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First 100 Days: Leaving No Special Interest Behind
A Progress Report for President Bush

The first one hundred days has been the standard by which the Presidency has been
judged since the presidency of Franklin D. Roosevelt. George W. Bush campaigned on
themes emphasizing that he was a centrist, a man of the people, but most importantly a
leader who would preserve of honor and dignity of the office. His primary political goal was
to put a friendly face on the Republican party.

Specifically, the Bush campaign themes were as follows: Prosperity with a purpose; Leave
no child Behind; Compassionate conservative; Uniter Not a Divider; Change the Tone of
Washington; and Reformer with Results. The rhetoric has not been backed up by the
reality of the first 100 days.

“l rarely have seen as large a gap between campaigning and governing as | have
with George Bush,” says Rutgers political scientist Ross K. Baker. “As president,
he is vastly more conservative that he presented himself in the campaign.” (U.S.
News and World Report, 4/9/01)

He has chosen to govern from a narrow right-wing base, rather than from the
inclusive center. (David Ignatius, Washington Post, 4/4/01)

All those pro-business folks who drowned Bush in money during his campaign are
getting a better return on their political dollars than they could have dreamed of in
their gaudiest fantasies. (Judy Mann, Washington Post, 4/11/01)

After the closest election in the nation’s history, Bush promised to be bipartisan. Instead
of following through on his word, President Bush is working hand in hand with the
Republicans controlling Congress.

Senate Majority Whip Nickles said, “the [Republican] majority will set the agenda,
and the majority will jump to deliver for President Bush. It's that simple.” (Congress
Daily, 11/8/00)

Majority Whip Tom Delay said, “We will act the same way we have been. We’'ll
write conservative bills and ask the Democrats to participate. “ (Washington Post,
12/7/00)

Rep. John Doolittle said “The power of the presidency, coupled with a Republican
Congress and conservative control of the Supreme Court is nothing short of
awesome. This is the implementation of the rest of the ‘Contract with America™
(Washington Post, 12/7/00)

Not since Newt Gingrich first took the Speaker’s chair have we seen such an agenda
catering to the conservative base and special interests as if political victory required
immediate payoff. However, this time the threat is graver, as the GOP controls both end
of Pennsylvania Avenue. As Majority Whip Tom Delay summed it up, “The things we’ve
been dreaming about we can now do. We have the House, we have the Senate, we
have the White House, which means we have the agenda.” (Los Angeles Times, 12/7/00).
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And together President Bush and congressional Republicans, instead of changing the tone
of Washington, have worked hand in hand with the conservative right wing, and the special
interests that put them in power. So much so that even the conservative Judicial Watch
has filed a criminal complaint with the Justice Department against the National Republican
Congressional Committee (NRCC) and House Republican Whip Tom Delay of Texas for
"illegal activities in selling meetings with Bush administration officials for political campaign
contributions.” As former Secretary of Labor Robert Reich has put it “Business is in
complete control of the machinery of government. The House, the Senate and the White
House are all run by business-friendly Republicans who are deeply indebted to American
business for their electoral victories.” (Reich, New York Times, 3/18/01)

The result is that to date, the Bush Administration has accomplished much for special
interests and nothing to help families. And in fact, the few things that have actually
occurred have been against the interests of America’s families.

Instead of proposing a program of prosperity with a purpose, Bush and his administration
have talked downthe economyin order to enact a tax cut that could lead us back to federal
budget deficits and threatens the economy. At the same time, Bush has put forward a
budget plan that puts tax cuts for the wealthy first, and puts efforts to shore up the long-
term economy and invest in our future last.

Education was Bush’s hallmark issue as a way to show that he was a different kind of
Republican. However, education has been put in abeyance while Bush has barnstormed
across the country to market his tax cuts. And in the budget, Bush’s commitment to
education funding is being sacrificed at the altar of tax cuts. This along with cuts in other
children’s programs leave questions about Bush’s campaign commitment to “leaving no
child behind.”

Bush has filled his Administration with right-wing conservatives and wealthy CEOs, to
ensure that those who elected him are at the decisionmaking table.

