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H.R. 1009. An act for the relief of Lloyd B.
Gamble; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 1483. An act to amend title 38, United
States Code, to allow revision of veterans
benefits decisions based on clear and unmis-
takable error; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

H.R. 2765. An act for the relief of Rocco A.
Trecosta; to the Committee on the Judici-

ary.

H.R. 3373. An act to amend title 38, United
States Code, to improve certain veterans’
benefits programs, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

The following concurrent resolutions
were read and referred as indicated:

H. Con. Res. 154. Concurrent resolution to
congratulate the Republic of China on Tai-
wan on the occasion of its first direct and
democratic presidential election and the in-
auguration of its president; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

H. Con. Res. 160. Concurrent resolution
congratulating the people of the Republic of
Sierra Leone on the success of their recent

democratic multiparty elections; to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.
————
MEASURES PLACED ON THE
CALENDAR

The following measure was read the
second time and placed on the cal-
endar:

S. 1788. A bill to amend the National Labor
Relations Act and the Railway Labor Act to
repeal those provisions of Federal law that
require employees to pay union dues or fees
as a condition of employment, and for other
purposes.

The following concurrent resolutions
were read and placed on the calendar:

H. Con. Res. 165. Concurrent resolution sa-
luting and congratulating Polish people
around the world as, on May 3, 1996, they
commemorate the 205th anniversary of the
adoption of Poland’s first constitution.

H. Con. Res. 167. Concurrent resolution rec-
ognizing the tenth anniversary of the
Chernobyl nuclear disaster, and supporting
the closing of the Chernobyl nuclear power
plant.

————

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

The following executive reports of
committees were submitted:

By Mr. LUGAR, from the Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry:

David D. Spears, of Kansas, to be a Com-
missioner of the Commodity Futures Trad-
ing Commission for the term expiring April
13, 2000.

Brooksley Elizabeth Born, of the District
of Columbia, to be Chairman of the Com-
modity Futures Trading Commission.

Brooksley Elizabeth Born, of the District
of Columbia, to be a Commissioner of the
Commodity Futures Trading Commission for
the remainder of the term expiring April 13,
1999.

(The above nominations were re-
ported with the recommendation that
they be confirmed, subject to the nomi-
nees’ commitment to respond to re-
quests to appear and testify before any
duly constituted committee of the Sen-
ate.)

By Mr. BOND, from the Committee on
Small Business:

Ginger Ehn Lew, of California, to be Dep-
uty Administrator of the Small Business Ad-
ministration.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

(The above nomination was reported
with the recommendation that he be
confirmed, subject to the nominee’s
commitment to respond to requests to
appear and testify before any duly con-
stituted committee of the Senate.)

———

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. HELMS:

S. 1789. A bill to amend the Social Security
Act to deny the payment of Social Security
and supplemental security income benefits
to prisoners, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Finance.

By Mr. MCCONNELL:

S. 1790. A bill to amend the Controlled Sub-
stances Act to increase the penalties for the
manufacture, distribution, and possession of
marijuana, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SIMPSON (for himself and Mr.
ROCKEFELLER):

S. 1791. A bill to increase, effective as of
December 1, 1996, the rates of disability com-
pensation for veterans with service-con-
nected disabilities and the rates of depend-
ency and indemnity compensation for sur-
vivors of such veterans, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Veterans Affairs.

By Mrs. BOXER (for herself and Mr.
CHAFEE):

S. 1792. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow companies to do-
nate scientific equipment to elementary and
secondary schools for use in their edu-
cational programs, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. GREGG:

S. 1793. A bill to amend the Tariff Act of
1930 to provide that the requirements relat-
ing to making imported articles and con-
tainers apply to fresh cut flowers; to the
Committee on Finance.

By Mr. GREGG (for himself, Mr. REID,
Mr. NICKLES, Mr. WARNER, Mrs.
KASSEBAUM, Mr. THURMOND, Mr.
SMITH, and Mr. BRYAN):

S. 1794. A Dbill to amend chapter 83 of title
5, United States Code, to provide for the for-
feiture of retirement benefits in the case of
any Member of Congress, congressional em-
ployee, or Federal justice or judge who is
convicted of an offense relating to official
duties of that individual, and for the for-
feiture of the retirement allowance of the
President for such a conviction; to the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs.

By Mr. ROTH:

S. 1795. A Dbill to restore the American fam-
ily, enhance support and work opportunities
for families with children, reduce out-of-wed-
lock pregnancies, reduce welfare dependence
by requiring work, meet the health care
needs of America’s most vulnerable citizens,
control welfare and medicaid spending, and
increase State flexibility; to the Committee
on Finance.

———

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. HELMS:

S. 1789. A bill to amend the Social Se-
curity Act to deny the payment of So-
cial Security and supplemental secu-
rity income benefits to prisoners, and
for other purposes; to the Committee
on Finance.
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THE PREVENTION OF PRISONER DOUBLE-DIPPING
ACT

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, a less
formal but somewhat more revealing
title for this bill would be ‘“The Pre-
vention of Prisoner Double-Dipping
Act.” A rose by any other name is still
a rose and this bill is a winner by any
name. It will save millions of dollars of
the taxpayers’ money and it will put a
stop to the injustice of paying scarce
Social Security disability benefits to
prisoners charged with a felony who
have been in jail for 30 or more days
awaiting trial.

Current law prohibits payment of dis-
ability benefits to anyone in jail after
conviction for a felony. A loophole per-
mits prisoners to continue receiving
benefits despite the fact that they are
in jail if they have not yet been con-
victed of the crime charged. This bill
will close that loophole.

Mr. President, I learned that pris-
oners are continuing to receive these
benefits when Sheriff Mike Joyce of
Stokes County, NC, wrote me earlier
this year about it. Sheriff Joyce wrote
to me about Earl Blevins, a career
criminal and convicted murderer, who
has been in Stokes County jail since
December 16, 1995, awaiting trial on
charges of larceny and breaking and
entering. Incredibly, Blevins has been
receiving disability payments since
1988, even though as Sheriff Joyce stat-
ed, Blevins obviously is healthy enough
“to run from a bloodhound and hide up
under leaves under a tree.”

Until last month, when Blevins was
convicted of unrelated felony charges
in Surry County, he was receiving $450
per month in disability payments while
Stokes County taxpayers were picking
up the tab for his room and board and
other care.

Mr. President, Sheriff Mike Joyce is
a fine law enforcement officer. His out-
rage about the Federal Government’s
paying prisoner Blevins $450 per month
in Social Security disability benefits
while he is in jail awaiting trial on yet
another felony charge, will be matched
by the outrage of the public at large
once they learn about it.

The point is this: Earl Blevins and
other career criminals prey on law-
abiding citizens. When they are appre-
hended, their food, clothing, shelter,
and often their legal fees are paid for
by the very citizens whom the crimi-
nals have victimized. It is unwarranted
salt rubbed in the taxpayer’s wounds
that these predators are allowed by law
to collect disability benefits while
awaiting trial. This bill will change
that law.

The purpose of Social Security dis-
ability payments is to provide a min-
imum income to beneficiaries in order
to insure that they have access to food
and shelter. A prisoner awaiting trial
is already being provided these needs
and the taxpayers are paying the bill.
Prisoners should not be allowed to
““double-dip” into the pocket of tax-
payers.
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Mr. President, for the record, I reit-
erate that current law stops Social Se-
curity disability payments to anyone
who has been convicted of a felony. It
also stops payments to the criminally
insane who are confined to a mental
hospital. Other disability benefits, for
example, SSI, are cut off to a recipient
who is locked up for 30 or more days,
even if they have not yet been brought
to trial. My bill will simply apply the
same policy to Social Security
[OASDI] disability benefits that we
now have for SSI disability benefits.

