inspections -- would likely be significantly 
cut from levels in $e ~dent'.s budget, substantially affecting EPA's ability to 
protect public health and the environment. . ' ". 

. . '.'. . '1 . . . , 

Also compared to the President·s.budget, the Republican plan would cut.runding for 
environment and natural 1resources programs by '16 perCent in 2002. It would, for 
instance,. cut t:Qe Nation3..1 Park Service by 20 percent in 2002 -- further delaying.and 

I. . . . . 
I ' 

I 
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deferring maintenance of important NPS facilities, reducing NPS ability to meet 
demands from increasing park visitation, and causing deterioration of natural, 
cultuIal, and historical re~urces. . 

I , . 

Anti-Crime Programs. {\t $21.4 billion, the resolution is $1.8 
' 

billion below the 
. President's request of $2~.2 billion for 1997, sharply cutting the President's proposals 

to fight crime. . 

Defense.. The resolution ,calls for· $11 billion in ~iscretionary, budget authority and $3 
billion in outlays above tire President's 1997 request. ,These defense add-ons are 
unnecessary•. The President's budgets have committed unprecedented resources to 
readiness) as measUred W troop, 'and have systematically sought supplemental 
support to ensure that co~tingency operations do not have negative consequences for 

, mililary readiness. As a !result, the readiness levels of the U. S. military are at 
historically high levels today. ' 

! 

Moreover, these defense;add-ons would undermine important non-defense investments 
in 1997. The Republican plan would use budget ttfirewa11s· to prevent Appropriations 
Committees from making their own choices between these unrequested defense 
expenditures and other pponty programs. 

- I ' 

In addition, with regard ~o recapitalization, the resolution provides ar~und $15 billion 
I 

in budget authority less ~an the President's budget from fiscal 2000 to 2002 the 
critical years for defense recapitalization. The President's recapitalization plan . 
provides a more, reasoneli, responsible approach to defense spending by making more 
resources available at th~ tum of the century when new technologies come on line. 

I 

International Affairs. rhe resolution would cut intemational affairs spending by 
$1.2 billion from the Presidenfs budget for 1997 to $18.1 billion - far below the 
$20.1 billion available in 1995 and also below the 1996 level. Overall, the resolution 
proposes a 23 per cent cut by 2002 below the President's request. Although details 
are limited, the resolution seems to target multilateral progrdllls,. including multilateral 
development bank lendi?g to the poorest' countries of the world and contributions to 
the United Nations and related international organizations including peacekeeping 
progmms. These progr;pns serve a variety of important U.S. objectives and in which 
other countries provide from three to twenty timeS the U.S. ,contribution, so long as 
the United states provides some funding. .;; 

. ,I . . .' , 

The supporting materia1~ do not explain this rejection -'of international burdensharing, 
which benefits the Uni~ States. Other programs that f!1ay~be cut are vital to national 
security and possibly h~manitarian relief. The plan would,severely limit America's 
ability to exert the globaI leadership necessary to promote the Security and prosperity 
of the American people~ 
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. I 
It has been announced that thei Medicare Trustees Report for 1996 will be released on 
Wednesday, June 5. I, 

I 
, 

Congressional Republicans arej already gearing up to, once again, distort the issues 
surrounding the Medicare Trustees Report in order to attempt to justify their extreme and 
damaging cuts in the Medicare program -- just as they did last year. 

This blatant attempt by the GOpito mislead and scare the American public regarding the 
solvency of the Trust Fund r~ises the question of why. over the last 18 months. 
Congressional Republicans have refused to cooperate with President Clinton and 
Congressional Democrats to make responsible adjustments to Medicare-and extend the 
solvency of the Trust Fund. I . 

I 
I 
I 

Instead, over the last 18 months'i Congressional Republicans have repeatedly voted FOR 
._.__ .. ~.~~d~_~p cuJ~ in. the Medicare program in order to pay forJheir massive tax cuts for the wealthy 

and AGAINST bipartisan reforms that would extend the solvency of the Trust Fund for 
I 

about another ten years. . 
I 

Specifically, there have been 12 ~otes over the last 18 months in which GOP Members of 
the House have insisted on thei~ extreme Medicare provisions. 

