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By Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself, Mr.
CRAIG, and Mr. KOHL):

S. 2773. A bill to amend the Agricultural
Marketing Act of 1946 to enhance dairy mar-
kets through dairy product mandatory re-
porting, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry.

By Mr. GREGG (for himself, Mr.
KERREY, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. GRASSLEY,
Mr. THOMPSON, Mr. ROBB, and Mr.
THOMAS):

S. 2774. A bill to amend title II of the So-
cial Security Act to provide for individual
savings accounts funded by employee and
employer social security payroll deductions,
to extend the solvency of the old-age, sur-
vivors, and disability insurance program,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Finance.

By Mr. DORGAN (for himself, Mr. ENZI,
Mr. VOINOVICH, Mr. BREAUX, Mr.
GRAHAM, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mrs.
LINCOLN, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. BRYAN,
Mr. CLELAND, and Mr. THOMAS):

S. 2775. To foster innovation and techno-
logical advancement in the development of
the Internet and electronic commerce, and
to assist the States in simplifying their sales
and use taxes; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. COVERDELL (for himself and
Mr. TORRICELLI):

S. 2776. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to encourage charitable
contributions to public charities for use in
medical research; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

By Mr. SARBANES (for himself, Mr.
WARNER, Mr. ROBB, and Ms.
MIKULSKI):

S. 2777. A bill to amend the National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration Au-
thorization Act of 1992 to revise and enhance
authorities, and to authorize appropriations,
for the Chesapeake Bay Office, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

By Mr. KOHL (for himself, Mr. DEWINE,
Mr. SPECTER, Mr. LEAHY, Mr.
GRASSLEY, and Mr. FEINGOLD):

S. 2778. A Dbill to amend the Sherman Act
to make oil-producing and exporting cartels
illegal; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SANTORUM (for himself, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr. KOHL,
Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. TORRICELLI, and
Mr. KERRY):

S. 2779. A bill to provide for the designa-
tion of renewal communities and to provide
tax incentives relating to such communities,
to provide a tax credit to taxpayers invest-
ing in entities seeking to provide capital to
create new markets in low-income commu-
nities, and to provide for the establishment
of Individual Development Accounts (IDAs),
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Finance.

—————

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. BRYAN:

S. Res. 326. A resolution designating the
Cowboy Poetry Gathering in Elko, Nevada,
as the ‘“National Cowboy Poetry Gathering’’;
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

By Mr. REID:

S. Res. 327. A resolution expressing the
sense of the Senate on United States efforts
to encourage the governments of foreign
countries to investigate and prosecute
crimes committed in those countries in the
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name of family honor and to provide relief
for victims of those crimes; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

————

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. KERRY (for himself and
Ms. COLLINS):

S. 2766. A bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act with respect to
payments made under the prospective
payment system for home health serv-
ices furnished under the Medicare pro-
gram; to the Committee on Finance.
THE EQUAL ACCESS TO HOME HEALTH CARE ACT

OF 2000

e Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join my colleague Senator
COLLINS in introducing the Equal Ac-
cess to Medicare Home Health Care
Act. This legislation will protect pa-
tient access to home health care under
Medicare, and ensure that providers
are able to continue serving seniors
who reside in medically underserved
areas.

Medicare was enacted in 1965, under
the leadership of President Lyndon
Johnson, as a promise to the American
people that, in exchange for their years
of hard work and service to our coun-
try, their health care would be pro-
tected in their golden years. Today,
over 30 million seniors rely on the
Medicare home health benefit to re-
ceive the care they need to maintain
their independence and remain in their
own homes, and to avoid the need for
more costly hospital or nursing home
care.

Home health care is critical. It is a
benefit to which all eligible Medicare
beneficiaries, regardless of where they
live, should be entitled. But, this ben-
efit is being seriously undermined.
Since enactment of the Balanced Budg-
et Act, BBA, of 1997, federal funding for
home health care has plummeted. Ac-
cording to the Congressional Budget
Office, CBO, Medicare spending on
home health care dropped 45 percent in
the last two fiscal years—from $17.5
billion in 1998 to $9.7 billion in 1999—far
beyond the original amount of savings
sought by the BBA. Across the coun-
try, these cuts have forced over 2,500
home health agencies to close and over
500,000 patients to lose their services.

In my own State of Massachusetts—a
state that, because of economic effi-
ciency, sustained a disproportionate
share of the BBA cuts in Medicare
home health funding—28 home health
agencies have closed, 6 more have
turned in their Medicare provider num-
bers and chosen to opt out of the Medi-
care program, and 12 more have been
forced to merge in order to consolidate
their limited resources. The home
health agencies that have continued to
serve patients despite the deep cuts in
Medicare funding reported net oper-
ating losses of $164 million in 1998. The
loss of home health care providers in
Massachusetts has cost 10,000 patients
access to home health services. Con-
sequently, many of the most vulner-
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able residents in my state are being
forced to enter hospitals and nursing
homes, or going without any help at
all.

To compound the problem, without
Congressional action, Medicare pay-
ments for home health care will be
automatically cut by an additional 15
percent next year. It is critical that we
defend America’s seniors against future
cuts in home health services, and this
bill will eliminate the additional 15
percent cut in Medicare home health
payments mandated by the BBA. How-
ever, we must do more than attempt to
stop future cuts. Indeed, it is equally
as important that we begin to provide
relief to home health providers who are
already struggling to care for patients.

During the first year of implementa-
tion of the Interim Payment System,
IPS, thousands of home health care
agencies incurred overpayments be-
cause they were not notified of their
per beneficiary limits until long after
the limits were imposed. The provi-
sions of this bill would extend the re-
payment period for IPS overpayments
without interest for three years, and
thereafter at an interest rate lower
than currently mandated.

Under IPS, even agencies which did
not incur overpayments were placed on
precarious financial footing because of
insufficient payments, particularly for
high-cost and long-term patients. Ac-
cordingly, it is critical that we bolster
the efforts of all home health care pro-
viders to transcend their current oper-
ating deficits, especially as they tran-
sition from the Interim Payment Sys-
tem to the Prospective Payment Sys-
tem, PPS.

The BBA specified that, in aggregate,
PPS payments to home health pro-
viders must equal IPS payments. This
adjustment—the budget neutrality fac-
tor—is expected to reduce PPS pay-
ments for home health services by 22
percent below the average Medicare
costs prior to enactment of the BBA. In
order to provide relief to home health
providers in this budget neutral con-
text, the Equal Access to Medicare
Home Health Care Act would establish
a 10 percent add-on to the episodic base
payment for patients in rural areas, to
reflect the increasing costs of travel,
and a ‘‘reasonable cost’ add-on for se-
curity services utilized by providers in
our urban areas. These add-ons ensure
that patients in our medically under-
served communities continue to re-
ceive the home care they need and de-
serve.

Finally, this legislation would en-
courage the incorporation of telehealth
technology in home care plans by al-
lowing cost reporting of the telemedi-
cine services utilized by agencies. Tele-
medicine has demonstrated tremen-
dous potential in bringing modern
health care services to patients who re-
side in areas where providers and tech-
nology are scarce. Cost reporting will
provide the data necessary to develop a
fair and reasonable Medicare reim-
bursement policy for telehomecare and
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bring the benefits of modern science
and technology to our nation’s under-
served.

Unless we increase the federal com-
mitment to the Medicare home health
care benefit, we can only expect to con-
tinue to imperil the health of an entire
generation. We must act to deliver on
that promise that President Johnson
made 25 years ago—our nation’s seniors
deserve no less.®

By Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself,
Mr. LEVIN, and Mr. ABRAHAM):

S. 2767. A bill to authorize the en-
forcement by State and local govern-
ments of certain Federal Communica-
tions Commission regulations regard-
ing use of citizens band radio equip-
ment; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

CB RADIO INTERFERENCE LEGISLATION

e Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I am
pleased to once again introduce a bill
to deal with the all too common prob-
lem of interference with residential
home electronic equipment caused by
unlawful use of citizens band, or CB,
radios. This is the third Congress in
which I have offered this legislation. In
1998, it was nearly enacted as part of an
anti-slamming bill. I hope that this
year, we can finally put this common
sense bill into law.

The problem of CB radio interference
can be extremely distressing for resi-
dents who cannot have a telephone
conversation, watch television, or lis-
ten to the radio without being inter-
rupted by a neighbor’s illegal use of a
CB radio. Unfortunately, under the
current law, those residents have little
recourse. The bill I am introducing
today will provide those residents with
a practical solution to this problem.

Until recently, the FCC enforced its
rules outlining what equipment may or
may not be used for CB radio trans-
missions, how long transmissions may
be broadcast, what channels may be
used, as well as many other technical
requirements. The FCC also used to in-
vestigate neighbor’s complaints that a
CB radio enthusiast’s transmissions
interfered with their use of home elec-
tronic and telephone equipment. The
FCC receives thousands of such com-
plaints annually.