Mr. President, the existing situation
brings to mind the case of Michael
Hayes who cold-bloodedly killed four
people and shot five others during a
1988 murder spree in Winston-Salem.
After being confined to a State mental
hospital, he began receiving over $500 a
month in Social Security disability
payments which he used to buy lux-
uries like leather coats, electronics,
and even a motorcycle. Payments to
Hayes finally stopped last year after
the 103d Congress passed and the Presi-
dent signed my bill which I had offered
in response to this outrage. It’s now
time for this Congress to act to stop
further waste of Social Security funds.

Mr. President, let me make clear for
the RECORD what the pending bill, the
Prevention of Prisoner Double-Dipping
act will do:

It will eliminate pretrial benefits to
anyone charged with a felony who has
been in jail for 30 or more days;

It will authorize $50,000,000 for the
Social Security Office of Inspector
General to increase the number of in-
vestigators and auditors pursuing
charges of fraud against the SSA;

It will require SSA to make rec-
ommendations to insure the timely and
accurate reporting of pre-trial felony
detainees in order to stop benefits to
those who will no longer qualify under
this bill;

It will give the Commissioner of SSA
the authority to make payments to
State and local correctional facilities
that report the receipt of benefits by
those who are in custody;

It will give the SSA power to impose
civil monetary penalties of up to $5,000
each time someone fraudulently uses a
Social Security number or card, in ad-
dition to being subject to an assess-
ment of up to five times the amount of
disability benefits paid; and

It will require SSA to make rec-
ommendations to streamline the re-
view and appeals process.

Mr. President, a few concluding
thoughts: I expect some of my col-
leagues will raise concerns about the
constitutionality of the Prevention of
Prisoner Double-Dipping Act. I am con-
fident that this legislation will easily
pass constitutional muster because
prisoners have no constitutional right
to be paid while they are sitting in jail.

Second, although this bill is targeted
towards prisoners, it is not punitive.
These payments should be stopped be-
cause they are duplicative, not because
Congress is imposing a punishment on
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the recipient. The payments would be
stopped regardless of the ultimate find-
ing of guilt.

Finally, stopping payments to a pris-
oner will have no effect on the pay-
ment of benefits to children and other
dependents who are otherwise entitled
to these or other benefits.

I do hope the Senate will expedite
consideration of these common sense
reforms of the Social Security Act and
thereby, save millions of dollars that
the taxpayer would otherwise have to
provide.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of S. 1789 be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1789

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

The short title of this Act may be cited as
the ‘“‘Prevention of Prisoner Double-Dipping
Act”.

SEC. 2. TREATMENT OF PRISONERS.

(a) DENIAL OF BENEFITS TO INDIVIDUALS
JAILED ON FELONY CHARGES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 202(x)(1)(A) of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 402(x)(1)(A)) is
amended by striking ‘‘or” at the end of
clause (i), by striking the period at the end
of clause (ii) and inserting ‘, or’”’, and by
adding at the end the following new clause:

‘‘(iii) is confined in a jail, prison, or other
penal institution or correctional facility
pursuant to a charge of an offense punishable
by imprisonment for more than 1 year, but
only with respect to months after the first 30
days of such confinement.”.

2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
202(x)(1)(B)(i) of such Act (42 U.S.C.
402(x)(1)(B)(i)) is amended by striking
‘‘clause (i)” and inserting ‘‘clauses (i) and
(iii)”.

(3) STUDY OF METHODS TO INSURE THE COL-
LECTION OF INFORMATION RESPECTING PUBLIC
INMATES.—

(A) STUDY.—The Commissioner of Social
Security shall conduct a study regarding
methods to insure the timely and accurate
reporting of information respecting court or-
ders by which individuals described in sec-
tion 202(x)(1)(A)(iii) of the Social Security
Act (402 U.S.C. 402(x)(1)(A)(iii)) are confined
in jails, prisons, or other public penal, cor-
rectional, or medical facilities as the Com-
missioner may require for the purpose of car-
rying out section 202(x) and 1611(e)(1) of such
Act (42 U.S.C. 402(x) and 1382(e)(1)).

(B) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Commissioner of Social Security shall sub-
mit a report on the results of the study con-
ducted pursuant to this paragraph to the
Committee on Finance of the Senate and the
Committee on Ways and Means of the House
of Representatives.

(4) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall apply to pay-
ments made for months beginning after the
date of the enactment of this Act.

(b) IMPLEMENTATION OF  PROHIBITION
AGAINST PAYMENT OF BENEFITS TO PRIS-
ONERS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 202(x)(3) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 402(x)(3)) is
amended—

(A) by inserting ‘“(A)” after “(3)’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:
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“(B)(1) The Commissioner is authorized to
enter into a contract, with any interested
State or local institution described in clause
(1) or (ii) of paragraph (1)(A) the primary pur-
pose of which is to confine individuals as de-
scribed in paragraph (1)(A), under which—

“(I) the institution shall provide to the
Commissioner, on a monthly basis, the
names, social security account numbers,
dates of birth, and such other identifying in-
formation concerning the individuals con-
fined in the institution as the Commissioner
may require for the purpose of carrying out
paragraph (1); and

‘“(II) the Commissioner is authorized to
pay to any such institution, with respect to
each individual who is entitled to a benefit
under this title for the month preceding the
first month throughout which such indi-
vidual is confined in such institution as de-
scribed in paragraph (1)(A), an amount deter-
mined by the Commissioner.

‘‘(ii) The provisions of section 552a of title
5, United States Code, shall not apply to any
contract entered into under clause (i) or to
information exchanged pursuant to such con-
tract.”.

(2) CONFORMING SSI AMENDMENTS.—Section
1611(e)(1) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1382(e)(1)) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subparagraph:

“(ID(i) The Commissioner is authorized to
enter into a contract, with any interested
State or local institution referred to in sub-
paragraph (A), under which—

“(I) the institution shall provide to the
Commissioner, on a monthly basis, the
names, social security account numbers,
dates of birth, and such other identifying in-
formation concerning the inmates of the in-
stitution as the Commissioner may require
for the purpose of carrying out this para-
graph; and

‘“(II) the Commissioner is authorized to
pay to any such institution, with respect to
each inmate of the institution who is eligible
for a benefit under this title for the month
preceding the first month throughout which
such inmate is in such institution and be-
comes ineligible for such benefit (or becomes
eligible only for a benefit payable at a re-
duced rate) as a result of the application of
this paragraph, an amount determined by
the Commissioner.

‘‘(ii) The provisions of section 552a of title
5, United States Code, shall not apply to any
contract entered into under clause (i) or to
information exchanged pursuant to such con-
tract.”.