Following is an overview of thes~ 12 votes.. 
. ,I. ' 

. 
I 

Vote # 1 -- May 18, 1995 -- ~oting For $288 BILLION in Medicare Cuts to 
Pay For $345 BILLl9N in Tax Cuts, Targeted to the Wealthy . 

.... I: ~ i 
On May 18, 1995, 230 House Republicans voted for the adoption of H.Con.Res. 67; GOP 
Budget Resolution for FY1996.1 This GOP budget resolution called for $288 BILLION in 
cuts in the Medicare program ov~r seven years -- in order to pay for $345 BILLION in tax 
cuts -- aimed mainly at the wealthy. . 

The GOP Medicare cuts of $288iBILLION were more than three times larger than the-$90 
BILLION in Medicare cuts that the Medicare Trustees stated were necessary to extend the 
solvency. of the Trust Fund throJgh 2006. Indeed, the GOP Medicare cuts in the budget 

I ' . 

resolution were so deep not to s~ore up the Medicare Trust Fund but instead to pay for the 
massive GOP package of $345 BILLION in tax cuts targeted to the wealthy. 

I 
The GOP tax cut package of $345 BILLION was the "Contract with America" tax cut·· 

. I 

package first passed by the House on April 5, 1995 (H.R. 1215). According to the Treasury 
Department, 52% of the tax cuts went to the top 12% of American households -- those 
making over $100,000. Indeed,iunder the GOP tax cut package, the average tax cut for 
the top 1% of households -- tho~emaking over $350,000 a year -- was $20,000 a year! 

, 
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i ,
The deep GOP Medicare cuts of $288 BILLION over seven years would have 
fundamentally undermined the current Medicare program., Among other effects, the deep 
GOP cuts would have doubled the monthly Medicare Part B premium paid by all Medicare 

I 

beneficiaries, drastically reduced the reimbursement paid to providers under the Medicare 
program (thereby, for example, ~ndangering the existence of hundreds of hospitals across 
the country), and jeopardized the quality of health care available to seniors under their 

I 

"transformed" Medicare system.; 

I 


i 
Vote #2 -- June 29,1995 --:Voting For $270 BILLION in Medicare Cuts to 
Pay for $245 BILLION in rax Cuts, Targeted to the Wealthy 

i 
On June 29,1995, 231 House Rbpublicans voted for adoption of the conference report on 
H.Con.Res. 67, GOP Budget Resolution for FY 1996. This GOP conference report called 

----...:---for $270· BILLION in cuts-in the Medicare pmgram over seven years -~ in order to pay for ' 
, , 

$245 BILLION in tax cuts targeted primarily on the wealthy. 
,- I ' 

I , 
Hence, once again, the GOP w$s voting for damaging Medicare cuts to pay for their tax 
cuts for the rich. Senate Repyblicans had succeeded in the conference committee in 
getting the conferees to scale ba'ck the "Contract with America" package of $345 BILLION 

I 

in tax cuts to a package of tax cU,ts totaling $245 BILLION. This tax cut package ~- just like 
the "Contract with America" package -- was still targeted to the wealthy. 

! ' " 
However, the Senate Republiqans did not succeed in significantly scaling back the 
Medicare cuts that had been endorsed by the House GOP -- only scaling the cuts back 
from $288 BILLION to $270 BILLION over seven years, three times larger than 'the 
$90 BILLION in Medicar~ oots th~t the Medicare Trustees stated were necessary to extend 

I 

the solvency of the Trust Fund trlrough 2006. The $270 BILLION in GOP Medicare cuts 
would still have the same de~astating impact on the Medicare program -- including 
increasing seniors' out-of-pocket~ costs for health care and jeopardizing the quality of care 
available to seniors -- as' the original $288 BILLION in cuts. ' 

I 
I 

I 

Vote #3' -- October 19, 19~5 -- Voting Against Bipartisan Reforms That 
Would Extend TrustFund Solvency Through 2006 ' . 