Instead of being compassionate and bipartisan, Bush is pushing an anti-environmental
agenda. Instead of working in a bipartisan way, Bush is playing political hardball by
pushing a highly partisan and divisive tax cut. Instead of developing a balanced energy
package, he has a secret task force that is reportedly going to propose more drilling, and
less environmental protection. Instead of changing the tone in Washington, Bush is busy
undermining worker safety on behalf of big contributors. Instead of supporting a united
bipartisan coalition on managed care reform, he has thrown up a road block to getting this
important bill done — threatening to veto a bipartisan Patients’ Bill of Rights. In each of
these cases the Bush Administration has followed the agenda presented by special
interests rather than the one George W. Bush campaigned on.

Instead of being a uniter by reaching out to women and minorities, Bush is being divisive
by catering to the extreme right wing. For example, Bush has shown no leadership on
making every vote count, or counting all Americans; and has brought in the conservative
Federalist Society members to make judicial appointments.
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Finally, while he promised to be a reformer with results, Bush has failed on reform. On
bipartisan campaign reform, Bush has announced principles that true reformers said were
designed to defeat the bill. He has opposed bipartisan managed care reform, and failed
to embrace election reform. And most significantly, he has no results. Bush came forward
with the pharmaceutical industry’s prescription drug plan, which was declared dead on
arrival. Bush is still trying to figure out his ill-defined faith-based Initiative, and Bush has
failed to come forward with a Social Security reform plan, which he said was one of his top
priorities in the campaign.

The First Hundred Days of the presidency of George W. Bush have been characterized by
broken promises, and political payoffs to the special interests and the right wing. This
report measures the President’s first hundred days based his own campaign themes,
demonstrating that the promises described by the newly inaugurated President on January
20 have not been realized.

Democrats hope the next 1360 days will be better. Democrats hope to return to an era of
bipartisanship in which we will work together to address the problems of America’s families.
Democrats want to work with President Bush to:

. fund excellent education for our children,

. to increase the minimum wage,

. enact a Medicare prescription drug benefit for all seniors,

. provide a responsible and fair tax cut for all families, and

. enact into law bipartisan managed care reform, election reform, and bipartisan

campaign reform.

We stand ready to work with this President as we move into the next 100 days to realize
these important goals on behalf of the working families, instead of the special interests.
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First 100 Days Progress Report for President Bush:
Leaving No Special Interest Behind

Bush Priorities

Grade

Comments

Education

Incomplete,
Past Due

Said this was his top priority, but instead has
made tax cuts his main focus. As a result,
education bill is just starting to move through
Congress. He has shortchanged funding for
education programs in order to pay for the
huge tax cut for the wealthy.

Tax Cut for Middle-
Income Families

F, Overdue

Would be able to enact a fair and fiscally
sound tax plan if he would work in a bipartisan
way, but instead is playing hardball to push a
huge tax cut for the wealthy contributors and
businesses who financed his campaign.
Specifically, businesses that are part of the
Tax Reform Coalition gave nearly $400,000 to
the Bush campaign.

Military

Last summer said “Help is on the Way” but
Bush has failed to come forward with his own
plan to improve low morale, military pay,
missile defense and strategic review key
priorities. At the beginning of the year rejected
the Joint Chiefs of Staff proposed
supplemental appropriation to address many
of these priorities.

Social Security

Has done nothing more than pay lip-service in
the State of the Union.

Medicare
Reform/Prescription
Drugs

Has failed to come forward with a Medicare
Reform proposal. Put forward a temporary
placebo prescription drug plan that even
Republicans declared dead on arrival on
behalf of the Pharmaceutical Industry, which
contributed $1.4 million to the Bush campaign
and $17.8 million to Republicans

Faith-Based
Initiative

After making it a cornerstone of the campaign,
everyone realized that the Bush principles
sounded better than is practical to implement,
and has received a cool reception in both
Congress and from religious leaders.
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Other Priorities

Environmental F-minus Has rolled back a series of environmental
Protection protection regulations including arsenic in
drinking water and he has done this on behalf
of the chemical, mining, timber, and the oil
and gas industries, which gave the Bush
campaign $3 million, and Republicans almost
$50 million.