For the past five years, I have
worked on behalf of constituents both-
ered by persistent interference of near-
by CB radio transmissions, in some
cases caused by unlawful use of radio
equipment. In each case, the constitu-
ents have sought my help in securing
an FCC investigation of the complaint.
And in each case, the FCC indicated
that due to a lack of resources, they no
longer investigate radio frequency in-
terference complaints. Instead of inves-
tigation and enforcement, the FCC
only provides self-help information
which the consumer may use to limit
the interference on their own.

This situation 1is understandable
given the rising number of complaints
for things like slamming. The re-
sources of the FCC are limited, and
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there is only so much they can do to
address complaints of radio inter-
ference.

Nonetheless, this problem is ex-
tremely annoying and frustrating to
those who experience radio inter-
ference. Many residents implement the
self-help measures recommended by
FCC such as installing filtering devices
to prevent the unwanted interference,
working with their telephone company,
or attempting to work with the neigh-
bor they believe is causing the inter-
ference. In many cases these self-help
measures are effective.

However, in some cases filters and
other technical solutions fail to solve
the problem because the interference is
caused by the unlawful use of CB radio
equipment such as unauthorized linear
amplifiers.

Municipal residents, after being de-
nied an investigation or enforcement
from the FCC, frequently contact their
city or town government and ask them
to police the interference. However, the
Communications Act of 1934 provides
exclusive authority to the Federal Gov-
ernment for the regulation of radio.
This preempts municipal ordinances or
State laws that regulate radio fre-
quency interference caused by unlawful
use of CB radio equipment. This situa-
tion creates an interesting dilemma for
municipal governments. They can nei-
ther pass their own ordinances to con-
trol CB radio interference, nor can
they rely on the agency with exclusive
jurisdiction over interference to en-
force the very Federal law which pre-
empts them.

Let me give an example of the kind
of frustrations people have experienced
in attempting to deal with these prob-
lems. Shannon Ladwig, a resident of
Beloit, WI is fighting to end CB inter-
ference with her home electronic
equipment that has plagued her family
for many years. Shannon worked with-
in the existing system by asking for an
FCC investigation, installing filtering
equipment on her telephone, attempt-
ing to work with the neighbor causing
the interference, and so on. Nothing
has been effective.

Here are some of the annoyances
Shannon has experienced. Her answer-
ing machine picks up calls for which
there is no audible ring, and at times
records ghost messages. Often, she can-
not get a dial tone when she or her
family members wish to place an out-
going call. During telephone conversa-
tions, the content of the nearby CB
transmission can frequently be heard
and on occasion, her phone conversa-
tions are inexplicably cut off. Ms.
Ladwig’s TV transmits audio from the
CB transmission rather than the tele-
vision program her family is watching.
Shannon never knows if the TV pro-
gram she taped with her VCR will actu-
ally record the intended program or
whether it will contain profanity from
nearby CB radio conversation.

Shannon did everything she could to
solve the problem and years later she
still feels like a prisoner in her home,
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unable to escape the broadcasting
whims of a CB operator using illegal
equipment with impunity. Shannon
even went to her city council to de-
mand action. The Beloit City Council
responded by passing an ordinance al-
lowing local law enforcement to en-
force FCC regulations—an ordinance
the council knows is preempted by Fed-
eral law. The bill I am introducing
today would allow Beloit’s ordinance
to stand.

The problems experienced by Beloit
residents are by no means isolated inci-
dents. I have received very similar
complaints from at least 10 other Wis-
consin communities in the last several
years in which whole neighborhoods
are experiencing persistent radio fre-
quency interference. Since I have
begun working on this issue, my staff
has also been contacted by a number of
other congressional offices who are
also looking for a solution to the prob-
lem of radio frequency interference in
their States or districts caused by un-
lawful CB use. The city of Grand Rap-
ids, Michigan, in particular, has con-
tacted me about this legislation be-
cause they face a persistent inter-
ference problem very similar to that in
Beloit. I am pleased that Senators
LEVIN and ABRAHAM join me today in
cosponsoring this legislation.

In all, the FCC receives more than
30,000 radio frequency interference
complaints annually—most of which
are caused by CB radios. Unfortu-
nately, the FCC no longer has the staff,
resources, or the field capability to in-
vestigate these complaints and local-
ities are blocked from exercising any
jurisdiction to provide relief to their
residents.

My bill resolves this Catch-22, by al-
lowing states and localities to enforce
statutes or ordinances prohibiting se-
lected violations of the FCC regula-
tions. This gives local law enforcement
the ability to enforce existing FCC reg-
ulations regarding unauthorized CB
equipment and frequencies while main-
taining exclusive Federal jurisdiction
over the regulation of radio services. It
is a commonsense solution to a very
frustrating and real problem which
cannot be addressed under existing law.
Residents should not be held hostage to
a Federal law which purports to pro-
tect them but cannot be enforced.

Now this amendment is by no means
a panacea for the problem of radio fre-
quency interference. It is intended only
to help localities solve the most egre-
gious and persistent problems of inter-
ference—those caused by unauthorized
use of CB radio equipment and fre-
quencies. In cases where interference is
caused by the legal and licensed oper-
ation of any radio service, residents
will need to resolve the interference
using the FCC self-help measures that I
mentioned earlier.

In many cases, interference can re-
sult from inadequate home electronic
equipment immunity from radio fre-
quency interference. Those problems
can only be resolved by installing fil-
tering equipment and by improving the
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manufacturing standards of home tele-
communications equipment.

The electronic equipment manufac-
turing industry, represented by the
Telecommunications Industry Associa-
tion and the Electronics Industry Asso-
ciation, working with the Federal Com-
munications Commission, has adopted
voluntary standards to improve the im-
munity of telephones from inter-
ference. Those standards were adopted
by the American National Standards
Institute last year. Manufacturers of
electronic equipment should be encour-
aged to adopt these new ANSI stand-
ards. Consumers have a right to expect
that the telephones they purchase will
operate as expected without excessive
levels of interference from legal radio
transmissions. Of course, Mr. Presi-
dent, these standards assume legal op-
eration of radio equipment and cannot
protect residents from interference
from illegal operation of CB equip-
ment.

This bill also does not address inter-
ference caused by other radio services,
such as commercial stations or ama-
teur stations. I have worked with the
American Radio Relay League (ARRL),
an organization representing amateur
radio operators, frequently referred to
as “ham’ operators, to address a num-
ber of concerns that they raised about
the original versions of my bill. ARRL
was concerned that while the bill was
intended to cover only illegal use of CB
equipment, FCC-licensed amateur
radio operators might inadvertently be
targeted and prosecuted by local gov-
ernment and law enforcement. ARRL
also expressed concern that local law
enforcement might not have the tech-
nical abilities to distinguish between
ham stations and CB stations and
might not be able to determine what
CB equipment was FCC-authorized and
what equipment is illegal.

I have worked with the ARRL and
amateur operators from Wisconsin to
address these concerns. As a result of
those discussions, this amendment in-
corporates a number of provisions sug-
gested by the league. First, the amend-
ment makes clear that the limited au-
thority provided to localities in no way
diminishes or affects the FCC’s exclu-
sive jurisdiction over the regulation of
radio.

Second, the amendment clarifies that
possession of a FCC license to operate
a radio service for the operation at
issue, such as an amateur station, is a
complete protection against any local
government action authorized by this
amendment. Unlike CB operators, ama-
teur radio enthusiasts are not only in-
dividually licensed by the FCC but
they also self-regulate. The ARRL is
very involved in resolving interference
concerns both among their own mem-
bers and between ham operators and
residents experiencing problems.

Third, the bill also provides for a
FCC appeal process by any radio oper-
ator who is adversely affected by a
local government action under this
amendment. The FCC will make deter-
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minations as to whether the locality
acted properly within the limited
jursidiction this legislation provides
and the FCC will have the power to re-
verse the action if they acted improp-
erly. And fourth, my legislation re-
quires the FCC to provide States and
localities with technical guidance on
how to determine whether a CB oper-
ator is acting within the law.

In addition, the bill has been modi-
fied to address concerns raised by
truckers, who feared that local law en-
forcement would use reports of CB in-
terference to indiscriminately stop and
search trucks in the area. The bill now
provides specifically that local govern-
ments may not seek to enforce the FCC
regulations with respect to a CB radio
on board a commercial motor vehicle
unless there is probable cause to be-
lieve that someone in the vehicle is op-
erating a CB radio in violation of the
regulations. This provision should en-
sure that this new authority is not
used as a pretext to harass truckers.