, , I " 

On ,October 19,1995, 233 HoLs~ Republicans voted against a substitute offered by 
Rep. Gibbons to H.R. 2425, GOP Medicare Revisions Act. The Gibbons substitute 
contained $90 BILLION in Medi~are reforms over seven years ,-- reforms that represented 
common ground between Demqcratic and Republican Medicare proposals. . " 

I 

The Congressional Budget Office projected that the Gibbons substitute would extend the 
solvency of the Trust Fund throJgh 2006 -- exactly as long as the GOP balanced budget 
plan. (One reason that the Gibbons substitute extended the life of the' Trust Fund exactly ,, , 

I 

,I 
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as long as the GOP plan"even t~ough the GOP plan contained much deeper cuts in the 
Medicare program, is that the GOP budget plan also included ~ repeal of th~ 1993 
increase in Social' Security subject to tax for the wealthiest'13% of Social Security 
beneficia'ries -- money that, undetthe 1993 Ad, is dedicated to the Medicare Trust Fund.) 

, . I" 	 . ' 

The reforms in the'Medicare pro~ram -- agree~ble to b~th political parties -- contained in 
the Gibbons substitute inclu'ded such provisions as those 'making various reforms in 

, Medicare reimbursement for hdspital serVices; provisions to enhance the prevention, 
detection, and prosecution of Medicare fraud and abuse; and various reforms in Medicare 
reimbursement for home health ~ervices. ' . . 

I . 
Hence, way back in October 1995, Congressional RepubHcans rejected an opportunity to 
reach agreement with Congressi9nal Democrats on $90 BILLION in Medicare savings that 
would have extended the solvency of the Trust Fund through 2006. 

Vote #4 -- October .19, 11995 -- Voting ·Against· Protecting Medicare· 
Beneficiaries from Increased Out-of-Pocket Costs . ' 

·On October 19, 1995, 233· HLse Republicans voted against a· motion offered by 
Rep. Gephardt to recommit H.R. 2425, GOP Medicare .Revisions Act,.to the House Ways 
and Means Committee with instrJctions to report it back with an amendment that removed 
the increase in the monthly Medirare Part B premium paid by all Medicare benefiCiaries, 

The GOP Medicare bill doubledithe Medicare Part, B premiull! -- from $46.10 in 1995 to 
about $89 in 2002.' COrT)paredto the much smaller increases that would have occurred 
under current law, the dbp bill iricreased the Medicare premium by $440 per couple per 
year.. '. 'l . ..... . . "', '.. ' 

. '. 	 On this vote, the GOP once agai~' endorsed the.ir deep Medicare cuts -instead of working 
with Congressional Democrats tb moderate the GOP Medicare pian in order to protect 
seniors arid reach common grouhd. Again, the GOP Medicare, cuts were only as deep as ' 

. I " : 	 ' •., 

they were in orderto finance their massive tax cut package f~r the wealthy_ 

. . I 	 . . 
Vote #5 --October 19,1995-- Voting For $270 BILLION in Medicare Cuts 
-- Once' Again,. "I '. ',... '.'.' " ' 

On October 19, 1995,227 HousJ .Republicans votedfor the passageofH. R.' 2~25, GQP 
Medicare Revisions Act.' The Gbp Medicare bill'contained the .$270 BILLION in deep, 

.. damaging Medicare. cuts tha~h~d been called Jor in the conference report on the GOP 
budget resolution (see, Vote #2 above) .. 

.' . I,· 
. 	 . ,.~ " ',' " .' 

Hence, once again, the GOPvotl fortheir :adicill plan to overhaUl, Medicare and cut it 
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I 
back dramatically. The GOP bill -- with its $270 BILLION in reductions in the Medicare 

I 	 . 

program over seven years -- wo~ld have cut outlays for the Medicare program by 20% by 
the year 2002 below the amount CBO estimates is necessary to maintain current services. 

! . , 

Vote #6 -- October 26, 199~ -- Voting Against Amending GOP Budget Bill 
to Protect Health Care for Seniors & Eliminate Tax Cuts Favoring the 

I 	 ' 
Wealthy : . " , 	 . 