Worker Safety F Repealed worker safety standards
(ergonomics) in order to please business and
employer groups that contributed $2 million to
the Bush campaign, and $28.3 million to
Republicans.

Energy F Has an Energy Task Force that is secretly
developing an energy plan that is pro-drilling,
anti-environment, and pro-nuclear. Of course,
big oil gave $3.2 million to the Bush campaign,
and $25.6 million to Republicans.

Patients’ Bill of F Promised to block and veto meaningful

Rights bipartisan bill on behalf of the Health Benefits
Coalition, which contributed $2.7 million to the
Bush campaign and $41.7 million to

Republicans
Reform with F Is it any wonder? Passage of meaningful
Results: Campaign campaign reform would break the link between
Finance Reform special interest money and the way

Washington works.

General Comments Has let special interests who financed his campaign -- including
the right wing conservatives who helped Bush in the difficult primaries -- assert
control the agenda, and in the process has left American families behind.
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|. Prosperity With A Purpose

One of the key campaign themes for President Bush was to provide “prosperity with a
purpose.” Instead of prosperity, Bush and his administration have been talking down the
economy in order to enact a tax cut that could lead us back to federal budget deficits that
threaten the economy. Atthe same time, Bush has put forward a budget plan that puts tax
cuts for the wealthy first, and puts efforts to invest in our future and shore up the long-term
economic last.

This huge tax cut not only fails to provide an immediate relief for working families but will
crowd out much needed investments for both the short-term and long-term economy, like
science and technology, small business, and job training. Further, it slashes agriculture
assistance critical to shore up the struggling farm economy.

In addition, Bush appears to be intent on holding an immediate stimulative tax package
hostage to enactment of his huge and risky tax package.

Finally, the Bush Administration instead of doing anything meaningful to bring down energy
prices for consumers, has been talking about an energy policy designed for his special
interest friends: The oil and gas industries, whose only green policy is increasing their
cash profit margin at the expense of the environment.

A. Talked Down the Economy for a Huge Tax Cut for the
Wealthy

Since the day the Bush administration learned that they would be in charge, they have
been talking down the economy in order to justify their huge tax cuts.

“Last but perhaps not least among causes of the consumer funk is the
administration's own determined pessimism. Mr. Bush has a bully pulpit, and
he is using it to preach economic alarm. This adds powerfully to the chorus
of doomsaying. And when it comes to short-term economics, believing can
sometimes make it so. There's no mystery about why the administration is
so eager to pronounce the economyflat onits back ? Mr. Bush wants to use
fear of recession to bully Congress into rushing through his tax cut, without
worrying about little details like whether it would actually help, or whether we
can actually afford it. But it's still a remarkable departure from the usual
principles of economic policy. Has there ever before been a case of a U.S.
administration deliberately undermining confidence for the sake of political
advantage? (Paul Krugman, New York Times, 2/21/01)

Even though the economy has slowed down significantly in the last six months, the Bush
tax cut will have virtually no impact on getting growth going again any time soon. The tax
rate cuts in the Bush proposal deliver only $18.3 billion in the first year — that will be barely
noticeable in a $10.4 trillion economy.
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Rather, the Bush budget tax cut could have a negative impact on the long-term economy.

Skewed to the Wealthy — The Bush budget provides a massive tax cut that is skewed to
the wealthiest American households — with 45% of the tax cut going to the top 1%; the top
1%, with incomes averaging more than $1 million per year, will get an average tax cut of
$54,480. However, the 60 percent of American families that have incomes of $44,000 or
less would get little tax relief from the Republican plan, an average of $251 per year.
Further, the Bush plan provides no tax relief at all for 12.2 million families with children.
Consumer spending the key to stimulating the economy, is focused in the middle-class.
So a fair tax cut to all Americans would be better for the economy than Bush’s tax cut for
the wealthy, as well as more fair.