Again, Mr. President, my bill is nar-
rowly targeted to resolve persistent in-
terference with home electronic equip-
ment caused by illegal CB operation.
Under my bill, localities cannot estab-
lish their own regulations on CB use
outside of the already existing FCC
regulations. This bill will not resolve
all interference problems and it is not
intended to do so. Some interference
problems require continued attentions
from the FCC, the telecommunications
manufacturing industry, and radio
service operators. This bill merely pro-
vides localities with the tools they
need to protect their residents while
preserving the FCC’s exclusive regu-
latory jurisdiction over the regulation
of radio services.

I ask that the full 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. 2767

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

SECTION 1. ENFORCEMENT OF REGULATIONS
REGARDING CITIZENS BAND RADIO
EQUIPMENT.

Section 302 of the Communications Act of
1934 (47 U.S.C. 302a) is amended by adding at
the end the following:

“(f)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2),
a State or local government may enact a
statute or ordinance that prohibits a viola-
tion of the following regulations of the Com-
mission under this section:

““(A) A regulation that prohibits a use of
citizens band radio equipment not authorized
by the Commission.

‘(B) A regulation that prohibits the unau-
thorized operation of citizens band radio
equipment on a frequency between 24 MHz
and 35 MHz.

‘“(2) A station that is licensed by the Com-
mission pursuant to section 301 in any radio
service for the operation at issue shall not be
subject to action by a State or local govern-
ment under this subsection. A State or local
government statute or ordinance enacted for
purposes of this subsection shall identify the
exemption available under this paragraph.

‘“(3) The Commission shall provide tech-
nical guidance to State and local govern-
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ments regarding the detection and deter-
mination of violations of the regulations
specified in paragraph (1).

““(4)(A) In addition to any other remedy au-
thorized by law, a person affected by the de-
cision of a State or local government enforc-
ing a statute or ordinance under paragraph
(1) may submit to the Commission an appeal
of the decision on the grounds that the State
or local government, as the case may be, en-
acted a statute or ordinance outside the au-
thority provided in this subsection.

‘“(B) A person shall submit an appeal on a
decision of a State or local government to
the Commission under this paragraph, if at
all, not later than 30 days after the date on
which the decision by the State or local gov-
ernment becomes final, but prior to seeking
judicial review of such decision.

“(C) The Commission shall make a deter-
mination on an appeal submitted under sub-
paragraph (B) not later than 180 days after
its submittal.

(D) If the Commission determines under
subparagraph (C) that a State or local gov-
ernment has acted outside its authority in
enforcing a statute or ordinance, the Com-
mission shall preempt the decision enforcing
the statute or ordinance.

‘“(5) The enforcement of statute or ordi-
nance that prohibits a violation of a regula-
tion by a State or local government under
paragraph (1) in a particular case shall not
preclude the Commission from enforcing the
regulation in that case concurrently.

‘(6) Nothing in this subsection shall be
construed to diminish or otherwise affect the
jurisdiction of the Commission under this
section over devices capable of interfering
with radio communications.

‘(7T The enforcement of a statute or ordi-
nance by a State or local government under
paragraph (1) with regard to citizens band
radio equipment on board a ‘commercial
motor vehicle,” as defined in section 31101 of
title 49, United States Code, shall require
probable cause to find that the commercial
motor vehicle or the individual operating
the vehicle is in violation of the regulations
described in paragraph (1). Probable cause
shall be defined in accordance with the tech-
nical guidance provided by the Commission
under paragraph (3).”’.e
e Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to cosponsor legislation being
introduced today by my friend from
Wisconsin to address a problem that is
unique to certain areas of Wisconsin
and Michigan.

In the Cities of Grand Rapids and
Battle Creek, Michigan and in several
Wisconsin communities, certain indi-
vidual Citizens Band (CB) radio opera-
tors are using illegal equipment of a
capacity which interferes with the
home electronic equipment and tele-
phone service of their neighbors.

As a result, these neighbors are
forced to buy filters in order to screen
out the interference, and in some cases
the interference is so extreme that the
filters don’t even work. There have
also been complaints that some of
these ‘‘illegal’> CB broadcasters are
using profanity which is disturbing to
the neighbors and interfering with le-
gitimate use of CB radios by truckers
and others.

The problem is exacerbated by a lack
of Federal resources to stop the prob-
lem. In recent years, due to budget and
staffing cuts, the FCC has decreased its
enforcement efforts. The legislation
being introduced today would author-
ize local jurisdictions to enforce the
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FCC regulations regarding use of citi-
zens band radio equipment, while main-
taining the FCC jurisdiction over the
regulation of radio services.

The bill provides for an FCC appeal
process available to any person who be-
lieves they are adversely affected by
local enforcement action. FCC does not
object to this approach or to this legis-
lation.

Mr. President, this legislation offers
a simple solution to the inability of the
FCC, due to insufficient resources, to
put a stop to illegal CB equipment use
in parts of Michigan and Wisconsin.
The legislation would allow local offi-
cials, who are more familiar with the
specific problems and complaints in
their areas of jurisdiction, to be au-
thorized to enforce FCC regulations re-
garding the use of CB radio equipment.
The legislation has the strong support
of local government officials in the
Michigan communities where CB inter-
ference occurs.

An identical bill has been introduced
in the House of Representatives. I hope
this legislation will be enacted in an
expedited manner so that local officials
will have the ability to stop the use of
illegal CB equipment that is inter-
fering with legitimate CB use and dis-
turbing citizens of the impacted com-
munities.e

By Ms. COLLINS:

S. 2768. A bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to improve the
Medicare-dependent, small rural hos-
pital program; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

SMALL RURAL HOSPITAL PROGRAM
IMPROVEMENT ACT

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce the Small Rural
Hospital Program Improvement Act,
which is intended to make critically
important changes to Medicare pay-
ment policies for rural hospitals.

Mr. President, most hospitals in
rural America serve a large number of
Medicare patients. Medicare payments
to these hospitals, however, are not al-
ways adequate to cover the cost of the
services they provide. The legislation I
am introducing today will increase
Medicare payments to small, rural hos-
pitals in Maine and elsewhere by ena-
bling more of them to qualify for en-
hanced reimbursements under the
Medicare Dependent, Small Rural Hos-
pital Program.

Rural hospitals are the anchors of
small towns and communities across
America. Not only are they the main-
stay of the local health care delivery
system, but they are also often the
major employers in their communities.
Rural communities have unique char-
acteristics and special needs, and their
hospitals face tremendous challenges
every day as they work to provide the
highest quality health care to their pa-
tients in the face of sometimes discour-
aging odds.

Rural communities tend to have
higher concentrations of elderly per-
sons and higher levels of poverty.
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Rural residents also tend to have high-
er rates of certain health problems
than people living in urban areas. For
example, deaths and disabilities result-
ing from injury are more common, and
rural residents also tend to experience
higher rates of chronic disease and dis-
ability. Rural providers also face
unique challenges in the delivery of
health care services, given the great
distances and extreme weather condi-
tions that often prevail, particularly in
states like Maine. Shortages of physi-
cians, nurses and other health profes-
sionals make it difficult to ensure that
rural residents have access to all of the
care that they need. And finally, Medi-
care reimbursement policies tend to
favor urban areas and fail to take the
special needs of rural providers into ac-
count.

The Balanced Budget Act of 1997 has
posed additional challenges for rural
areas. Deep Medicare payment reduc-
tions and mounting regulatory require-
ments have damaged our fragile rural
health care delivery system, and, in
particular, our rural hospitals and
home health agencies. While the Bal-
anced Budget Refinement Act of 1999
did provide some much-needed relief,
we should take further steps to ensure
that these rural providers receive more
equitable Medicare payments.

One relatively simple, but neverthe-
less important step we can take is to
update the antiquated and arbitrary
classification requirements that pre-
vent otherwise-qualified hospitals from
receiving assistance under the Medi-
care Dependent, Small Rural Hospital
program. Under this program, small
rural hospitals that treat relatively
high proportions of Medicare patients
qualify for enhanced Medicare reim-
bursements. To qualify as a Medicare
Dependent Hospital, a hospital must be
located in a rural area, not be a sole
community hospital, have 100 or fewer
beds, and have been dependent on Medi-
care for at least 60 percent of its inpa-
tient days or discharges in 1987.

The requirement that the hospital
must have had at least 60 percent of its
hospital discharges or patient days at-
tributable to Medicare beneficiaries in
1987 is what creates the problem. Using
1987 as a base year erects an arbitrary
barrier that prevents many small rural
hospitals that otherwise meet the cri-
teria from participating in this pro-
gram. As an example, despite the fact
that most of the small rural hospitals
in Maine treat a disproportionate share
of Medicare beneficiaries, none of them
currently qualifies for this program.
Not a single one.