SEC. 3. CIVIL MONETARY PENALTIES FOR FRAUD-
ULENT USE OF SOCIAL SECURITY
ACCOUNT NUMBERS AND CARDS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section
1129 of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.
1320a-8) is amended by redesignating para-
graph (2) as paragraph (3) and by inserting
after paragraph (1) the following new para-
graph:

“(2) Any person who—

‘(1) willfully, knowingly, and with intent
to deceive, uses a social security account
number assigned on the basis of false infor-
mation provided by such person or another
person;

‘“(2) with intent to deceive, falsely rep-
resents a number to be a social security ac-
count number;

“(3) knowingly alters a social security
card;

‘“(4) buys or sells a card that is, or purports
to be, a social security card;

‘(b) possesses a social security card or
counterfeit card with the intent to sell or
alter such card; or

‘(6) discloses, uses, or compels the disclo-
sure of the social security account number of
any person in violation of the law,
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shall be subject to, in addition to any other
penalties that may be prescribed by law, a
civil money penalty of not more than $5,000
for each offense. Such person also shall be
subject to an assessment, in lieu of damages
sustained by the United States because of
such offense, of not more than 5 times the
amount of benefits or payments paid under
titles II and XVI as a result of such offense.”.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Paragraph
(1) of section 1129(c) of such Act (42 U.S.C.
1320a-8(c)) is amended by striking ‘‘state-
ments and representations’” and inserting
‘‘actions’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to conduct
occurring on or after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

SEC. 4. ADDITIONAL RESOURCES TO COMBAT
FRAUD IN THE SOCIAL SECURITY
SYSTEM.

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Out of any money in the Treasury not other-
wise appropriated, there are authorized to be
appropriated, to remain available without
fiscal year limitation, $50,000,000 for the
Commissioner of Social Security through
the Office of Inspector General to utilize
only for increasing the number of investiga-
tors and auditors charged with pursuing
charges of fraud against the programs under
titles IT and XVI of the Social Security Act.

(b) ADDITIONAL FUNDS.—Amounts appro-
priated under subsection (a) shall be in addi-
tion to any funds otherwise appropriated for
the purposes described in subsection (a).

SEC. 5. STUDY REGARDING REVIEW AND AP-
PEALS PROCESS.

(a) STUDY.—The Commissioner of Social
Security shall conduct a study regarding
methods to streamline the review and ap-
peals process under title II and XVI of the
Social Security Act.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Commissioner of Social Security shall sub-
mit a report on the results of the study con-
ducted pursuant to this section to the Com-
mittee on Finance of the Senate and the
Committee on Ways and Means of the House
of Representatives.

By Mr. McCONNELL:

S. 1790. A bill to amend the Con-
trolled Substances Act to increase the
penalties for the manufacture, dis-
tribution, and possession of marijuana,
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

THE ENHANCED MARIJUANA PENALTY ACT OF 1996
e Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, we
are losing the battle against illegal
drugs. All indicators point to a dra-
matic surge in drug use, especially by
our most vulnerable citizens—children.

The President’s 1996 drug strategy
sent to Congress just a few weeks ago
contains some very disturbing informa-
tion:

Marijuana use is back on the rise,
and among young people between the
ages of 12 and 17, the use of marijuana
has almost doubled between 1992 and
1994. One of every three high school
seniors now smokes marijuana;

The number of heroin-related emer-
gency room episodes in 1993 was double
what it was in 1988, and for cocaine,
emergency room episodes in 1994 were
the highest ever;

Methamphetamine, once confined to
the West and Southwest, is a scourge
spreading across the country, including
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my own State of Kentucky. Last year,
law enforcement officials seized five
methamphetamine labs in Kentucky;
in 1994, there were no such seizures;

Unless we tackle the drug problem
anew, we risk producing a new genera-
tion of drug abusers. And the con-
sequences of drug abuse are fright-
ening: the spread of diseases like hepa-
titis, TB and HIV; social deviancy; lost
productivity at the workplace; and a
lot more crime, in particular violent
crime.

Our Nation’s drug problem is com-
pounded by a lax attitude within seg-
ments of the enforcement agencies re-
sponsible for our antidrug laws. Re-
cently, the Los Angeles Times reported
that Immigration and Customs offi-
cials are handing out get-out-of-jail-
free cards and letting drug dealers go
unprosecuted.

Non-United States nationals are sent
back to Mexico instead of being pros-
ecuted. And, American citizens are
being let go if it’s their first offense or
if the quantities of drugs aren’t big
enough. So, one pusher with 32 pounds
of methamphetamine was set free and
another with 37,000 quaaludes. One
American was stopped at the border
with 53 pounds of marijuana in Janu-
ary, bl pounds in February and 41
pounds in May. He’s only being pros-
ecuted for this third offense, although
he has a criminal history going back
four decades.

It’s not surprising that a President
whose policy is ‘‘don’t inhale’ gives us
a ‘‘don’t enforce’ antidrug policy.

This is simply unacceptable. It’s evi-
dence of an administration AWOL—ab-
sent without leadership.

Today, I am introducing a bill to in-
crease the penalties for trafficking in
marijuana, a drug that poses a grave
threat to our young people. It is com-
monly known that marijuana impairs
short-term memory, core motor func-
tions and the ability to concentrate.
But it also has long-term devastating
effects:

Marijuana use causes chronic bron-
chitis, acute chest illness, heightened
risk of pulmonary infection and lung
disease;

Prenatal exposure to marijuana
causes impaired intellectual ability in
young children; in shorthand—low IQ
babies; and

THC, the principal psychoactive in-
gredient, has been found in lab rats to
be addictive.

And, who is smoking marijuana?
Kids, more of them and at younger
ages. The number of 12- to 17-year-olds
using marijuana increased from 1.6
million in 1992 to 2.9 million in 1994. As
the chart shows, more 8th, 10th, and
12th-graders are smoking marijuana
and there is no indication that this
trend is going to be reversed anytime
soon.

A surprising fact is that more chil-
dren smoke marijuana than have
smoked five packs of cigarettes, as the
second chart reveals. Five-point-seven
percent of 12- to 15-year-olds report
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smoking cigarettes, but 6.6 percent re-
port smoking marijuana. For older
teens even more are smoking mari-
juana—20.5 percent smoke cigarettes
and 26.1 percent smoke marijuana.

That is an astounding statistic:
Teens are less likely to smoke
cigaretts than marijuana, and fewer
teens say smoking marijuana is risky.
As young people soften their attitudes
toward drugs, usage increases.

Not only is marijuana harmful in and
of itself, but it is considered a gateway
drug. Teenagers who use marijuana are
85 times more likely to use cocaine.
Sixty percent of children who smoke
marijuana before age 15 move on to co-
caine.

My bill is very straightforward. It en-
hances the penalties for trafficking in
marijuana. Current law creates a dis-
parity in the mandatory minimums for
heroin, cocaine and marijuana. My bill
will eliminate the disparity by lowerng
the threshold for the mandatory min-
imum sentences for refined marijuana.
The third chart reflects the disparities.

Currently, an individual has to be
caught with 1,000 kilos of marijuana,
with a street value of as much as $10
million, in order to get the 10-year
mandatory minimum. For cocaine, the
threshold quantity and street value is
much lower—only 5 kilos with a value
between $420,000 and $750,000. For her-
oin, the threshold is 1 kilo, with a
street value of $1.2 million. And grow-
ing 1,000 marijuana plants gets you the
same 10-year mandatory minimum.

My bill will bring the threshold quan-
tity for refined marijuana into line
with the other drugs by lowering it
from 1,000 kilos to 100 kilos for the 10-
year mandatory minimum and from 100
kilos to 10 kilos for the 5-year manda-
tory minimum.

The bill also directs the Sentencing
Commission to conform its guidelines
to this change.