Based on 10-Year Uncertain Surplus Projections— Further the Bush tax cut is so big that
it eats up virtually of all of the uncertain 10 year projections of the non-Medicare and non-
Social Security surplus. To make room for his huge tax cuts, the Bush budget counts on
everything turning out right; there is no room for error here. If the economic and budget
projections are as inaccurate as they have been in the past, itis likely there will be budget
deficits because the tax cut is expected to use up such a large share of the available on-
budget surpluses. Here’s what the experts have said about the wisdom of relying on 10-
year surplus projections:

Looking forward five or 10 years allows the Congress to consider the longer-
term implication of policy changes. But it also increases the likelihood that
the budgetary decisions will be made on the basis of projections that later
turn out to have been far wrong. (Congressional Budget Office, January 2001)

Comptroller General David Walker recently warned members of the Senate
Budget Committee, “no one should design tax or spending policies pegged
to the precise number in any 10-year forecast.” (Testimony before the Senate
Budget Committee, 2/6/01)

As the Concord Coalition points out, the long-term budget projections are
very uncertain. The Congressional Budget Office has been very helpful in
pointing out three alternative baselines, all of which, they say, are reasonable
over a 10-year period. There is a $3 trillion variation over 10 years in these
scenarios in the amount of the surplus.

Given that his huge tax cuts eat up virtually all of the projected surplus, the Bush budget
clearly risks throwing the country back into deficit spending or raiding the Medicare or
Social Security surplus. Going back to budget deficits could lead to higher interest rates
and weaken the economy. We all know that keeping interest rates low is key to the
economy and to ordinary families who pay interest every month on their credit cards and
their car loans and home mortgages.

Moreover, Congressional Republicans are on the way to doubling President Bush’s $1.6
trillion in tax cuts, as they work to enact the Bush budget cuts. All along Republican

leaders have pushed for even larger tax cuts. For example, Majority Whip Tom DeLay has
said “The Bush plan is a great beginning, but it's a floor not a ceiling.” (Press Release,
3/14/01)
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B. Bush Budget Fails in Promoting Economic Prosperity

Not only does the tax cut threaten our economy with budget deficits and higher interest
rates, the huge Bush tax cuts for the wealthy also out key investments important to the
long-term and short-term economy

To make room for his tax cut, the Bush budget makes cuts in science & technology
programs, which are key to the long-term future of the economy. For example, The Bush
budget cuts the National Science Foundation (NSF) below the level needed to maintain
purchasing power at the FY 2001 level. The National Science Foundation is a critically
important agency in supporting scientific research across the country. The Bush budget
also suspends the Advanced Technology Program, which was create to accelerate the
commercialization of technology that promises significant economic benefit.

Further, to pay for his tax cuts, the Bush budget makes cuts in programs for small
businesses, even though Bush has stated that the small business sector is the engine of
the economy. Specifically, the Bush budget cuts the Small Business Administration’s
budget by 43% and makes up the majority of the loss by increasing fees to important
programs that provide much needed access to capital for small businesses such as the
7(a) Loan Guaranty Program.

In addition, the Bush budget cuts job training programsto prepare adults and young people
for work. For example, according the Economic Policy Institute, the Bush plan would
reduce spending on adult job training opportunities for 54,000 adult workers, and would cut
the youth training program. The adult job training program provides employment assistance
for disadvantaged and low-income participants and the youth job-training program assists
low-income youth in finding summer employment, year-round counseling, mentoring, and
internship opportunities. Further, the Bush budget cuts funding to help nearly 110,000
dislocated workers.

Finally, the Bush budget provides no help for the troubled farm economy. The current farm
recession is now entering its fourth year and ranks among the deepest since 1915.
However, even though farmers have received more than $27 billion over the past three
years in emergency funding, the Bush budget fails to earmark any emergency income
assistance for farmers. Instead, the Bush budget proposes that farmers compete with
defense and other pressing national needs for the illusory “contingency fund” (which turns
out to consist mostly of the supposedly off-limits Medicare Trust Fund.) The Bush budget
also explicitly refuses the requests of national farm organizations to permanently increase
agriculture funding over the next five years in the budget -- in order to acknowledge the
continuing long-term needs of farmers for income assistance.
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C. Bush Holds Immediate Tax Cut Hostage to Passage of Bush
Plan

Finally, despite the fact that the current economic slowdown is the number-one concern
of American families across the country, Bush has rejected Democratic proposals for a
$60 billion package of immediate tax relief. Instead, he is holding it hostage to passage
of his $1.6 billion tax plan in an all-or -nothing fashion.