The legislation I am introducing
today modifies and updates the 60 per-
cent requirement and bases eligibility
for the Medicare Dependent, Small
Rural Hospital program on Medicare
discharges or patient days during any
of the three most recently audited cost
report periods rather than fiscal year
1987. In addition, the bill would make
the program, which currently is only
authorized through FY 2006, perma-
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nent. According to the Maine Hospital
Association, if updated in this way,
nine Maine hospitals will be eligible for
the program, which would make them
eligible for over $9 million additional
Medicare dollars.

Increasing Medicare payment rates is
critically important to the hospitals in
Maine. For the past several years,
Maine has ranked 49th or 50th in the
nation in terms of Medicare reimburse-
ment-to-cost ratios. For example,
while hospitals in some states received
more from Medicare in 1996 than it cost
them to provide care to older and dis-
abled Medicare patients, Maine’s hos-
pitals were only reimbursed 80 cents
for every $1.00 they actually spent car-
ing for Medicare beneficiaries.

As a consequence, Maine’s hospitals
have experienced a serious Medicare
shortfall in recent years. The Maine
Hospital Association anticipates a $174
million Medicare shortfall in 2002,
which will force Maine’s hospitals to
shift costs on to other payers in the
form of higher hospital charges. This
Medicare shortfall is one of the reasons
that Maine has among the highest in-
surance premiums in the nation.

Maine’s poor Medicare margin is not
due to high hospital costs. In fact, the
current system tends to penalize Maine
hospitals for their efficiency. For ex-
ample, at $5,232, Maine’s cost per dis-
charge is slightly under the national
average of $5,241, and is well below the
Northeast average of $5,517.

The legislation I am introducing
today will not solve Maine’s Medicare
shortfall problem, but it will help to
close the gap. It will also enable many
more small rural hospitals across the
country to benefit from this program,
which will help to ensure continued ac-
cess to high quality hospital care for
all rural Americans.

By LEAHY (for himself, Mr.
HATCH, Mr. ROBB, Mr. DURBIN,
Mr. KOHL, Mr. SCHUMER, and
Mr. CLELAND):

S. 2769. A bill to authorize funding
for National Instant Criminal Back-
ground Check System improvement; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

NICS PARTNERSHIP ACT

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am
pleased to introduce the legislation to
improve the National Instant Criminal
Background Check System, NICS. The
NICS Partnership Act authorizes the
Department of Justice to reimburse
states for serving as points of contact
under the NICS. Our legislation also re-
quires the Attorney General to issue a
report to Congress on the appropriate
formula to reimburse states for their
reasonable costs to serve as points of
contact for access to the NICS. I am
pleased that Senators HATCH, ROBB,
DURBIN, KOHL, SCHUMER, and CLELAND
are original cosponsors of this bipar-
tisan bill.

The Brady Handgun Violence Preven-
tion Act of 1994 established the NICS
and required federal firearm licensees
to conduct a background check on the
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purchaser of any firearm sale after No-
vember 30, 1998. In its first 18 months of
operation, the NICS has been a highly
effective system for keeping guns out
of the hands of criminals and children.
Having processed 10 million inquires
during this time, the NICS has ensured
the timely transfer of firearms to law-
abiding citizens, while denying trans-
fers to more than 179,000 felons, fugi-
tives and other prohibited persons.
That is a remarkable record in pre-
venting crime and protecting public
safety.

This success, however, has come at
an unfair cost to many states. The
NICS is mandated by Federal law, the
Brady Act, but many states are picking
up the tab for conducting effective
Brady background checks. Congress
should remedy this inequity. Effective
Brady background checks are the re-
sponsibility of the Federal government
under Federal law. As a result, it is
only fair for Congress to reimburse
states for their reasonable costs needed
to conduct effective Brady background
checks.

Because more comprehensive crimi-
nal history records are currently avail-
able at the state and local level in
many states, instead of the Federal
level, these states have elected to serve
as points of contact (POCs) to access
the NICS. A state POC is a state agen-
cy that agrees to conduct Brady back-
ground checks, including NICS checks,
on prospective gun buyers. In states
that have agreed to serve as POCs, fed-
eral firearm licensees contact the state
POC for a Brady background check
rather than contacting the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation (FBI). These POC
background checks review more
records of people in prohibited cat-
egories, such as people who have been
involuntarily committed to a mental
institution or are under a domestic vio-
lence restraining order.

Indeed, in my home state of
Vermont, for example, which serves as
a POC, approximately 28 percent of all
denials of prohibited persons seeking
firearm purchases are based on state
charges which would not have been
available for review at the FBI's crimi-
nal record repository. These purchasers
were denied because a relief from abuse
order had been issued against them,
they had been convicted of a mis-
demeanor crime of family violence,
they were wanted in the State of
Vermont, or they had been convicted of
a felony in Vermont and not
fingerprinted. These results dem-
onstrate the value of having the states
act as POCs for NICS.

Currently, the following 15 states
serve as a full POC for NICS: Arizona,
California, Colorado, Connecticut,
Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Illinois, Ne-
vada, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Ten-
nessee, Utah, Vermont and Virginia.
Another 11 states serve as partial POCs
for NICS by performing checks for
handgun purchases while the FBI proc-
esses checks for long gun purchases:
Iowa, Michigan, Nebraska, New York,
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North Carolina, Indiana, Maryland,
New Hampshire, Oregon, Washington,
and Wisconsin. Thus, more than half
the states serve as full or partial POCs
under the NICS.

In fact, of the 8,621,000 background
checks conducted last year, 4,538,000
were handled by the FBI and 4,083,000—
almost half—were handled by state
POCs. So while some states relied on
the FBI to conduct Brady background
checks and paid nothing, the states
that elected to conduct more effective
background checks paid the full cost of
them. That is unfair to states that are
doing the right thing.

The State of Vermont, for instance,
pays about $110,000 a year for its POC
system to run effective Brady back-
ground checks on all firearms pur-
chased through federal firearms licens-
ees. In other POC states, the burden is
higher on state legislatures to come up
with funding sources to pay for effec-
tive Brady background checks.

Indeed, the Governor of Florida, Jeb
Bush, wrote to me last year in strong
support of Federal funding to pay for
the costs of Brady background checks
performed by POC states. Governor
Bush empathized that Florida’s POC
background checks were more efficient
and effective than background checks
performed at the Federal level. Gov-
ernor Bush concluded in his letter that:
“Without this funding, it is unlikely
that state legislatures will continue
the state programs—the inequities of
charging for the service in some states
but getting free service in others are
too obvious.” I agree. I ask unanimous
consent that Governor Bush’s letter be
printed in the RECORD at the conclu-
sion of my remarks.

The FBI, in its first operations report
on the NICS, recommend that states
should be compensated for their costs
necessary to serve as POCs. Specifi-
cally, the FBI’'s report found: ‘‘Based
on its first year of operation, it is clear
that the ability of the NICS to stop
prohibited persons from acquiring fire-
arms would be improved by ... a
means to help states with the cost of
performing as a POC state. . . .”

A recent General Accounting Office
report on the implementation of the
NICS also praised the POC state back-
ground check system. The GAO report
found: ‘“According to the FBI, the func-
tioning of the NICS would be more ef-
fective and efficient if more states
were full participants. For instance,
FBI officials noted that state law en-
forcement agencies have access to
more current criminal history records
and more data sources, particularly re-
garding noncriminal disqualifiers, such
as mental hospital commitments, from
their own states than does the FBI, and
have a better understanding of their
own state laws and disqualifying fac-
tors.”

Similar legislation to reimburse POC
states under the NICS was part of the
Senate-passed Juvenile Justice bill,
which has been languishing in con-
ference for many months. I prefer that
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we address this issue as part of the ju-
venile justice legislation by convening
the juvenile justice conference and fin-
ishing the work we started last May
when the Senate passed the Hatch-
Leahy juvenile justice bill by a strong
bipartisan vote. But since the congres-
sional leadership appears unlikely to
reconvene the juvenile justice con-
ference, then we should consider these
improvements to the NICS now to pro-
tect public safety.

Indeed, the Department of Justice, in
comments on the Senate-passed juve-
nile justice bill, stated: ‘‘Reimbursing
the point-of-contact states for doing
NICS checks could be critical to re-
taining their participation, because
they have a strong disincentive to
preform checks that the FBI is pro-
viding to gun dealers and buyers free of
charge. We believe it is very important
to retain point-of-contact states and
increase their number, because states
have access to state records that are
not available to the FBI and states
have the expertise to interpret their
own records and local laws.”’

Mr. President, states are doing the
right thing by serving as points of con-
tact under the NICS for more effective
background checks, which are man-
dated by Federal law. These back-
ground checks prevent crime and pro-
mote the public safety. Congress
should do the right thing by reimburs-
ing these states for their reasonable
costs for conducting these point of con-
duct background checks.