On October 26, 1995, 232 Juse Republicans voted against a motion offered by 
Rep. Gephardt to recommit H.R.' 2491, GOP Budget Reconciliation Act for FY 1996, to the 
House Ways and Means Committee with instructions to report it back with an amendment 
to protect the health care and Iincome security of seniors and eliminate the tax cuts 
contained in the bill that favor th,e wealthy. ' 

. 	 I 

I 
Hence, once again, on this vote, the GOP voted to insist on their generous tax cut package 
for the wealthy -- which required ithem to also insist on their deep cuts in Medicare to pay 
for this generous tax cut package. Once, again, they resisted an opportunity to find middle 

I 	 , , 

ground with Congressional Democrats on moderating the GOP Medicare overhaul. 

I " " 

I, ' 
I 

I 	 ' 

Vote #7 -- October 26, 1995 -- Voting For $270 BILLION in Medicare Cuts· 
to P~yFor $245 BILLION Ilin Tax Cuts, Targeted to the Wealthy -- Once 
Agam ' ' , 

I 
I 

On October 26, 1995, 2,3 Ho~se Republicans voted for passage' of H.R. 2491, GOP 
Budget Reconciliation Act for Ft 1996, which included both the drastic $270 BILLION in 
GOP Medicare cuts (whichhadl also been included in H.R. 2425) and $245 BILLION in 

. GOP tax cuts targeted to the w~althy. 
I 

I 
I 

The GOP had first passed the Medicare cuts separately (H.R. 2425) -- without the tax cuts 
I 	 " , 

and other provisions of their balanced budget plan -- in order to argue that the Medicare 
cuts had nothing to do with thei~ tax cut package (see Vote #5 above). , 

i ' 	 , . 
However, their attempted subt~rfuge, was unmasked on October 26, when the GOP 
brought to the House Floor H.,R. 2491, their seven-year balanced budget bill, which 
incorporated all of the provisionsioftheir previously-passed Medicare bill. The GOP clearly 
had to incorporate their $270 ~ILLION in Medicare cuts into their overall budget bill -­
because the GOP had no other source for paying for their $245 BILLION package of 
generous tax cuts for the wealthiest Americans. Hence, the GOP Medicare cuts and GOP 
tax cuts had been reunited bacK into one bill. 

I 
Like the "Contract with Americ~" 'package of $345 BILLION in tax cuts, the scaled-back 

I 	 , 

GOP package of $245 BILLION in tax cuts was equally targeted to the wealthy, According 
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i 
to the Treasury Department, 4,8% of the tax cuts went to the top 12% of American 
households -- those making ove~ $100,000. Indeed, Linder the GOP tax cut package, the 
average tax cut for the top 1 % ofl households-- those making over $350,000 a year -- was 
$8,500 a year! I 

, 
i 

Vote #8 -- October 30, 199~ -- Voting Against Amending GOP Budget Bill 
to Protect Health Care for Seniors & Minimize Tax Cuts Favoring the 

I ' 
Wealthy . I 

On October 30, 1995, 218 House Republicans voted against a motion offered by Rep. 
Sabo to instruct the House confe~ees on H.R. 2491, GOP Budget Reconciliation Act for FY 
1996,to protect health care and Income security for seniors, avoid increasing the number 
of Americans who lack access t9 health care, and minimize tax cuts for the wealthy. 

1 

Hence, once again, on this vote, the GOP voted to insist on their generous tax cut package 
I " , , 

for the wealthy -- which required ~hem to also insist-on their deep cuts in Medicare to pay 
for this generous tax cut package. Once again, they resisted an opportunity to find middle 
ground with Congressional Dem~ocrats on mode~atirig the GOP Medicare overhaul. 

I 
i' 
f 

Vote #9 -- November 15,11995 -- Voting Against Prohibiting Cuts in 
Medicare That Reduce the!Quality of Care and ProhibitingTax Cuts Until 
There Is A Balanced Budget , ' ' 
, ' I',' 

On November 15,1995>2,92 HoLse Republi~ans voted against a motion offered by Rep. 