“What's going to happen is that Mr. Bush will try to take the economy
hostage: he will insist that we can’t have an immediate tax cut ... unless
we accept his whole plan. There’s no logical reason why: Congress
can easily give each ordinary family a few hundred dollars now without
agreeing to give individuals with million-dollar incomes $50,000 tax
breaks every year after 2006. But Mr. Bush and his allies will try to
prevent Congress from taking any helpful short-run actions unless he

gets it all.”
Economist Paul Krugman, Column, New York Times, 3/28/01

An immediate tax relief package for FY 2001 is the best way to get money into people’s
pockets quickly — thereby giving the economy the “second wind” that so many analysts
have been calling for. The President has even acknowledged that. Atthe same time that
there is extraordinary consensus for an $85 billion tax relief package for FY 2001, there is
no bipartisan consensus for the President’s 10-year, highly-controversial $2 trillion-plus tax
cut package. In fact, the Senate scaled the tax cut back by $400 billion indicating that
there is not support for the Bush tax plan.

President Bush and the GOP Leadership have decided to hold the American taxpayer and
economy hostage: insisting that there will be no immediate tax reliefunless the President’s
entire $2 trillion-plus tax cut package is attached and enacted as well. Bytyingimmediate
tax relief to the President’s 10-year highly-controversial, $2 trillion-plus tax cut package,
President Bush and the GOP are ensuring that there will be no immediate tax relief
enacted over the next several weeks.

D. Fails to Bring Forward a Real Plan to Bring Down Energy
Prices

Bush and the Administration has sadly used the energy crisis as a means toward enacting
a special interest agenda that undermines the environment. The Bush Administration has
raised the specter of a major energy crisis to justify an unbalanced energy package that
is all about big oil and drilling, and harmful to the environment.

ANWR - Specifically, President Bush in his budget has put forward one of big oil’'s dream
scenarios — opening the Arctic Wildlife Refuge to oil drilling. Often called “America’s
Serengeti,” the pristine Arctic National Wildlife Refuge is home to hundreds of animal
species. Scientists, environmentalists, and most Americans oppose drilling in the Refuge
because it will damage an American treasure, threaten wildlife, and pollute the air and
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water, while doing next to nothing to address America’s energy needs. Now President Bush
wants to overturn 30 years of protection for a supply of oil that the United States Geological
Survey estimates wouldn’t be available for ten years. If the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge
is opened to oil drilling, experts predict another Prudhoe Bay - a place that averages 320
oil spills a year, has produced 55 contaminated waste sites, and comprises hundreds of
miles of infrastructure.

According to arecent bi-partisan survey, American voters oppose drilling for oil in the Arctic
Refuge by a 52 to 35 percent margin. (Mellman Group and Bellwether Research) Even House
Republicans acknowledge drilling in the Arctic Refuge isn’'t the answer to our energy
problems.

Florida Oil Leasing — Further, the Bush administration has decided to move forward with
a planned auction of offshore oil and gas leases in the Gulf of Mexico -- rejecting even an
appeal from the President Bush's younger brother, Florida Gov. Jeb Bush. "I must consider
our nation's energy needs and appropriate management of the American public's natural
resources," Norton said in the letter to the younger Bush. The governor and Florida's
congressional delegation wanted the lease sale canceled because of concerns over the
environment. The parcels for sale are more than 100 miles offshore, and the oil and gas
lobby has pushed for access to the area. The lease sale is scheduled for December and
would be the first such auction since 1988.