I ask unanimous consent that the
text of the bill be printed in the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD.

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

S. 2769

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 ‘“NICS Part-
nership Act of 2000”°.

SEC. 2. NATIONAL INSTANT CRIMINAL BACK-
GROUND CHECK SYSTEM IMPROVE-
MENTS.

(a) AUTHORIZATION FOR REIMBURSEMENT TO
STATES SERVING AS POINTS OF CONTACT.—
There are authorized to be appropriated
$40,000,000 for fiscal year 2001, $50,000,000 for
fiscal year 2002, and $60,000,000 for fiscal year
2003, to the Department of Justice to di-
rectly reimburse States for the reasonable
costs necessary to serve as points of contact
for access to the National Instant Criminal
Background Check System established under
Public Law 103-159.

(b) REPORT ON REIMBURSEMENT FORMULA
FOR STATES SERVING AS POINTS OF CON-
TACT.—Not later than 90 days after the date
of enactment of this Act, the Attorney Gen-
eral shall submit to the Committees on the
Judiciary of the Senate and the House of
Representatives a report on the appropriate
formula for the direct reimbursement to
States of the reasonable costs necessary to
serve as points of contact for access to the
National Instant Criminal Background
Check System established under Public Law
103-159.

By Mr. CLELAND:
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S. 2771. A bill to provide for Federal
recognition of the Lower Muscogee-
Creek Indian Tribe of Georgia, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Indian Affairs.

THE LOWER MUSCOGEE-CREEK INDIAN TRIBE OF
GEORGIA RECOGNITION ACT

e Mr. CLELAND. Mr President, today I

am introducing legislation which will

provide for the Federal recognition of

the Lower Muskogee-Creek Indian

Tribe of Georgia.

I realize that Congress has tradition-
ally deferred to the Secretary of the In-
terior on matters relating to tribal rec-
ognition. Further, while it is within
our jurisdiction, I understand that
there is a reluctance in Congress to
federally recognize Indian tribes
through legislation. I would certainly
prefer to settle this particular recogni-
tion issue in accordance with the prac-
tices and procedures established by the
Bureau of Indian Affairs. However, 1
am compelled to introduce this legisla-
tion because I believe there has been a
fundamental flaw which, in this case,
has prevented the Lower Muskogee
tribe from obtaining a fair and equi-
table review of its recognition request.
Mr. President, please allow me to
elaborate on this statement.

It is my understanding that once a
petition has been denied, the rules pro-
hibit a tribe from petitioning the Sec-
retary of the Interior a second time.
While the intent of the rule may be to
eliminate redundant and frivolous peti-
tions, I believe there are times when
we must make an exception. Further,
Mr. President, I would contend that
this rule is especially unfair to those
tribes who petitioned the Agency prior
to the finalization of the rules in 1978.
This is the case with respect to the
Lower Muskogee tribe in my home
State of Georgia.

The Lower Muskogee tribe has tried
for over two decades to obtain a favor-
able review of their status as a tribe. In
1977, members of the tribe petitioned
the Secretary of the Interior for rec-
ognition. Without the assistance of
legal counsel or technical support, the
tribe submitted their petition. While
the petition was pending, the Depart-
ment of Interior (DOI) proposed and fi-
nalized rules relating to the procedures
by which tribes may petition for fed-
eral recognition. In December 1981, the
tribe’s petition was denied due to tech-
nical omissions.

I understand that there are serious
concerns associated with the federal
recognition of tribes by an Act of Con-
gress—the most obvious being the per-
ception that establishment of a gaming
facility may soon follow. However,
members of the Lower Muskogee tribe
are not seeking to open casinos in
Georgia. In fact, at the request of the
tribe’s Principal Chief, I have included
language in the bill to prohibit such
action. Under my bill, federal recogni-
tion of the Lower Muskogee tribe will
not permit casinos or any other games
of chance. It will simply recognize
these well-deserving people as an In-
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dian tribe, and allow their participa-
tion in programs which should be avail-
able to them as legitimate Native
Americans.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a copy of the bill be printed
in the RECORD, and urge my colleagues
to join me in enacting this legislation.

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

S. 2771

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 ‘Lower
Muscogee-Creek Indian Tribe of Georgia Rec-
ognition Act’’.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

The Congress declares and finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) The Lower Muscogee-Creek Indian
Tribe of Georgia are descendants of and po-
litical successors to those Indians known as
the original Creek Indian Nation at the time
of initial European contact with America.

(2) The Lower Muscogee-Creek Indian
Tribe of Georgia are descendants and polit-
ical successors to the signatories of the 1832
Treaty of Washington which was a treaty
made while the Creeks were one nation, be-
fore removal. The Treaty involved all
Creeks, including the Upper, Middle, and
Lower Creeks, when the Creek Nation was
whole and intact.

(3) The Lower Muscogee-Creek Indian
Tribe of Georgia consists of over 2,500 eligi-
ble members, most of whom continue to re-
side close to their ancestral homeland within
the State of Georgia. Pursuant to Article XII
of the 1832 Treaty of Washington, the Lower
Muscogee-Creek Indian Tribe of Georgia de-
clined to be removed and continued to oper-
ate as a sovereign Indian tribe comprising
those Lower Creeks declining removal under
the Treaty of 1832.

(4) The Lower Muscogee-Creek Indian
Tribe of Georgia continues its political and
social existence with a viable tribal govern-
ment carrying out many of its governmental
functions through its traditional form of col-
lective decisionmaking and social inter-
action.

(5) In 1972, when the Lower Muscogee-
Creek Indian Tribe of Georgia (also known as
the Muscogee-Creek Indian Tribe East of the
Mississippi River) petitioned the Bureau of
Indian Affairs for Federal recognition, the
tribal leaders were not well educated and the
Tribe could not afford competent counsel
adequately versed in Federal Indian law. The
Tribe was unable to obtain technical assist-
ance in its petition which consequently
lacked critical and pertinent historical in-
formation necessary for recognition. Thus,
due to technical omissions, the petition was
denied on December 21, 1981.

(6) Despite the denial of the petition, the
United States Government, the government
of the State of Georgia, and local govern-
ments, have recognized the political leaders
of the Lower Muscogee-Creek Indian Tribe of
Georgia as leaders of a distinct political gov-
ernmental entity.

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:

(1) MEMBER.—The term ‘‘member’’ means
an enrolled member of the Tribe, as of the
date of enactment of this Act, or an indi-
vidual who has been placed on the member-
ship rolls of the Tribe in accordance with
this Act.

(2) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’
means the Secretary of the Interior.
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(3) TRIBE.—The term ‘‘Tribe” means the
Lower Muscogee-Creek Indian Tribe of Geor-
gia.

SEC. 4. FEDERAL RECOGNITION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Federal recognition is
hereby extended to the Tribe. All laws and
regulations of general application to Indians
or nations, tribes, or bands of Indians that
are not inconsistent with any specific provi-
sion of this Act shall be applicable to the
Tribe and its members.

(b) FEDERAL BENEFITS AND SERVICES.—The
Tribe and its members shall be eligible, on or
after the date of enactment of this Act, for
all Federal benefits and services furnished to
federally recognized Indian tribes and their
members because of their status as Indians
without regard to the existence of a reserva-
tion for the Tribe or the residence of any
member on or near an Indian reservation.

(c) INDIAN REORGANIZATION ACT APPLICA-
BILITY.—The Act of June 18, 1934 (25 U.S.C.
461 et seq.) shall be applicable to the Tribe
and its members.

SEC. 5. RESERVATION.

(a) LANDS TAKEN INTO TRUST.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, if, not
later than 2 years after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, the Tribe transfers interest
in land within the boundaries of Grady Coun-
ty, Carroll County, and such other counties
in the State of Georgia to the Secretary, the
Secretary shall take such interests in land
into trust for the benefit of the Tribe.

(b) RESERVATION ESTABLISHED.—Land
taken into trust pursuant to subsection (a)
shall be the initial reservation land of the
Tribe.

(c) LIMITATION ON GAMING.—Gaming as de-
fined and regulated by the Indian Gaming
Regulatory Act (25 U.S.C. 2701 et seq.) is pro-
hibited on the land taken into trust under
subsection (a).

SEC. 6. BASE MEMBERSHIP ROLL.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 120 days
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Tribe shall submit to the Secretary a mem-
bership roll consisting of all individuals who
are members of the Tribe. The qualifications
for inclusion in the membership roll of the
Tribe shall be developed and based upon the
membership provisions as contained in the
Tribe’s Constitution and Bill of Rights. Upon
completion of the membership roll, the Sec-
retary shall publish notice of such in the
Federal Register. The Tribe shall ensure that
such roll is maintained and kept current.