Last summer, this Sentencing Com-
mission effectively lowered the pen-
alties for marijuana trafficking, for
quantities less than the thresholds for
mandatory minimums. It’s time we re-
versed that misguided action and this
bill will ensure that the Sentencing
Commission does just that.

Some will argue that prosecutors
have more pressing matters than to
chase every marijuana dealer selling as
little as 10 kilos. As the Los Angeles
Times reported, Federal prosecutors in
southern California don’t think it’s
worth their effort to prosecute for
quantities of less than 125 pounds, an
amount that should get a drug traf-
ficker about 3 years in a Federal pris-
on.

But I would argue just the opposite.
Marijuana is doing irreparable harm to
our kids and we’ve got to put the peo-
ple who sell to our children out of busi-
ness and behind bars. Ten kilos of
marijuana is 22 pounds, with a street
value of about $100,000. That amount of
marijuana will reach a lot of teenagers
in small, but harmful quantities.
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Mr. President the time has come to
admit that we have a serious mari-
juana problem among our teens. I say
it’s worth protecting the future of our
children by locking up the pushers.
Let’s toughen the penalties and send a
message to the drug dealers that we
won’t tolerate it anymore. And let’s
tell Federal prosecutors it’s their job
to send these outlaws to prison. What
can be worth more than saving our
next generation?

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that additional material be print-
ed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S. 1790

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Enhanced
Marihuana Penalty Act of 1996,

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds that—

(1) the number of children in the United
States between 12 and 17 years of age using
marihuana increased from 1,600,000 in 1992 to
2,900,000 in 1994, which constitutes an 80-per-
cent increase;

(2) currently, one-third of all high school
seniors smoke marihuana;

(3) the perception of the dangers of using
marihuana is declining among youthful mar-
ihuana smokers;

(4) scientific research has demonstrated
that—

(A) marihuana impairs short-term mem-
ory, core motor functions, and the ability to
concentrate;

(B) THC, the principal psychoactive ingre-
dient of marihuana, may cause drug depend-
ency;

(C) regular marihuana use may cause
chronic bronchitis, increased frequency of
acute chest illness, heightened risk of pul-
monary infection, and lung disease; and

(D) prenatal exposure to marihuana may
cause impaired intellectual ability in young
children;

(5) children between the agency of 12 and 17
who use marihuana are 85 times more likely
to use cocaine than children who do not use
marihuana;

(6) there are 39,000,000 children in the
United States who are younger than 10 years
old, and neglect of our Nation’s marihuana
problem will lead to the creation of a new
generation of drug abusers, prone to criminal
and other socially deviant behavior; and

(7) existing penalties for trafficking in
marihuana are inadequate to deter those
who sell marihuana to our Nation’s most
vulnerable citizens.

SEC. 3. PENALTIES.

(a) CONTROLLED SUBSTANCES ACT.—Section
401(b)(1) of the Controlled Substances Act (21
U.S.C. 841(b)(1)) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A)(vii), by striking
1000 kilograms” and inserting ‘100 Kkilo-
grams’’;

(2) in subparagraph (B)(vii), by striking
100 kilograms’ and inserting 10 Kkilo-
grams’’; and

(e) in subparagraph (D), by striking ‘50
kilograms” and inserting ‘10 kilograms™’.

(b) CONTROLLED SUBSTANCES IMPORT AND
EXPORT AcT.—Section 1010(b) of the Con-
trolled Substances Import and Export Act (21
U.S.C. 960(b)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)(G), by striking 1000
kilograms’ and inserting ‘100 kilograms’’;

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

(2) in paragraph (2)(G), by striking 100
kilograms” and inserting ‘10 kilograms’’;
and

(e) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘50 kilo-
grams’’ and inserting ‘10 kilograms’’.

SEC. 4. AMENDMENT OF SENTENCING GUIDE-
LINES.

The United States Sentencing Commission
shall amend the Federal Sentencing Guide-
lines to reflect the amendments made by this
Act.

TRENDS IN HIGH SCHOOL MARIJUANA USE!

[In percent]

Grade 1992 1993 Increase

9.0 +60
58 +95
78 +110

12th .. . 1
10th .. .
8th ...

1 Students reporting use within past 30 days.
Source: Monitoring the Future, December 1994.

PREVALENCE OF DRUG USE

[Percent who have ever used]

Youths
12-15

Youths Adults
16-17 18+

Cigarettes !
Alcohol
Marijuana ..
Any illicit dr
Any drug except marijuana
Cocaine

w
—e e R w;
SN

— G N O N

Wi won

0.
9.
6.
3.
8.
5.

1These percentages include only individuals who have smoked at least
100 cigarettes (5 packs).

Source: Gateways to lllicit Drug Use, Center on Addiction and Substance
Abuse at Columbia University (10/94).

DISPARITY IN CURRENT PENALTIES FOR MARIJUANA
TRAFFICKING

Drug Quantity Street value ! min-

$420k to $750K
$1.2 million
$10 million

$42k to $75K ..
$121 million
$1 million ..

Cocaine .
Heroin
Marijuana
Plants
Cocaine .
Heroin
Marijuana
Plants 100

[
oo oo

1Street values bases System to Retrieve Information from Drug Evidence
(STRIDE) by Abt Associates, Inc., 9/13/95 Report: Cocaine $84 to $150 per
gram; Heroin $1210 per gram; Marijuana $10 per gram.

2Kilogram.e

By Mr. SIMPSON (for himself and
Mr. ROCKEFELLER):

S. 1791. A bill to increase, effective as
of December 1, 1996, the rates of dis-
ability compensation for veterans with
service-connected disabilities and the
rates of dependency and indemnity
compensation for survivors of such vet-
erans, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Veterans Affairs.

THE VETERANS’ COMPENSATION COST-OF-LIVING

ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1996

e Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, it is a
pleasure for me, as chairman of the
Senate Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs, to introduce, and comment brief-
ly on, legislation to grant to recipients
of compensation, and dependency and
indemnity compensation [DIC] bene-
fits, from the Department of Veterans
Affairs [VA] a cost of living adjustment
[COLA] increase to take effect at the
beginning of next year. This legislation
is appropriate and warranted—even as
we proceed this very week to debate
budget reconciliation.

Mr. President, let me assure this
body that the Committee on Veterans’
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Affairs will meet the reconciliation
targets that the Congress ultimately
adopts. Indeed, I expect that I will offer
amendments to this bill—with the bi-
partisan support of the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs—once we receive rec-
onciliation instructions from the Con-
gress as an whole. No one need fear
that I have lost my zeal for gaining
control over entitlement spending; I
surely have not. Nonetheless, I believe
that the recipients of veteran’s benefits
ought to receive a COLA—and they can
receive such a COLA even as we
progress on a path to a balanced budg-
et. We can balance the budget, and si-
multaneously treat our veterans, and
their survivors, with fairness and com-
passion.

This bill is simple and straight-
forward. It would grant to recipients of
certain VA Dbenefits—most notably,
veterans with service-connected dis-
abilities who receive VA compensation,
and the surviving spouses and children
of veterans who have died as a result of
service-connected injuries or illnesses,
who receive dependency and indemnity
compensation—the same COLA that
Social Security recipients will receive.
So, for example, if Social Security re-
cipients receive a 2.6-percent adjust-
ment at the beginning of next year,
then so too would the beneficiaries of
VA compensation and DIC.