Obey to recommit H.J.Res. 122, Continuing Appropriations for FY 1996, to the 

Appropriations Committee with instructions to report it back with an amendment to the 


, provisions requiring a balancedibudget in seven years to prohibit cuts in Medicare that 

I. 

would reduce the quality of care for senior citizens, prohibit reductions in education 
, I 

spending, and prohibiUax cuts until there is a balanced budget. 
" , ' I ,', 

And hence, once again, on thisl vote, the GOP voted to insist on their generous tax cut 
package for the wealthy -- which required them to also insist on their deep cuts inMedicare 

, I ' ' 

to pay for this generous tax cut package. ' 

I 
I 

Vote #10-- November 17,11995 -- Voting For $270 BILLION In Medicare 
Cuts to Pay for $245 BILLION in Tax Cuts, Ta'rgeted to the Wealthy'-­
Once Again ' 'f,',:" ' ' , ' , 

I' . " 

On Novernber17, 1995, 232 House Republicans voted for adoption of the conference 
report on H.R. 2491, GOP. Budget Reconciliation Act for, FY 1996, which, like the House-

I 

passed version of the bill, included both the drastic $270 BILLION in GOP Medicare cuts 
, " I", ' , , 
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and $245 BILLION in GOP tax c;uts targeted to the wealthy. 

The issues on this vote wereide~tical to those on passing the House version of the GOP 
budget reconciliation bill. (See yote # 7 above.) 

I 
, I 

Vote #11 .- May 16, 1996,-- Voting Against Bipartisan Reforms That 
Would Extend Trust FundiSolvency Through 2005 

I 

On May 18, 1996, 225 House Rebublicans voted against a substitute offered by Rep. Sabo 
to H.Con.Res. 178, GOP Budget! Resolution for FY 1997. The Sabo substitute contained 
President Clinton's budget for ~Y 1997, as re-estimated by the Congressional Budget 
Office. The Clinton budget cont~ined $1.16 BILLION in Medicare reforms (as re-estimated 
by CBO) over seven years -- rf3forms that represented common ground between the 

'-",-,-,-Democratic and Republican-Medicare proposals. 
I 
I 

The Congressional Budget Offic~ has projected that the Clinton budget. as re-estimated 
by CBO, would extend the solvency of the Trust Fund through 2005 -- which is very similar 
to the GOP version of the FY 1 ~97 budget resolution, which would extend the solvency 
of the Trust Fund through 2006. !(One reason that the Sabo substitute extends the life of , 
the Trust Fund for about as long as the GOP plan, even though the GOP plan contains 
much deeper cuts in the Medicare program, is that the GOP budget planaIso includes a 
repeal of the 1993 increase in ?ocial Security subject to tax for the wea.lthiest 13% of 
Social Security beneficiaries -- imoney that, under the 1993 Act,is dedicated to the 

, Medicare Trust Fund.) i ' 

The reforms in the" Medicare probram -- agreeable to both political parties, -.: contained in 
the Sabo substitute included suc~ provisions as those making various reforms in Medicare 
reimbursement for hospital services; provisions to enhance the prevention, detection, and 
prosecution of Medicare fraud an~ abuse; and various reforms In Medicare reimbursement 
for home health services. I 

i 
Hence, once again, Congressio;nal Republicans have rejected an opportunity to reach 
agreement with Congressional Democrats on $1.16 BILLION in Medicare savings that 
would have extended the solven'cy of the Trust Fund through 2005. 

•• t ~ 

Vote #12 -- May 16, 1996 --!voting For $168 BILLION In Medicare Cuts to 
Pay for $176 BILLION in Tlax Cuts; With Much Going to Wealthy 

. , 

'Finally, on May 18, 1995, 221 Hduse Republicans voted for adoption of H.Con.Res. 176" 
GOP Budget Resolution for FY 1997. The GOP budget resolution called for $168 BILLiON 

, I ' 

in cuts in the Medicare program I'over six years -- in order to pay for $176 BILLION in tax 
cuts, much of which would go to the wealthy. ' " 

I ' ' 
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Although these Medicare cuts Iseem somewhat smaller than the GOP Medicare cuts 
proposed in 1995, in fact, the GOP Medicare plan is essentially the same as last year's 
GOP Medicare plan. The GOP policies to drastically restructure and substantially cut back 
on the Medicare program remaih the same.' , 

I 
, . 