Rollback of Energy Efficiency Standards — The Bush Administration announced that it
would block a rule published by the Clinton administration requiring new central air-
conditioners to be 30 percent more efficient and instead require that they be 20 percent
more efficient. Energy Secretary Spencer Abraham said energy conservation goals
needed to be balanced against the need to minimize “future price increases on consumers,
particularly low-income consumers.” However, according to the Energy Department, the
retail price difference between models meeting the 30 percent standard is about $123 for
an appliance that generally costs $2,000 to $4,000. State governments in New York,
California and Texas, worried about meeting summer electricity demands, had supported

the 30 percent standard, reported the New York Times. (New York Times, 4/14/01; Dept. of
Energy Press Release, 4/13/01)

Bush has argued that oil producers are suffering financial hardship due to compliance with
environmental standards at a time when oil companies are reporting record profits. He is
moving forward with proposals for more drilling, and has done nothing positive for
America’s families that will address the real energy problem:

1 The Bush Administration has failed to act on rate caps for electricity in California or
the Western United States. The law directs the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission to act against unjustifiably high prices. Butthe Bush’s chairman of the
FERC has failed to take any real to bring price stability. Energy companies are
making record profits. In fact, the California Independent System Operators (ISO)
—the managers of the Western wholesale electricity market —have stated that there
are over $6 billion of potential overcharges for electricity sold in California alone.
(San Diego Tribune, 4/17/01)

U.S. House Democratic Policy Committee, April 26, 2001 Page 10 of 48



The Bush Administration failed with OPEC to bring down oil prices. Bush was
unable to accomplish what he once attacked Clinton for failing to do: Persuade
members of the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries to keep prices low
and supply high. The member nations have decided to limit supply, which tends to
keep prices up. InJanuary of 2000 Bush said “What | think the president ought to
do is he oughtto get on the phone with the OPEC cartel and say, '"We expect you
to open your spigots! " (AP, 3/20/01)

President Bush has rejected calls to release oil reserves in the Strategic Petroleum
reserve that would help bring down oil price.

But most unfortunately, the Bush budget cuts programs that could help with the current
energy problems--renewable energy, LIHEAP.

Slashes Energy Efficiency Programs — President Bush has stated that the nation
IS experiencing an “energy crisis.” And yet the Bush budget slashes funding for
enerqy efficiency programs — from developing appliance efficiency standards to
research and development for the next generation of technologies in the
construction, manufacturing and transportation sectors!! Specifically, the Bush
budget slashes energy efficiency programs (other than weatherization grants) by
$180 million or by 27%— from $663 million in FY 2001 to $483 million in FY 2002.
President Bush apparently fails to recognize the criticallyimportant role that energy
efficiency programs can playin a balanced energy policy. Indeed, energy efficiency
standards have saved American businesses and consumers some $180 billion over
the last two decades — more than $200 for every dollar of federal money spent to
develop them.

Slashes Renewable Energy Programs — The Bush budget also slashes funding
for renewable energy programs!! Specifically, the Bush budget slashes overall
renewable energy programs by $96 million or by 26%— from $373 million in FY
2001 to $277 million in FY 2002. Furthermore, within this overall cut, a number of
specific renewable energy programs are cut even more drastically. For example,
the Bush budget cuts hydropower research by 49.9% solar energy research by
53.7%, and wind energy research by 48.2% In addition, the Bush budget calls for
a 76% cut in federal grants to state and local governments and public power
systems to deploy existing renewable technologies.

LIHEAP: Despite rising energy prices, the Bush budget freezes funding for the
LIHEAP program (Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program) that helps low-
income families pay their heating and cooling bills. Today, fewer than one in three
eligible families get LIHEAP assistance.

Low-Income Weatherization: During the Fall campaign, Candidate Bush called for
a doubling of funds for the low-income weatherization program. President Bush
unfortunately falls $40 million short of that goal in 2002 alone — and $450 million
short over ten years. The Bush budget falls roughly 150,000 homes short of
actually doubling the program over the next ten years. In fact, the Bush plan simply
restores the program to the level it was at during the first two years of the Clinton
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Administration, before it was severely cut when Republicans took control of
Congress in 1995.