(b) FUTURE MEMBERSHIP.—The Tribe shall
have the right to determine future member-
ship in the Tribe, however, in no event may
an individual be enrolled as a member of the
Tribe unless the individual is a lineal de-
scendant of a person on the base membership
roll, and has continued to maintain political
relations with the Tribe.

SEC. 7. JURISDICTION.

The reservation established pursuant to
this Act shall be Indian country under Fed-
eral and tribal jurisdiction.e

By Mr. GREGG (for himself, Mr.
KERREY, Mr. BREAUX, Mr.
GRASSLEY, Mr. THOMPSON, Mr.
ROBB, and Mr. THOMAS):

S. 2774. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to provide for indi-
vidual savings accounts funded by em-
ployee and employer Social Security
payroll deductions, to extend the sol-
vency of the old-age, survivors, and dis-
ability insurance program, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Finance.

THE BIPARTISAN SOCIAL SECURITY REFORM ACT
OF 2000

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise

today in support of legislation to make
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technical corrections to the Bipartisan
Social Security Reform bill my col-
leagues and I introduced last summer.
The purpose of this legislation is sim-
ple: to conform our previous legislative
language to changes that have been
made in the Social Security program—
such as eliminating the earnings
limit—since last July; to correct some
inadvertent errors we discovered; and
to update our assumptions to reflect
the new reality of the Trust Funds as
reported in the 2000 Social Security
and Medicare Trustees Report which
came out earlier this year.

Since July 16, 1999 when Senators
GREGG, KERREY, BREAUX, THOMPSON,
THOMAS, and ROBB and I introduced our
legislation to save Social Security, the
issue has taken on new life, due to Gov-
ernor Bush’s willingness to make So-
cial Security reform a primary issue in
his presidential campaign. He should be
commended for his leadership and for
grabbing the third rail of American
politics fearlessly in order to create a
truly secure Social Security system so
that future generations will be able to
rely on Social Security like their par-
ents and grandparents.

I want to urge my colleagues to take
a serious look at our proposal to save
Social Security. It was designed in a
bipartisan, bicameral manner: four Re-
publicans and three Democrats cospon-
sored the Bipartisan Social Security
Reform Bill, and Congressmen KOLBE
and STENHOLM sponsored similar legis-
lation in the House of Representatives.

The bipartisan plan would maintain a
basic floor of protection through a tra-
ditional Social Security benefit, but
two percentage points of the 12.4 per-
cent payroll tax would be redirected to
individual accounts. Individuals could
invest their personal accounts in any
combination of the funds offered
through the Social Security system.
An individual who invested his or her
personal account in a bond fund would
receive a guaranteed interest rate.
However, individuals who wish to pur-
sue a higher rate of return through in-
vestment in a fund including equities
could do so.

Our proposal would eliminate the
need for future payroll tax increases by
advance funding a portion of future
benefits through personal accounts.
With individual accounts, we provide
Americans with the tools necessary to
build financial independence in retire-
ment—especially to those who pre-
viously had limited opportunities to
create wealth. The legislation provides
incentives for low and middle income
working Americans to save additional
funds for retirement by matching their
voluntary contributions to their indi-
vidual accounts. Under our plan, they
will be able to save for retirement and
benefit from economic growth.

As all the cosponsors have said a
hundred times, our proposal offers no
“free lunch”. In order to save Social
Security for future generations it must
be modernized. We have crafted a re-
sponsible plan to save Social Security
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for generations to come. By making in-

cremental, steady changes to the So-

cial Security system, we will be able to
ensure the long-term solvency of the
program.

With this technical corrections bill
we have improved upon our original
legislation and I urge my colleagues to
support the bipartisan proposal to save
Social Security.

Mr. President, I ask that the bill be
printed in the RECORD.

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

S. 2774

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

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the “Bipartisan Social Security Reform Act
of 2000.”

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.

TITLE I-INDIVIDUAL SAVINGS
ACCOUNTS

Sec. 101. Individual savings accounts.

Sec. 102. Social security KidSave Accounts.

Sec. 103. Adjustments to primary insurance

amounts under part A of title II
of the Social Security Act.

TITLE II—SOCIAL SECURITY SYSTEM

ADJUSTMENTS

Sec. 201. Adjustments to bend points in de-
termining primary insurance
amounts.

Adjustment of widows’ and wid-
owers’ insurance benefits.

Elimination of earnings test for in-
dividuals who have attained
early retirement age.

Gradual increase in number of ben-
efit computation years; use of
all years in computation.

Maintenance of benefit and con-
tribution base.

Reduction in the amount of certain
transfers to Medicare Trust
Fund.

Actuarial adjustment for retire-
ment.

Improvements in process for cost-
of-living adjustments.

Modification of PIA factors to re-
flect changes in life expectancy.

Sec. 210. Mechanism for remedying unfore-

seen deterioration in social se-
curity solvency.

TITLE I—INDIVIDUAL SAVINGS ACCOUNTS

SEC. 101. INDIVIDUAL SAVINGS ACCOUNTS.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT AND MAINTENANCE OF
INDIVIDUAL SAVINGS ACCOUNTS.—Title IT of
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 401 et seq.)
is amended—

(1) by inserting before section 201 the fol-
lowing:

“PART A—INSURANCE BENEFITS’’;

Sec. 202.

Sec. 203.

Sec. 204.

Sec. 205.

Sec. 206.

Sec. 207.

Sec. 208.

Sec. 209.

and
(2) by adding at the end the following:

“PART B—INDIVIDUAL SAVINGS ACCOUNTS
“‘INDIVIDUAL SAVINGS ACCOUNTS

‘“SEC. 251. (a) ESTABLISHMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—

‘““(A) ESTABLISHMENT IN ABSENCE OF
KIDSAVE ACCOUNT.—Except as provided in
subparagraph (B), the Commissioner of So-
cial Security, within 30 days of the receipt of
the first contribution received pursuant to
subsection (b) with respect to an eligible in-
dividual, shall establish in the name of such

S5669

individual an individual savings account.
The individual savings account shall be iden-
tified to the account holder by means of the
account holder’s Social Security account
number.

‘“(B) USE OF KIDSAVE ACCOUNT.—If a
KidSave Account has been established in the
name of an eligible individual under section
262(a) before the date of the first contribu-
tion received by the Commissioner pursuant
to subsection (b) with respect to such indi-
vidual, the Commissioner shall redesignate
the KidSave Account as an individual sav-
ings account for such individual.

“(2) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUAL.—In
this part, the term ‘eligible individual’
means any individual born after December
31, 1937.

“‘(b) CONTRIBUTIONS.—

‘(1) AMOUNTS TRANSFERRED FROM THE
TRUST FUND.—The Secretary of the Treasury
shall transfer from the Federal Old-Age and
Survivors Insurance Trust Fund, for cred-
iting by the Commissioner of Social Security
to an individual savings account of an eligi-
ble individual, an amount equal to the sum
of any amount received by such Secretary on
behalf of such individual under section
3101(a)(2) or 1401(a)(2) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986.

‘(2) OTHER CONTRIBUTIONS.—For provisions
relating to additional contributions credited
to individual savings accounts, see sections
531(c)(2) and 6402(1) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986.

“(c) DESIGNATION OF INVESTMENT TYPE OF
INDIVIDUAL SAVINGS ACCOUNT.—

‘(1) DESIGNATION.—Each eligible individual
who is employed or self-employed shall des-
ignate the investment type of individual sav-
ings account to which the contributions de-
scribed in subsection (b) on behalf of such in-
dividual are to be credited.

‘“(2) FORM OF DESIGNATION.—The designa-
tion described in paragraph (1) shall be made
in such manner and at such intervals as the
Commissioner of Social Security may pre-
scribe in order to ensure ease of administra-
tion and reductions in burdens on employers.

‘(3) SPECIAL RULE FOR 2001.—Not later than
January 1, 2001, any eligible individual that
is employed or self-employed as of such date
shall execute the designation required under
paragraph (1).

‘“(4) DESIGNATION IN ABSENCE OF DESIGNA-
TION BY ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUAL.—In any case in
which no designation of the individual sav-
ings account is made, the Commissioner of
Social Security shall make the designation
of the individual savings account in accord-
ance with regulations that take into account
the competing objectives of maximizing re-
turns on investments and minimizing the
risk involved with such investments.