Last year, the committee’s COLA bill
put into effect certain modifications,
as approved by the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs, on how COLA’s are com-
puted. For example, our 1996 COLA
contained a ‘‘round down” feature. To
summarize, Mr. President, VA benefits
are paid in round dollar amounts. As a
result, when a round dollar benefit
amount—say, as an example, the cur-
rent benefit of $266 per month going to
a 30 percent disabled veteran—is multi-
plied by a consumer price index per-
centage of, say, 2.6-percent, it almost
invariably yields a mathematical prod-
uct that is not a round dollar amount.
In the case of a $266 benefit check, for
example, a 2.6-percent increase would
yield a nonrounded number of $272.92.

VA practice, in the past, has been to
“round up’ fractional dollar amounts
of $0.50 or more, and ‘‘round down’’
fractional dollar amounts of $0.49 or
less. So, in the above case, a 30-percent
disabled veteran would get a monthly
check next year of $273 under past
practice. Last year’s COLA bill di-
rected VA to ‘“‘round down’” in all
cases, so, in the above example, a 30-
percent disabled veteran would get a
monthly check of $272.

It may happen, Mr. President, that
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs
will again elect to direct that VA
“round down’ as part of a package of
measures approved to reach whatever
reconciliation targets Congress ulti-
mately adopts. Indeed, it is, perhaps,
likely that we will approve such a
measure since rounding down is a rel-
atively painless way to achieve some
fairly significant savings over the long
term. Such a measure—which would
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cost no VA beneficiary more than $1
per month—would save, according to
the Congressional Budget Office, al-
most $500 million over a 6-year period.

Be that as it may, Mr. President, the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs will
‘“‘cross the bridge’” of identifying how it
will meet its reconciliation targets
once it has received those targets. In
the meantime, I want to assure all by
the introduction of this COLA bill that
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs
fully anticipated approving a COLA
bill this year—just as it did last year
when I was honored to assume the
chairmanship of the committee.

The rounding down provision that
the committee approved last year
serves as an excellent example of the
sort of measures that are available to
assist in balancing the budget. I do not
suggest that it will be easy to reach
that goal. But the availability of real
savings from measures like a simple
rounding down of a COLA ought to
strengthen the resolve of each of us to
get that vital job done. In the Vet-
erans’ Committee, we expect that we
will be directed to find ways to reduce
the growth in VA’s mandatory budget
accounts by over $5 billion in 6 years.
We will find ways to meet that goal.
And no veteran, or veterans’ survivor,
will suffer inordinate harm as a result.
Despite the inaccurate, unfair, un-
founded, and, yes, partisan pronounce-
ments of the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs, and despite what veterans, and
Senators, have heard from service or-
ganizations, ‘‘crying wolf,” we will not
cut veterans benefits. We never have.

We do not need to cut veterans bene-
fits in order to balance the budget. Nor
do we need to endure the cuts—real
cuts, not just reductions in the growth
rate—in veterans health care spending
proposed by the President in order to
achieve a balanced budget. We can
keep faith with our veterans and bal-
ance the budget. As Chairman of the
Veterans’ Affairs Committee, that is
what I intend to do.

Mr. President, I appreciate the time
that has been afforded me to address
this subject.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1791

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.
This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Veterans’

Compensation Cost-of-Living Adjustment

Act of 1996”.

SEC. 2. INCREASE IN COMPENSATION RATES AND
LIMITATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) The Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs shall, as provided in paragraph
(2), increase, effective December 1, 1996, the
rates of and limitations on Department of
Veterans Affairs disability compensation
and dependency and indemnity compensa-
tion.

(2) The Secretary shall increase each of the
rates and limitations in sections 1114, 1115(1),
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1162, 1311, 1313, and 1314 of title 38, United
States Code, that were increased by the
amendments made by the Veterans’ Com-
pensation Cost-of-Living Adjustment Act of
1995 (Public Law No. 104-57, 109 Stat. 555).
This increase shall be made in such rates and
limitations as in effect on November 30, 1996,
and shall be by the same percentage that
benefit amounts payable under title II of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 401 et seq.) are
increased effective December 1, 1996, as a re-
sult of a determination under section 215(i)
of such Act (42 U.S.C. 415(1)).

(b) SPECIAL RULE.—The Secretary may ad-
just administratively, consistent with the
increases made under subsection (a)(2), the
rates of disability compensation payable to
persons within the purview of section 10 of
Public Law 85-857 (72 Stat. 1263) who are not
in receipt of compensation payable pursuant
to chapter 11 of title 38, United States Code.

(¢c) PUBLICATION REQUIREMENT.—At the
same time as the matters specified in section
215(i)(2)(D) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 415(31)(2)(0)) are required to be pub-
lished by reason of a determination made
under section 215(i) of such Act during fiscal
year 1996, the Secretary shall publish in the
Federal Register the rates and limitations
referred to in subsection (a)(2) as increased
under this section.e

By Mrs. BOXER (for herself and
Mr. CHAFEE):

S. 1792. A bill to amend the Internal

Revenue Code of 1986 to allow compa-
nies to donate scientific equipment to
elementary and secondary schools for
use in their educational programs, and
for other purposes; to the Committee
on Finance.
THE COMPUTER DONATION INCENTIVE ACT OF 1996
e Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, 10 weeks
ago, thousands of volunteers through-
out California helped make NetDay 96
one of the most successful 1-day public
projects in history. At the time, we all
noted that this electronic barn-raising
could be a turning point in educational
history—but only if we followed
through with other steps to help our
children travel the information super-
highway.

I would like to take one such step by
announcing the Computer Donation In-
centive Act of 1996.

This important piece of legislation—
which my colleague Senate CHAFEE and
I are introducing in the Senate, and my
friend ANN ESHOO is introducing in the
House—will change the Federal Tax
Code in order to promote gifts of com-
puter hardware, software, and expertise
to our Nation’s schools.

The Computer Donation Incentive
Act will provide a greater tax deduc-
tion than is currently available for do-
nations of nearly new computers to ele-
mentary and secondary schools for edu-
cational purposes.

The amount of the deduction for
computer manufacturers is equal to
their manufacturing costs plus half the
difference between those costs and the
selling price. So, if the manufacturing
cost is $400 and the selling price is $700,
then the manufacturer would receive a
tax deduction of $550.

For nonmanufacturers, the deduction
is based on the computer’s purchase
price minus depreciation. For example:
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if a company buys a computer for
$2,000, take a depreciation of $400 1 year
and gives the computer to a school the
next year, then the company can take
a deduction of $1,600.

The Boxer-Chafee-Eshoo bill will also
provide the same deduction for busi-
nesses who give computers to libraries,
recreational centers and other public
institutions, or to nonprofit organiza-
tions that refurbish computers and
then give them to schools.

The successful education of Amer-
ica’s children is now closely linked to
the use of innovative educational tech-
nologies, particularly computer-aided
research and instruction. Unfortu-
nately, far too many classrooms lack
the computers they need to take ad-
vantage of these new educational tools.

NetDay 96 was an important step for-
ward in meeting this challenge. By all
accounts, it was tremendous success.
Taking inexpensive cooper wire and
priceless expertise, computer techni-
cians worked with parents, students,
faculty, and staff at each school to con-
nect classrooms, libraries, and com-
puter labs to the Internet. By the end
of the day, hundreds of public and pri-
vate schools were wired into the Net.

But the very success of NetDay
brought up another problem for most
of our schools: If young students are to
have access to the Information Super-
highway, what are they going to drive?