The GOP Medicare cuts appear $ma,ller primarily for two reasons: 1 ) the Medicare cuts are 
now for six years, instead of s~ven years; and 2) the Congressional Budget Office has 
changed its estimate of the cost 'of maintaining Medicare under current law, which has the 
'effect of reducing the estimate Iof the savings generated by the same GO~ Medicare 
policies. " ' ' 

, I 

i 
Chairman Kasich and the other Republican Members of the House Budget Committee, in 
the materials they distributed de*cribing the assumptions of the House version of the GOP 
budget resolution, made clear that the House resolution is calling for a total package of 
$176 BILLION in tax cuts this ye~r - including a nurriberof the tax cuts for businesses and 

. "--"--' ... I 

wealthy individuals that the GOP had passed in 1995. This revised tax cut package would 
include notonly the $500-per-ch:ild tax credit, but also such items as a drastic cut in capital 
gains tax rates and reductions i,n the Alternative Minimum Tax paid by corporations and 

wealthy individuals., ',I ','. " . , ' , 
Hence, one more time, Congres~ional Republicans have voted for drastic cutbacks in the 
Medicare program in order to p~y fortheir generous taX" cut package for the wealthy. 

I 
I 

I, 

I 

I 

I ' 

I 
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The Rowland/RfPublican Substitute Bill Short-Changes 
Mjddle Income Falnilies 
i 

:: , 

Provides little help tolmiddle income families 
I 

·This bill keeps oite key element of the current system. The poor will 

i;,. ': always get health icare, but the middle income will be left out in the 

I;, 

cold. A middle inciome working couple that earned $21,000 would get 

no help and woultl have to pay $4600 a year - or 22% of its income ­
for health insuraJce. Under the House leadership bill, this couple 
would pay only $351. 

I . 

: " 


':.' I 

·The. Rowland/Rkpublican substitute preserves the status quo: the 
poor get health dre, the rich buy insurance~ and the middie income 
families have to ~o it alone. For example, a typical middle income 
family earning about $37,000 could face premiums of almost $6,175 
per year. This s1me family would pay $1,065 under the House 
leadership bilL I 

, 

Forces people with msurance to continue to pay for those without 
I 
I 

•Without univer~al coverage, everyone is at risk· of losing their 
. insurance. 	 Unp1id bills will be shifted onto those with private 
insurance. As experts have pointed out, universal coverage is the only 
way to stop peop~e wit~ insurance from paying for those without. 

I 
',' .. 

;. t, . Without universal cJverage, premiums go YJ! for middle-class insured 
Americans ,. . 

" ~'.. '. ' 

\ 

I ,
;,,': ',' 	 • In analyzing ani earlier similar bilt the Congressional Budget Office 

found that. ins~rance premiums would rise for middle-class 
Americans. i 

I 
I 

In its earlier anaiysis, CBO stated, "With a portion of the popUlation 
remaining unins~redf per capita insurance costs for the insured 
population would be higher, compared with universal coverage." 
(CBO analysis, 5/194, p. 8) 

Lew in-VHI foun~ the same thing in its Catholic Health Association 
study. In analyzing the plan, it found that families would pay about 
$200 more a y~ar. in insurance premiums than under universal 
coverage. I 
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The Rowland/~e'publican Substitute Fails to Achieve 
i Universal Coverag~ 

The RowlandlRepublicaf substitutewill still leave' close to 30 million Americans 
without health insurance. It will cover the poor but force middle income people to 
choose between no insur~nce or higher premiums., ' ,

! ' 

Close to 30 million people will go without insurance 

• Under this bill, half-measures and quick fixes leave every American 
at risk of losing their insurance. Initial estimates indicate that, under 
the Rowland/Rep' ublican substitute, close to 30 million Americans 

I ' 
would have no corerage at alL 

, 

Middle income people will be left behind 
i 

• According to thJ Congressional Budget Offic~ estirriate of art earlier, 
similar bill" morJ than 80 percent of' those "who, remain uninsured 
work 'and haveJ incomes above, the poverty leve~. Under' the 
Rowlan<:JJRepubl!can substitute, coverage' for middle income people 
will be more lim~ted than for the rich and the poor. (CBO analysis, 