So why does President Bush insist on drilling in the Arctic and other pro-drilling, anti-
environmental energy policy? Why does he pursue anti-consumer, anti-ratepayer budget
policies? Because Bush is a big oil man from big oil country with lots of big oil friends.
From the president on down, the West Wing is filled with former big oil executives: Bush
was in the oil business in Texas, Vice President Cheney was CEO of Halliburton,
Commerce Secretary Don Evans is a former Tom Brown executive, and National Security
Advisor Condoleeza Rice was on the Chevron board of directors. (Chevron has even
named one of their oil tankers after NSA Rice.) Others like Energy Secretary Spencer
Abraham and Interior Secretary Gale Norton, were big oil money recipients when they ran
for public office. For these power players and other top administration officials with big oil
connections the answer to the pending energy crisis is drill, drill, drill. A balanced energy
policy would promote conservation, renewables, and consumer relief.

In a Los Angeles Times opinion piece titled “It's Payback Time for Bush Contributors,”
Robert Scheer writes: “This is an administration that seems to thrill at high energy prices.
It is even gutting federal programs that promote energy efficiency by a devastating 30%.”
He concludes: “...for the Bush administration, it's payback time on every front for his greedy
legions.” (Los Angeles Times, 3/27/01) The Wall Street Journal writes: “Of all the business
interests that back Mr. Bush, oil companies have the clearest ties and strongest personal
meaning to the new president. He is a former oil man who revels in his attachment to
Texas, and his best friends are oil men, too. Promoting the industry is an instinctive
impulse for the president...” (wall Street Journal, 3/6/01)

According to the Center for Responsive Politics, Bush was by far the top recipient of money
from the oil and gas industry receiving $3.2 million ($1.8 million in campaign contributions
plus inaugural and other contributions) of the $27 million it gave to Republicans in the 2000
election cycle. Additionally, 28 of Bush’s Fundraising Pioneers, those raising $100,000 or
more, are connected to the energy industry. (New York Times, 6/23/00) Enron has long been
one of Bush’s biggest corporate supporters and now Enron’s Chief Executive has been
appointed to the Bush Energy Advisory Team. The San Francisco Chronicle reports:
“(People) have noted the money connection between Bush, aformer oil industry executive,
and the vast Texas energy industry. Enron’s Kenneth Lay, who boasts he can get Bush on
the phone whenever he wants, raised more than $400,000 for the GOP and the Bush
campaign.” (San Francisco Chronicle) Many other members of the Bush Energy Advisory
Team are also big-time campaign contributors from the energy industry. Finally, a pro-
business, pro-drilling coalition is pumping $4 million into an advertising campaign designed
to generate support for opening the Arctic Refuge to oil drilling. (wall Street Journal, 3/19/01)
All you have to do is follow the money trail to understand why Bush wants to drill in the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.
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Il. FAILS IN PLEDGE TO LEAVE NO CHILD BEHIND

As has been seen above, the only focus of the first 100 days of the Bush Presidency has
been enacting a $2 trillion-plus tax cut, targeted mostly on the wealthy. As a result,
President Bush has failed to live up to the campaign promise he perhaps repeated the
most on the campaign trail — that he would leave no child behind.

The budget that President Bush has submitted breaks that promise and leaves many
children behind. This portion of the Special Report shows how President Bush has left
millions of American children behind in the following ten areas: tax cuts; child care/early
learning; Head Start; education; health care; nutrition; social services; Digital Divide;
juvenile justice; and welfare.

Some of the more outrageous cuts include the following:
1 Bush’s budget cuts $60 million from the Boys and Girls Clubs of America. The

announcement of this cut came on the heels of a visit by Bush to a Boys and Girls
Club in Wilmington, DE, to tout his tax cut. (washington Post, 4/12/01)

Bush’s budget cuts federal funding for libraries by $39 million even though the First
Lady’s recently launched her National Library Campaign. (Dallas Morning News,
4/13/01; Sunday Gazette Mail, 4/15/01)

Bush’s budget cuts $35 Million from Children’s Hospitals Doctors Training Program,
after Bush visited a children’s hospital in Atlanta which received funding under the

program. [New York Times, 3/23/01, 4/4/01; Cox News Service, 3/28/01; Atlanta Journal and
Constitution, 3/2/01; Washington Post, 4/1/01, 4/4/01, 4/10/01; AP, 4/3/01]

Tax Cuts
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receive child care, making it more difficult for their parents to work. The Bush budget
proposes these cuts even though only 12% of eligible children are currently served by the
Child Care and Development Block Grant. We should not take funds from infant and
toddler child care to shift to older child care (in after-school programs) when the need in
both areas is so great. It makes no sense to “rob Peter to pay Paul” when current funding
in both areas falls so short of the need.