In Sylvandale, CA, for example,
NetDay volunteers installed three
Internet connections in each of a
school’s 40 classrooms. Counting the li-
brary and computer lab, this particular
school now has 190 potential Internet
connections. However, only four of the
school’s computers are powerful
enough to access the Internet; so there
are only four active connections out of
190.

If schools cannot get computers into
the classrooms, and if they can’t get
expert help to get up and running, then
they will not really have access to the
Internet. At a time when public schools
in California and around the country
are struggling to buy up-to-date text-
books and maintain school buildings,
classroom computers may seem hope-
lessly out of reach. As a result, public
schools lag far behind private schools
in computer use.

Current tax laws provide no incen-
tives for businesses to donate com-
puters to public schools. As a matter of
fact, the Federal Tax Code actually dis-
courages companies from giving to
public schools.

Section 170(e)(4) of the Federal Tax
Code allows computer manufacturers
to take a reasonable deduction when
they donate computers to universities
for scientific or research purposes. Fol-
lowing a recent IRS ruling, manufac-
turers can also take this deduction for
gifts to private elementary and sec-
ondary schools—but not for gifts to
public elementary and secondary
schools. Moreover, a manufacturer who
donates a computer to a public college
can now take the deduction if the com-
puter is
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used only for advanced research but
not if it is used for other teaching pur-
poses.

To make matters worse, only com-
puter manufacturers are eligible for
the higher education. Computer dealers
and distributors, along with many
other businesses, get no tax incentive
to do this.

Section 170(e)(4) was written in 1981—
before the explosion of computer-based
technology made computer literacy a
must for every American student. I
know that the authors of this provision
did not mean to exclude public schools
from the computer revolution; they
just could not foresee the day when
every school would need computers.

The Boxer-Chafee bill will revise this
archaic section of the Tax Code. Our
Computer Donation Incentive Act is
designed to give donations for edu-
cational purposes the same tax break
as those for scientific research pur-
poses. It will allow businesses to give
to public and private elementary and
secondary schools as well as institu-
tions of higher learning and still re-
ceive the tax break. And it will encour-
age donations from software producers,
computer distributors, and other com-
panies as well as hardware manufactur-
ers.

Along with computers and software,
businesses should also donate their ex-
pertise, providing the training required
to bring our schools fully on-line—and
we challenge them to do so. Teachers
and students both need such training in
order to integrate computer-based les-
sons into their basic curriculum.

The Computer Donation Incentive
Act will provide a reasonable incentive
for businesses to donate computers to
the schools. Again, I would like to em-
phasize that these must be nearly new
computers; those donated by manufac-
turers must be no more than 2 years
old, and those donated by nonmanufac-
turers must be 3 years old or less.

It is my hope that computer manu-
facturers and other companies will
take advantage of this incentive to
make computer literacy a reality for
elementary and secondary school stu-
dents.

Neither a day of electronic barn-
building nor an adjustment to the Tax
Code can solve all our educational
problems or even make every student
computer-literate for the next century.
But together, each initiative we take
will help provide our students with the
tools they need to drive on the infor-
mation Superhighway and compete in a
global information-based economy.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this bill be inserted in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1792

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

SECTION 1. CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS OF
SCIENTIFIC EQUIPMENT TO ELE-
MENTARY AND SECONDARY
SCHOOLS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (B) of
section 170(e)(4) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 is amended to read as
follows:

“(B) QUALIFIED RESEARCH OR EDUCATION
CONTRIBUTION.—For purposes of this para-
graph, the term ‘qualified research or edu-
cation contribution’ means a charitable con-
tribution by a corporation of tangible per-
sonal property (including computer soft-
ware), but only if—

‘(i) the contribution is to—

‘“(I) an educational organization described
in subsection (b)(1)(A)(i),

‘“(IT1) a governmental unit described in sub-
section (c)(1), or

‘“(ITIT) an organization described in section
41(e)(6)(B),

‘“(ii) the contribution is made not later
than 3 years after the date the taxpayer ac-
quired the property (or in the case of prop-
erty constructed by the taxpayer, the date
the construction of the property is substan-
tially completed),

‘(iii) the property is scientific equipment
or apparatus substantially all of the use of
which by the donee is for—

‘“(I) research or experimentation (within
the meaning of section 174), or for research
training, in the United States in physical or
biological sciences, or

‘“(IT) in the case of an organization de-
scribed in clause (i) (I) or (II), use within the
United States for educational purposes re-
lated to the purposes or function of the orga-
nization,

‘“(iv) the original use of the property began
with the taxpayer (or in the case of property
constructed by the taxpayer, with the
donee),

‘“(v) the property is not transferred by the
donee in exchange for money, other prop-
erty, or services, and

“(vi) the taxpayer receives from the donee
a written statement representing that its
use and disposition of the property will be in
accordance with the provisions of clauses
(iv) and (v).”

(b) DONATIONS TO CHARITY FOR REFUR-
BISHING.—Section 170(e)(4) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by adding
at the end the following new subparagraph:

“D) DONATIONS TO CHARITY FOR REFUR-
BISHING.—For purposes of this paragraph, a
charitable contribution by a corporation
shall be treated as a qualified research or
education contribution if—

‘(1) such contribution is a contribution of
property described in subparagraph (B)(iii)
to an organization described in section
501(c)(3) and exempt from Taxation under
section 501(a),

‘“(ii) such organization repairs and refur-
bishes the property and donates the property
to an organization described in subparagraph
(B)({), and

‘‘(iii) the taxpayer receives from the orga-
nization to whom the taxpayer contributed
the property a written statement rep-
resenting that its use of the property (and
any use by the organization to which it do-
nates the property) meets the requirements
of this paragraph.”’

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) Paragraph (4)(A) of section 170(e) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by
striking ‘‘qualified research contribution”
each place it appears and inserting ‘‘quali-
fied research or education contribution’.

(2) The heading for section 170(e)(4) of such
Code is amended by inserting ‘‘OR EDU-
CATION” after ‘‘RESEARCH”.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1995.@
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By Mr. GREGG:

S. 1793. A bill to amen the Tariff Act

of 1930 to provide that the requirement
relating to making imported articles
and containers apply to fresh cut flow-
ers; to the Committee on Finance.
THE TARIFF ACT OF 1930 AMENDMENT ACT OF 1996
oMr. GREGG. Mr. President, I intro-
duce legislation to amend the Tariff
act of 1930, to provide that the require-
ments relating to marking imported
articles and containers will apply to
fresh cut flowers as well. Under current
law and commercial practices, unlike
other imported goods, flowers are not
required to be labeled with country of
origin. It is my belief that consumers
have the right to know this informa-
tion when they shop for flowers.

U.S. law requires that merchandise
imported into the United States be
marked with country of origin infor-
mation. This marking must be ‘‘con-
spicuously, legibly, and permanently
marked in English” (19 U.S.C. 1304).
Unfortunately, this act also grants the
Secretary of the Treasury authority to
exempt certain items from these re-
quirements flowers are among the
items that have been exempted. My bill
would revoke this regulatory exemp-
tion.

The result is that the boxes or
sleeves in which imported flowers are
shipped are required to be marked only
at the point of entry and no further.
Often, before resale to consumers, flow-
ers are taken out of boxes either by im-
porters, wholesalers or retailers. In
many cases, even the retailer from
whom flowers are purchased is unaware
of the product’s origin. Domestic fresh
cut flower producers have had a nat-
ural advantage over importers with re-
spect to freshness due to their prox-
imity to local markets. Quite simply,
domestic flowers last longer and they
are grown in conformance with strict
U.S. pesticide laws as well. United
States consumers should be able to
choose to purchase fresh, long-lasting
domestic cut flowers produced under
strict pesticide controls. Historically,
however, without a means of distin-
guishing their product, domestic grow-
ers have found it difficult to promote
to consumers and handlers the
freshness of their flowers, or warn of
hazardous pesticide residues on im-
ported flowers.