, 5/94, p. 17) 1 ' , , , , 

I 

I 

I ' 

The cost shift continues, raising costs for those with insurance , "!' ',','" 
I 

• As long as mill~ons remain, uncovered, families with insurance will 
continue to pay for those without coverage. Businesses that provide

,I .,', 

insurance will continue to pay extra for those who ride free. 
I , 

, 
L , 

Insurance refonns w~thout universal coverage won't work 

,I' '. 
;·The Wall Street Journal says that "experts insist and real-life evidence 
shows" that insurance reforms "won't 'work without uni~ersal

'" r ' ,,' , 
coverage. In fa~t"when one state recently enacted'insurance reform 
without universa:l coverage, rates for some of the insured went up by 
as much as 35%. ,,(WSL 6/15/94; WSJ, 5/27/94) 

, 
'I ' 

, 
' ' , 

, , 



I 
I 
I 

The Rowland/Republican Substitute Short-Changes Older 
I Americans 

The RowlandlRepublica~ substitute takes significant savings/rom Medicare, and 
none of these savings is spent to guarantee neW benefits for older Americans. No 
help with prescription drugs. No memiingful help with long-term care. Instead, 
Medicare money will b~ used to expand access to low-income individuals, not to 
help the older American~ Medicare was created to serve. . . 

I . . . 
I . 

Raids Medicare to pa~ other bills 
. ! 

-The'Rowland/R'epublican substitute takes billions from Medicare, 
but none of it is ~ed to provide new benefitsJor seniors. 

i 

, I 
Providesno prescripJion drug benefit for seniors' 

I
I . 

I 
-The Rowland/~epublican substitute does not add prescription drug 
coverage to Medicare - leaving millions of older Americans with no 
help for the high cost of pres~riptions. Prescription drug costs are the 
highest out-of-p(j>Cket health expeI)Se for most seniors, and the 
Rowland/Republican substitute would pn;>Videnohelp.

j I .. . 

. I 

. I . . 
\ . l ' 

Provides,n~ pl~ ·for !long-,term , care 
, i 

. .' l ,. .. '.' , 
- The Rowland bill/Republican substitute does not contain any new 

'I .. ",.. ,. 

r long..term plan tQ help cover care in the'home and commUnity - where 
mos.t seniors live :and where most want to stay. 

, . 
I 
I . , 

.Threatens quality ofjcare for older AmeriCans under MediCare 

-The Rowland/Republican substitute cuts Medicare reimbursements 

to hospitals an~ doctors without relieving th~m of the burden of 


. uncompensated !care. Such an approach IS Unrealistic and will 

undermine the quality of health care !?ervices for the nation's elderly. 


i,. 



Small Business Still Pays More Under Rowland/Republican 
, Substitute 

Under the Rowland bill,: small businesses will still pay more for the same health 
coverage. It will leave srrall businesses without any guarantee that they will have 
affordable coverage:... or qny coverage at all if insurance companies refuse to cover 
them. And it won 't level the playing field, so small businesses that do offer 
insurance will continue Ito pay higher rates while other small businesses that are 
competing with them wiU get afree ride. 

I 
I 
I 

No Discounts to Help: Small Businesses Afford Cov~rage 

- The Rowland/~epub1ican. Substitute bill does not provide any 
subsidies to help small businessess provide insurance. 

i 
i 

. : 
Premiums are higher :for small business .. I . 

-According.to the! Congressional Budget Office's estimate of an earlier, 
similar bill, smarU businesses paid higher premiums than large 
businesses. In fadt, CBO found that small businesses would pay over 
$600 more a yeat than large businesses for the same family policy. 

. I· . 

(CBO analysis, 5/94, p. 18) 
I 

No end to cost,:,shiftirig . 
f 

! 