Early Learning Opportunities Program. The Bush budget eliminates all funding for the
Early Learning Opportunities program — a bipartisan initiative enacted last year to provide
resources to communities for more responsive early childhood systems, including parent
education and family support services. Funding for the program in FY 2001 is $20 million.
This initiative has been particularly championed by Republican Senator Ted Stevens.
Indeed, when President Clinton signed the legislation in December, Senator Stevens
stated, “lI expect our new first lady, Laura Bush, to be a champion of early childhood
education.” And yet now President Bush has proposed eliminating the program!

Head Start

Unfortunately, despite promises to leave no child behind, the Bush budget abandons the
plan to ensure that one million children receive Head Start by FY 2002. Under the Bush
Administration’s own estimates, the Head Start program will fall 84,000 students short of
that goal in FY 2002. Funding for Head Start is $6.2 billion in FY 2001. The Bush budget
provides $6.325 billion for Head Start for FY 2002. But this additional $125 million is
insufficient to increase existing Head Start programs for inflation. Indeed, once various set-
asides in the Head Start Act are taken into consideration (i.e. quality funds, early Head
Startfunding, etc.), letalone inflation adjustments, Head Start will serve fewer children next
year. Specifically, Children’s Defense Fund estimates that the President’s budget request,
if enacted, would mean that Head Start would serve atleast 2,500 fewer children next year.

Education

The Bush Budget Starves Key Education Initiatives. President Bush provides only a
$2.4 billion increase for education but proposes to spend nearly $2 billion of that on
reading and Pell grants. He leaves only $400 million for all other education
programs—including all other elementary, secondary, and higher education programs,
special education, and vocational education—Iless than the Education Department needs
just to keep up with inflation. His budget:

1 Eliminates the Class-Size Reduction Initiative/Underfunds the Commitment to
More & Better Teachers. The Bush budget eliminates the Class Size Reduction
Initiative by consolidating class size reduction and Eisenhower professional
development. The Bush budget also fails to provide enough funding to continue
reducing class size and expand professional development and training for teachers.
The Bush budget provides far less than Democrats have proposed to improve
teacher training and continue on the path to put 100,000 quality teachers in the
classroom. This year, there are 37,000 teachers funded through the class size
reduction program providing smaller classes to 2 million children. Under the Bush
budget, many of these teachers may have to be let go.
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Zeros Out School Modernization. Instead of moving forward toward modern and safe
schools, the Bush budget eliminates the School Renovation Program next year, and
retroactively redirects the $1.2 billion already appropriated for this year to technology
and special education. As many as 1,000 schools in disrepair will not be renovated.

Breaks Promise on Increase in Pell Grants. The budget requestis $1.5 billion short
of President Bush’s campaign proposal to provide $5,100 Pell Grants to low-income
freshmen. President Bush proposed a $1 billion increase for the Pell program — but
well over $500 million is needed just to maintain the maximum Pell Grant at $3,750.
As a result, the maximum Pell Grant would increase by only $100 under the Bush
budget — from $3,750 to $3,850.

Freezes Funding for After-School Programs. The Bush budget freezes funding for
the 21° Century Community Learning Centers after-school program at the FY 2001
level— $846 million — despite the enormous need for expanded after-school programs.
Part of the importance of these after-school programs is that they can provide low-
achieving students the extra help they need to meet challenging academic standards.
These programs are also key to keeping kids off the streets after school, and
preventing youth crime, and alcohol and drug use.

Freezes Funding for Safe and Drug-Free Schools Program. The Bush budget also
freezes funding for the Safe and Drug-Free Schools program at the FY 2001 level —
$644 million — despite the enormous need for expanded Safe and Drug-Free Schools
programs across the country. The Safe and Drug-Free Schools program is a vitally
important program —the primary federal pro