The legislation I am introducing
today will not place an undue burden
on retailers or wholesalers. I'm sure all
of us, when we shop for groceries, have
seen perishable products routinely la-
beled either by sticker or a simple sign
by the product. This legislation would
also provide our domestic growers, who
enjoy advantages of proximity to the
market and the controlled environ-
ment of the greenhouse a valuable
means of distinguishing their fresh
product from imported flowers that are
several days old and potentially grown
under lax pesticide laws.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the provisions of my bill be
printed in the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1793

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. MARKING OF FRESH CUT FLOWERS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 304 of the Tariff
Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1304) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsections (f), (g), (h),
and (i) as subsections (g), (h), (i), and (j), re-
spectively; and

(2) by inserting after subsection (e) the fol-
lowing new subsection:

“(f) MARKING OF CUT FLOWERS.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, no ex-
ception may be made under subsection (a)(3)
with respect to fresh cut flowers described in
or classified under superior heading 0603, or
subheading 0603.10, 0603.10.30, 0603.10.60,
0603.10.70, or 0603.10.80 of the Harmonized
Tariff Schedule of the United States, as in
effect on January 1, 1996. The Secretary of
the Treasury shall, by regulation, assure
such fresh cut flowers are labeled, marked,
or otherwise clearly identified at the retail
level as to their country of origin.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section applies to articles en-
tered, or withdrawn from warehouse for con-
sumption, on the date that is 15 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act.e

By Mr. GREGG (for himself, Mr.
REID, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. WAR-
NER, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr.
THURMOND, Mr. SMITH, and Mr.
BRYAN):

S. 1794. A bill to amend chapter 83 of
title 5, United States Code, to provide
for the forfeiture of retirement benefits
in the case of any Member of Congress,
congressional employee, or Federal jus-
tice or judge who is convicted of an of-
fense relating to official duties of that
individual, and for the forfeiture of the
retirement allowance of the President
for such a conviction; to the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs.

THE CONGRESSIONAL, PRESIDENTIAL, AND

JUDICIAL PENSION FORFEITURE ACT

e Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I intro-
duce legislation which is, unfortu-
nately, a necessary measure. Even its
name—the Congressional, Presidential,
and Judicial Pension Forfeiture Act—
does not give any of us a good feeling.
However, I do not introduce this bill
apologetically, because I believe there
is a compelling need to enact these
changes in order to regain public con-
fidence and trust in elected officials
and top federal appointees.

I urge all of my distinguished col-
leagues to examine this bill and to ask
themselves the same kinds of questions
the American people have been asking
for a long time. “Why are Members of
Congress not held accountable for their
decisions, and more importantly for
their wrongdoing? Why do they seem to
think they are above the people who
elected them, and even sometimes
above the law?”’

Recent events have only confirmed
such cynicism. I'm sure none of us
would like to be reminded of the em-
barrassment caused by these scandals,
which are representative of an increas-
ing trend of privilege abuse. Thirty-
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four Members have served felony prison
sentences since 1900, 13 of those in the
last decade. Perhaps we need a deter-
rent, a statutory deterrent—such as
the Congressional, Presidential, and
Judicial Pension Forfeiture Act—which
would cause those who may be tempted
to abuse the privileges of public service
to think twice before exploiting those
powers. More importantly, this bill is
also aimed at establishing a common-
sense approach to fair play in the use
of taxpayers’ money—an approach that
the public understands instinctively
but to which Congress has yet to con-
form.

This bill would deny congressional
pensions to any Members who commit
specified felony crimes during their
term in office. The crimes relate di-
rectly to the execution of congres-
sional duties and were taken from a
compilation of Federal ethics laws pre-
pared by the Committee on Govern-
ment Affairs. These crimes are acts
which we all know are wrong, and for
which any American citizen would pay
dearly in a court of law. Yet we as,
Members of Congress, were elected on
the basis of integrity and character
and, as such, we should hold ourselves
to higher ethical standards than the
average citizen. This is true in the
military, whose officers, if convicted in
a court-martial, lose their pensions for
serious wrongdoing. We should ask our-
selves if we, too, should submit to the
kind of standards worthy of our offices.
I think we should.

Mr. President, the question here is
accountability. How accountable do we
perceive ourselves as being for the de-
cisions we make? While we would never
deny that we all make mistakes—and
our constituents would never expect us
to be perfect—the American people do
have a right to expect that we serve
them honorably, with a strong mind,
and with a clear conscience. More spe-
cifically, they have a right to expect
that we perform our duties free of cor-
ruption. Therefore, I strongly urge all
of you to consider the source of public
cynicism and the bad image which Gov-
ernment has recently acquired. Sixty-
six percent of eligible American voters
decide to stay home on election night,
not because they would rather watch
TV, but because they have lost faith in
their elected officials—in us—and in
the importance of their votes in a
democratic system they no longer feel
is responsive to them. And this time, it
is not about issues; it is about account-
ability. None of us would claim here on
the floor of the Senate that we do not
hold ourselves accountable for our own
actions. Hopefully, my colleagues will
agree to support this bill as a step to-
ward regaining the respect and the
trust of the American people.

Finally, I would like to thank Sen-
ators REID and NICKLES, who have been
working independently on this issue
and are joining me today in intro-
ducing this bill. Also, I would like to
thank my colleagues who have come
forward and have demonstrated their
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support for the bill by becoming origi-
nal cosponsors. It is gratifying, and I
am very honored, to have my distin-
guished colleagues, from both sides of
the aisle, joining me on this issue.®

By Mr. ROTH:

S. 1795. A bill to restore the Amer-
ican family, enhance support and work
opportunities for families with chil-
dren, reduce out-of-wedlock preg-
nancies, reduce welfare dependence by
requiring work, meet the health care
needs of America’s most wvulnerable
citizens, control welfare and Medicaid
spending, and increase State flexi-
bility; to the Committee on Finance.

THE PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY AND WORK

OPPORTUNITY ACT OF 1996

e Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, today is
the day we have reached the top of a
great divide. We can clearly see both
what lies ahead and that which is be-
hind us. Today is the day we decide
whether we dare to press forward and
change a welfare system that is crip-
pling children and families.

Today is a day of contrasts—39
months ago, President Clinton prom-
ised the Nation’s Governors and the
American people that he would end
welfare as we know it. Nothing hap-
pened.

He abandoned welfare reform and in-
stead pursued a misguided attempt to
take Government control over the
world’s finest health care system. It
didn’t work.

Today, the Republicans in the House
and Senate are introducing legislation
which will deliver on the promise of
welfare reform and which will protect
the health benefits of needy families as
they move from welfare to work. Today
we are introducing welfare and Med-
icaid reform based on the bipartisan
recommendations of the Nation’s Gov-
ernors. While the Clinton administra-
tion has pursued policies of national
control from Washington, we believe
the future of these programs belong in
the States.

Without even having seen our pro-
posal, President Clinton labeled Med-
icaid reform a ‘‘poison pill.”” We think
it is good medicine. Under our pro-
posal, Federal spending for the Med-
icaid program will total $371 billion
over the next 6 years. This represents
an average annual growth rate of 6.5
percent between 1996 and 2002 while
still achieving savings of $72 billion
compared to current law.