~ Because. the .. R9wland/Republican ~ubsti~te . leaves close. to 30 
million Airiericaris without health coverage- many of them working in 
firms that do not proyide coverage ~. small businesses that offer 
coverage willhav~ to pay for costs of workers from businesses that are 
free riders. Consider for example, 'h-vO gas stations across the street 
from each: other: I one that provides health coverage and one that 
doesn't. If ~ny uninsured worker in the gas sta,tion ~hat doesn't offer 
coverage ends up! in a hospital emergency room and can't pay his bills, 
the hospital will jpst incrase the fees charged to insured patients, such 
as those of the w9rkers in the other gas station. So the gas station that 
covers its worke~s ends up paying twice, which makes it even more 
difficult to compete with the guy across the street. And the 
Rowland/Repub~ican substitute does nothing to stop this problem. 

http:According.to


I 
The Rowland/R~publican Substitute Bill Doesn't Control 

: 
I 

Costs 

Under the bipartisan biV, Americans will continue to face skyrocketing health 
costs. It will leave out ~lsoe to 30 million Americans and shift their costs onto 
those who currently. have insurance. And. middle income Americans will 
continue to face health !insurance premiums that rise much faster than their 
Incomes. 

You cantt have real cost containment without universal coverage
I, ' 

I 
• Unless everyone is in the system, costs just won't come down. And 
the bipartisan bill falls 26 million Americans short of universal 
coverage. So under their plan we'll still have: . 

i 
I 

Cost Shifting: A~erican families and businesses that pay for private 
insurance will still have billions of dollars of uncompensated care 
shifted onto their ~remiums. . 

. I 

Too Little Prevenhve Care: The millions of Americans who remain 
uninsured under Rowland will not have incentives to seek out. cost­
effectivepreventiv~ care that has been shown to reduce health costs. 

Expensive EmergLcy Room Visits: The uninsured ",ill still be fo~ced 
to seek out care inlexpensiv~ hospital emeq~ency rooms at three times 
the cost of visits tor doctor's office. (HHS data)· .. 

I . . 
No . guarantee of cost containment for families, businesses and 
government I, 

I 

~The leadership!of both the House and the Senate took cost 
containment serio~sly - and have mechanisms that guaranteed that 
costs would never' skyrocket out of control again. The bipartisan bill, 

I . 

however, leaves Americans with no more protection against cost 
increases than they' have today. . 

i . 

No real competition I 

• Insurance comp~nies will continue to compete ,on who can cover the 
healthiest people instead of on price and quality,as they would witha 

I " 
standar9 benefits package. 

Unrealistic Financing: Rowland Makes Promises:it C~it Pay For 



The Rowland/Republican substitute promis~s to help families pay for 
insurance, but it funds are short the first thing that gets cut is help for 
families 



The Rowlartd/)lepublican Substitute Bill Leaves the' 
I ' 

Insu:rance Companies In Charge 
I ' 

Under the bill, the insurhnce companies will still dictate the cost and coverage oj 
the health care system. I Without universal coverage and gl;laranteed choice, 
insurance companies - not buyers and not the free market- are in charge.

I • " 

Abandons Effective Cdmpetition' , , ' 

-The ROWland/R~ubliClln substitute a~andoned the principle that 
competition should be between insurers based on price and quality. 
Under this bill it iJ business as usual for insurance companies. They, 
can exclude any b~nefits' they want. ,When you choose a policy you' , 
better read the fine Iprint. ' " 

You can still lose your ,insurance when you lose your job 
,J ' , ' 

• Although the Ro~land/Repub1ican substitute theoretically allows 
people to "take insurance with them" when they leave a job, 
(portability), 'this ~rovision only helps those who can pay the full 
premium themselv~s. That is not realistic for most people, since they 
can't afford $5,600 ~ year, espedallyif they are out of work. ' 

, I' , 
, I' 


, I . 

Does not eliminate lifJtime limits- ,[ 

-You can~tillJos~your coverage when you need Wmost. The 
Rowland/RepuiJl,i~an substitute, does not' eliininate lifetime limits, so 
it cannot assure uJurance comparues will not terminate benefits at a 
critical time: ' . 

i 
Does not eliminate'pr~-existing conditions ' 

, I " 
i ., ' 

-The Rowland/Republican substitute limits, but does not eliminate, 
pre-existing cond~tion exclusions.' Under this bill, insurance 
companies would Istill be able to deny coverage for pre-existing 
conditions for six months, under certain circumstances. " ' , '" I, ' " ,

! " ' 
I 

I 
I 

t 
I 
I 

I 
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