“(d) TREATMENT OF INCOMPETENT INDIVID-
UALS.—Any designation under subsection
(c)(1) to be made by an individual mentally
incompetent or under other legal disability
may be made by the person who is con-
stituted guardian or other fiduciary by the
law of the State of residence of the indi-
vidual or is otherwise legally vested with the
care of the individual or his estate. Payment
under this part due an individual mentally
incompetent or under other legal disability
may be made to the person who is con-
stituted guardian or other fiduciary by the
law of the State of residence of the claimant
or is otherwise legally vested with the care
of the claimant or his estate. In any case in
which a guardian or other fiduciary of the
individual under legal disability has not
been appointed under the law of the State of
residence of the individual, if any other per-
son, in the judgment of the Commissioner, is
responsible for the care of such individual,
any designation under subsection (¢)(1)
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which may otherwise be made by such indi-
vidual may be made by such person, any pay-
ment under this part which is otherwise pay-
able to such individual may be made to such
person, and the payment of an annuity pay-
ment under this part to such person bars re-
covery by any other person.

“DEFINITION OF INDIVIDUAL SAVINGS ACCOUNT;

TREATMENT OF ACCOUNTS

“SEC. 252. (a) INDIVIDUAL SAVINGS AC-
COUNT.—In this part, the term ‘individual
savings account’ means any individual sav-
ings account in the Individual Savings Fund
(established under section 254) which is ad-
ministered by the Individual Savings Fund
Board.

“(b) TREATMENT OF ACCOUNT.—Except as
otherwise provided in this part and in sec-
tion 531 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986,
any individual savings account described in
subsection (a) shall be treated in the same
manner as an individual account in the
Thrift Savings Fund under subchapter III of
chapter 84 of title 5, United States Code.
‘“INDIVIDUAL SAVINGS ACCOUNT DISTRIBUTIONS

“SEC. 253. (a) DATE OF INITIAL DISTRIBU-
TION.—Except as provided in subsection (c),
distributions may only be made from an in-
dividual savings account of an eligible indi-
vidual on and after the earliest of—

‘(1) the date the eligible individual attains
normal retirement age, as determined under
section 216 (or early retirement age (as so de-
termined) if elected by such individual), or

‘“(2) the date on which funds in the eligible
individual’s individual savings account are
sufficient to provide a monthly payment
over the life expectancy of the eligible indi-
vidual (determined under reasonable actu-
arial assumptions) which, when added to the
eligible individual’s monthly benefit under
part A (if any), is at least equal to an
amount equal to Y2 of the poverty line (as
defined in section 673(2) of the Community
Services Block Grant Act (42 U.S.C. 9902(2)
and determined on such date for an indi-
vidual) and adjusted annually thereafter by
the adjustment determined under section
215(1).

““(b) FORMS OF DISTRIBUTION.—

‘(1) REQUIRED MONTHLY PAYMENTS.—Except
as provided in paragraph (2), beginning with
the date determined under subsection (a),
the balance in an individual savings account
available to provide monthly payments not
in excess of the amount described in sub-
section (a)(2) shall be paid, as elected by the
account holder (in such form and manner as
shall be prescribed in regulations of the Indi-
vidual Savings Fund Board), by means of the
purchase of annuities or equal monthly pay-
ments over the life expectancy of the eligible
individual (determined under reasonable ac-
tuarial assumptions) in accordance with re-
quirements (which shall be provided in regu-
lations of the Board) similar to the require-
ments applicable to payments of benefits
under subchapter III of chapter 84 of title 5,
United States Code, and providing for index-
ing for inflation.

¢“(2) PAYMENT OF EXCESS FUNDS.—To the ex-
tent funds remain in an eligible individual’s
individual savings account after the applica-
tion of paragraph (1), such funds shall be
payable to the eligible individual in such
manner and in such amounts as determined
by the eligible individual, subject to the pro-
visions of subchapter III of chapter 84 of title
5, United States Code.

‘‘(c) DISTRIBUTION IN THE EVENT OF DEATH
BEFORE THE DATE OF INITIAL DISTRIBUTION.—
If the eligible individual dies before the date
determined under subsection (a), the balance
in such individual’s individual savings ac-
count shall be distributed in a lump sum,
under rules established by the Individual
Savings Fund Board, to the individual’s
heirs.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

““INDIVIDUAL SAVINGS FUND

‘“‘SEC. 254. (a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is es-
tablished and maintained in the Treasury of
the United States an Individual Savings
Fund in the same manner as the Thrift Sav-
ings Fund under sections 8437, 8438, and 8439
(but not section 8440) of title 5, United States
Code.

““(b) INDIVIDUAL SAVINGS FUND BOARD.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—There is established and
operated in the Social Security Administra-
tion an Individual Savings Fund Board in the
same manner as the Federal Retirement
Thrift Investment Board under subchapter
VII of chapter 84 of title 5, United States
Code.

¢(2) SPECIFIC INVESTMENT AND REPORTING
DUTIES.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Individual Savings
Fund Board shall manage and report on the
activities of the Individual Savings Fund and
the individual savings accounts of such Fund
in the same manner as the Federal Retire-
ment Thrift Investment Board manages and
reports on the Thrift Savings Fund and the
individual accounts of such Fund under sub-
chapter VII of chapter 84 of title 5, United
States Code.

“(B) STUDY AND REPORT ON INCREASED IN-
VESTMENT OPTIONS.—

‘(i) STUDY.—The Individual Savings Fund
Board shall conduct a study regarding ways
to increase an eligible individual’s invest-
ment options with respect to such individ-
ual’s individual savings account and with re-
spect to rollovers or distributions from such
account.

‘(i) REPORT.—Not later than 2 years after
the date of enactment of the Bipartisan So-
cial Security Reform Act of 2000, the Indi-
vidual Savings Fund Board shall submit a re-
port to the President and Congress that con-
tains a detailed statement of the results of
the study conducted pursuant to clause (i),
together with the Board’s recommendations
for such legislative actions as the Board con-
siders appropriate.

“BUDGETARY TREATMENT OF INDIVIDUAL
SAVINGS FUND AND ACCOUNTS

““SEC. 255. The receipts and disbursements
of the Individual Savings Fund and any ac-
counts within such fund shall not be in-
cluded in the totals of the budget of the
United States Government as submitted by
the President or of the congressional budget
and shall be exempt from any general budget
limitation imposed by statute on expendi-
tures and net lending (budget outlays) of the
United States Government.”.

(b) MODIFICATION OF FICA RATES.—

(1) EMPLOYEES.—Section 3101(a) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to tax
on employees) is amended to read as follows:

“(a) OLD-AGE, SURVIVORS, AND DISABILITY
INSURANCE.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—

““(A) INDIVIDUALS COVERED UNDER PART A OF
TITLE II OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT.—In ad-
dition to other taxes, there is hereby im-
posed on the income of every individual who
is not a part B eligible individual a tax equal
to 6.2 percent of the wages (as defined in sec-
tion 3121(a)) received by him with respect to
employment (as defined in section 3121(b)).

‘(B) INDIVIDUALS COVERED UNDER PART B OF
TITLE II OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT.—In ad-
dition to other taxes, there is hereby im-
posed on the income of every part B eligible
individual a tax equal to 4.2 percent of the
wages (as defined in section 3121(a)) received
by such individual with respect to employ-
ment (as defined in section 3121(b)).

¢“(2) CONTRIBUTION OF OASDI TAX REDUCTION
TO INDIVIDUAL SAVINGS ACCOUNTS.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—In addition to other
taxes, there is hereby imposed on the income
of every part B eligible individual an indi-
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vidual savings account contribution equal to
the sum of—

‘(i) 2 percent of the wages (as so defined)
received by such individual with respect to
employment (as so defined), plus

‘“(ii) so much of such wages (not to exceed
$2,000) as designated by the individual in the
same manner as described in section 251(c) of
the Social Security Act.

“(B) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any cal-
endar year beginning after 2001, the dollar
amount in subparagraph (A)(@i) shall be in-
creased by an amount equal to—

‘(D such dollar amount, multiplied by

‘“(IT) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-
mined under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar
year, determined by substituting ‘calendar
year 2000’ for ‘calendar year 1992’ in subpara-
graph (B) thereof.

‘“(ii) ROUNDING.—If any dollar amount after
being increased under clause (i) is not a mul-
tiple of $10, such dollar amount shall be
rounded to the nearest multiple of $10.”".

(2) SELF-EMPLOYED.—Section 1401(a) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to
tax on self-employment income) is amended
to read as follows:

‘“(a) OLD-AGE, SURVIVORS, AND DISABILITY
INSURANCE.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—

““(A) INDIVIDUALS COVERED UNDER PART A OF
THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT.—In addition to
other taxes, there shall be imposed for each
taxable year, on the self-employment income
of every individual who is not a part B eligi-
ble individual for the calendar year ending
with or during such taxable year, a tax equal
to 12.40 percent of the amount of the self-em-
ployment income for such taxable year.

‘(B) INDIVIDUALS COVERED UNDER PART B OF
TITLE II OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT.—In ad-
dition to other taxes, there is hereby im-
posed for each taxable year, on the self-em-
ployment income of every part B eligible in-
dividual, a tax equal to 10.4 percent of the
amount of the self-employment income for
such taxable year.