But $371 billion represents many im-
portant things in addition to how much
the Federal Government will choose to
spend on the third largest domestic
program in the Federal budget.

It represents bipartisan compromise.

It represents the future of how Gov-
ernment will work to help families es-
cape welfare dependency.

And it represents the future of gov-
ernmental relationships in our con-
stitutional system of federalism.

First, $371 billion represents an im-
portant element of compromise in the
political process. In the budget nego-
tiations with President Clinton Ilast
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December, the Republican leadership
recommended Medicaid savings of $85
billion. During the negotiations, Presi-
dent Clinton wanted to reduce the sav-
ings level for Medicaid to $569 billion.
At that time, there was a recognition
by the administration that Medicaid
spending indeed was out of control. For
example, between 1994 and 1995, total
Federal outlays grew by 3 percent.

But Medicaid spending grew nearly
three times as fast.

On a number of occasions, the admin-
istration has indicated that the Presi-
dent intends to reduce Medicaid spend-
ing by $59 billion.

The President’s fiscal year 1997 budg-
et released in March includes saving of
$55 billion.

Thus, by setting Medicaid spending
at $371 billion, we are meeting Presi-
dent Clinton halfway. The difference
between us is now $13 billion. This is
less than 2 percent of the total Federal
Medicaid spending over the next 6
years. This is a difference of 16 cents
per Medicaid recipient per day.

When President Clinton vetoed the
Balanced Budget Act of 1995, he argued
that the Medicaid budget savings cut
too deeply.

The adoption of today’s budget reso-
lution and the introduction of this leg-
islation clearly demonstrates that the
debate over Medicaid is not about
spending. The issue is, who will control
the spending, Washington, or the
States?

In February, the Nation’s Governors
unanimously adopted a proposal to re-
structure the Medicaid Program.
Democratic and Republican Governors
alike have called upon the President
and Congress to dramatically change
the Medicaid Program.

The Medicaid proposal we are intro-
ducing reflects the Governors’ policies,
including guarantees for children,
pregnant women, the elderly, and per-
sons with disabilities.

Together, the Democratic and Repub-
lican Governors have testified before
Congress that budget savings should be
between $59 and $85 billion. The Repub-
lican proposal of $72 billion in savings
reflects this spirit of bipartisan com-
promise and is the midpoint of these
savings figures.

The Medicaid debate therefore is
about policy, not budget. Medicaid is
the largest welfare program and must
be part of the solution for moving fam-
ilies from welfare to work. It costs
more than the AFDC, Food Stamp, and
SSI Programs combined.

The growths in the welfare programs
are intimately linked to Medicaid.
Medicaid is the nucleus of authentic
welfare reform.

The Nation’s Governors support re-
form and share the common goal to end
the status quo. Democratic and Repub-
lican Governors have forged a bipar-
tisan blueprint for reform.

Our legislation reflects the principles
and framework of the Governors’ pro-
posals and meets their goals.

Nearly everyone, including President
Clinton, recognizes that the welfare
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system is broken and must be fixed.
The Governors, Democratic and Repub-
lican alike, know that Medicaid and
welfare were in the same car wreck and
both require major reconstructive sur-
gery as soon as possible.

The Governors understand there are
major problems in the Medicaid Pro-
gram. To begin with, Medicaid is an
all-or-nothing proposition.

A person either qualifies for all Med-
icaid benefits or no Medicaid benefits.
There is no flexibility in the current
system to provide benefits tailored to a
family’s needs.

As such, the welfare system often
creates disincentives to work and gross
inequities for low-income working fam-
ilies, many of whom have no other way
to provide health care for their chil-
dren.

For the individual, the current Med-
icaid program is often self-defeating as
it encourages dependency. Many proud
families can describe what they are
forced to do to acquire and maintain
Medicaid coverage.

If a family’s income rises above the
eligibility level by just $1, the entire
Medicaid package is taken away.

Medicaid performs as it was designed
30 years ago—3$731 billion therefore rep-
resents a new opportunity to refocus
our welfare programs to help the
present and future generations to es-
cape dependency.

Governors know that Medicaid is a
critical link in moving families from
welfare to work. They understand it
can be difficult to convince a family
that work pays more than welfare if
the price includes the loss of their
health insurance.

The Medicaid current program dis-
courages expansion of coverage and in-
novation.

There is little flexibility or reward
for the States to experiment with ways
of improving access to care.

The Governors have testified how
their ideas to cover more families have
been stopped cold by Federal rules and
regulations.

The bureaucracy often thwarts tar-
geting of benefits which, for example,
could be more effective in lowering in-
fant mortality rates.

Medicaid lags far behind the private
sector in adopting progressive managed
care strategies which have saved em-
ployers and working families billions
of dollars.

Two-thirds of the people covered by
employer-sponsored health plans today
are enrolled in some type of managed
care plan.

In contrast, only about one-quarter
of the Medicaid recipients are in any
form of managed care.

Medicaid contains a number of bar-
riers to managed care.

For example, Florida is facing major
disruptions in its entire Medicaid sys-
tem because two of its best HMO’s do
not meet Medicaid’s ¢“75/25° require-
ments.

Freed from the choke hold of the
Federal bureaucracy, States will be

S5499

able to harness their enormous pur-
chasing power to improve the delivery
of services at lower costs.

The central issue of the pending Med-
icaid debate is who can best design a
State’s public health insurance pro-
gram—the Federal bureaucracy or the
States?

The idea that the children and elder-
ly citizens in a State must be protected
from their Governor and State legisla-
tors is not only wrong.

Mr. President, it is insulting.

Finally, slowing the rate of growth
represents a fundamental decision
about the future of federalism. Our
elected State officials are hostages to
the demands of the current Medicaid
Program. The Federal-State partner-
ship cannot survive the skyrocketing
cost of the Medicaid Program which
ricochets throughout State budgets.

For example, in 1990, Medicaid re-
placed higher education as the second
largest State spending category, ex-
ceeded only by elementary and sec-
ondary education.

In 1987, elementary and secondary
education accounted for 22.8 percent of
State spending. Medicaid took 10.2 per-
cent of State spending.

According to the latest report issued
by the National Association of State
Budget Officers, the share of State
spending for elementary and secondary
education has declined to 20.9 percent
while Medicaid’s share has nearly dou-
bled to 19.2 percent.

If present trends continue, Medicaid
will soon pass elementary and sec-
ondary education as the largest item in
State budgets.

Medicaid has seized the power of de-
cisionmaking from State officials. It is
simply draining resources from other
priorities.

As summarized by the State budget
officers’ report, ‘‘Medicaid * * * con-
tinues to limit the ability of
decisonmakers to use the budget as a
tool for implementing public policy.”

Last January, President Clinton pro-
claimed an end to big government.
Nothing could demonstrate a true alle-
giance to this pledge better than to re-
turn the responsibility and authority
for welfare programs to the States.

In sum, the critical difference be-
tween President Clinton and the Re-
publicans is not about the level of Med-
icaid spending.

Mr. President, the difference lies in
the vision of the proper roles of Gov-
ernment and in the faith of the Amer-
ican people to govern themselves.®

———

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 327

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
name of the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. SHELBY] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 327, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide clari-
fication for the deductibility of ex-
penses incurred by a taxpayer in con-
nection with the business use of the
home.
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