¢“(2) CONTRIBUTION OF OASDI TAX REDUCTION
TO INDIVIDUAL SAVINGS ACCOUNTS.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—In addition to other
taxes, there is hereby imposed for each tax-
able year, on the self-employment income of
every individual, an individual savings ac-
count contribution equal to the sum of—

‘(i) 2 percent of the amount of the self-em-
ployment income for each individual for
such taxable year, and

‘“(ii) so much of such self-employment in-
come (not to exceed $2,000) as designated by
the individual in the same manner as de-
scribed in section 251(c) of the Social Secu-
rity Act.

“(B) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any tax-
able year beginning after 2001, the dollar
amount in subparagraph (A)(ii) shall be in-
creased by an amount equal to—

“(I) such dollar amount, multiplied by

“(IT) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-
mined under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar
year in which the taxable year begins, deter-
mined by substituting ‘calendar year 2000’
for ‘calendar year 1992’ in subparagraph (B)
thereof.

‘‘(ii) ROUNDING.—If any dollar amount after
being increased under clause (i) is not a mul-
tiple of $10, such dollar amount shall be
rounded to the nearest multiple of $10.”.

(3) PART B ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUAL.—

(A) TAXES ON EMPLOYEES.—Section 3121 of
such Code (relating to definitions) is amend-
ed by inserting after subsection (s) the fol-
lowing:

“(t) PART B ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUAL.—For pur-
poses of this chapter, the term ‘part B eligi-
ble individual’ means, for any calendar year,
an individual who is an eligible individual
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(as defined in section 251(a)(2) of the Social
Security Act) for such calendar year.”.

(B) SELF-EMPLOYMENT TAX.—Section 1402 of
such Code (relating to definitions) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following:

(k) PART B ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUAL.—The
term ‘part B eligible individual’ means, for
any calendar year, an individual who is an
eligible individual (as defined in section
2561(a)(2) of the Social Security Act) for such
calendar year.”.

(4) EFFECTIVE DATES.—

(A) EMPLOYEES.—The amendments made
by paragraphs (1) and (3)(A) apply to remu-
neration paid after December 31, 2000.

(B) SELF-EMPLOYED  INDIVIDUALS.—The
amendments made by paragraphs (2) and
(3)(B) apply to taxable years beginning after
December 31, 2000.

(¢) MATCHING CONTRIBUTIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Part IV of subchapter A of
chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 (relating to credits against tax) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

“Subpart H—Individual Savings Account

Credits
“Sec. 54. Individual savings account cred-
it.”.
“SEC. 54. INDIVIDUAL SAVINGS ACCOUNT CRED-
IT.

‘‘(a) ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT.—Each part B
eligible individual is entitled to a credit for
the taxable year in an amount equal to the
sum of—

(1) $100, plus

‘“(2) 100 percent of the designated wages of
such individual for the taxable year, plus

““(3) 100 percent of the designated self-em-
ployment income of such individual for the
taxable year.

““(b) LIMITATIONS.—

‘(1) AMOUNT.—The amount determined
under subsection (a) with respect to such in-
dividual for any taxable year may not exceed
the excess (if any) of—

‘““(A) an amount equal to 1 percent of the
contribution and benefit base for such tax-
able year (as determined under section 230 of
the Social Security Act), over

‘(B) the sum of the amounts received by
the Secretary on behalf of such individual
under sections 3101(a)(2)(A)({) and
1401(a)(2)(A)(1) for such taxable year.

‘(2) FAILURE TO MAKE VOLUNTARY CON-
TRIBUTIONS.—In the case of a part B eligible
individual with respect to whom the amount
of wages designated under section
3101(a)(2)(A)(ii) plus the amount self-employ-
ment income designated under section
1401(a)(2)(A)(di) for the taxable year is less
that $1, the credit to which such individual
is entitled under this section shall be equal
to zero.

‘‘(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion—

‘(1) PART B ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUAL.—The
term ‘part B eligible individual’ means, for
any calendar year, an individual who—

‘“(A) is an eligible individual (as defined in
section 251(a)(2) of the Social Security Act)
for such calendar year, and

‘(B) is not an individual with respect to
whom another taxpayer is entitled to a de-
duction under section 151(c).

‘“(2) DESIGNATED WAGES.—The term ‘des-
ignated wages’ means with respect to any
taxable year the amount designated under
section 3101(a)(2)(A)(i).

‘(3) DESIGNATED SELF-EMPLOYMENT IN-
COME.—The term ‘designated self-employ-
ment income’ means with respect to any tax-
able year the amount designated under sec-
tion 1401(a)(2)(A)(ii) for such taxable year.

“(d) CREDIT USED ONLY FOR INDIVIDUAL
SAVINGS AcCCOUNT.—For purposes of this
title, the credit allowed under this section
with respect to any part B eligible indi-
vidual—
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‘(1) shall not be treated as a credit allowed
under this part, but

‘“(2) shall be treated as an overpayment of
tax under section 6401(b)(3) which may, in ac-
cordance with section 6402(1), only be trans-
ferred to an individual savings account es-
tablished under part B of title II of the So-
cial Security Act with respect to such indi-
vidual.”.

(2) CONTRIBUTION OF CREDITED AMOUNTS TO
INDIVIDUAL SAVINGS ACCOUNT.—

(A) CREDITED AMOUNTS TREATED AS OVER-
PAYMENT OF TAX.—Subsection (b) of section
6401 of such Code (relating to excessive cred-
its) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

¢“(3) SPECIAL RULE FOR CREDIT UNDER SEC-
TION 54.—Subject to the provisions of section
6402(1), the amount of any credit allowed
under section 54 for any taxable year shall be
considered an overpayment.”’.

(B) TRANSFER OF CREDIT AMOUNT TO INDI-
VIDUAL SAVINGS ACCOUNT.—Section 6402 of
such Code (relating to authority to make
credits or refunds) is amended by adding at
the end the following:

“(1) OVERPAYMENTS ATTRIBUTABLE TO INDI-
VIDUAL SAVINGS ACCOUNT CREDIT.—In the
case of any overpayment described in section
6401(b)(3) with respect to any individual, the
Secretary shall transfer for crediting by the
Commissioner of Social Security to the indi-
vidual savings account of such individual, an
amount equal to the amount of such over-
payment.”’.

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(A) Section 1324(b)(2) of title 31, United
States Code, is amended by inserting before
the period at the end ¢, or enacted by the Bi-
partisan Social Security Reform Act of
2000°.

(B) The table of subparts for part IV of sub-
chapter A of chapter 1 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 is amended by adding at
the end the following:

“Subpart H. Individual Savings Account
Credits.”.
(4) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments

made by this subsection shall apply to re-
funds payable after December 31, 2000.

(d) TAX TREATMENT OF INDIVIDUAL SAVINGS
ACCOUNTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter F of chapter 1
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (relat-
ing to exempt organizations) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

“PART IX—INDIVIDUAL SAVINGS FUND

AND ACCOUNTS
“Sec. 531. Individual Savings Fund and Ac-
counts.
“SEC. 531. INDIVIDUAL SAVINGS FUND AND AC-
COUNTS.

‘“‘(a) GENERAL RULE.—The Individual Sav-
ings Fund and individual savings accounts
shall be exempt from taxation under this
subtitle.

“(b) INDIVIDUAL SAVINGS FUND AND AcC-
COUNTS DEFINED.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the terms ‘Individual Savings Fund’
and ‘individual savings account’ means the
fund and account established under sections
254 and 251, respectively, of part B of title II
of the Social Security Act.

“‘(c) CONTRIBUTIONS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—No deduction shall be al-
lowed for contributions credited to an indi-
vidual savings account under section 251 of
the Social Security Act or section 6402(1).

‘(2) ROLLOVER OF INHERITANCE.—AnNy por-
tion of a distribution to an heir from an indi-
vidual savings account made by reason of the
death of the beneficiary of such account may
be rolled over to the individual savings ac-
count of the heir after such death.

¢‘(d) DISTRIBUTIONS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Any distribution from an
individual savings account under section 253
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of the Social Security Act shall be included
in gross income under section 72.

‘(2) PERIOD IN WHICH DISTRIBUTIONS MUST
BE MADE FROM ACCOUNT OF DECEDENT.—In the
case of amounts remaining in an individual
savings account from which distributions
began before the death of the beneficiary,
rules similar to the rules of section
401(a)(9)(B) shall apply to distributions of
such remaining amounts.

‘(3) ROLLOVERS.—Paragraph (1) shall not
apply to amounts rolled over under sub-
section (¢)(2) in a direct transfer by the Com-
missioner of Social Security, under regula-
tions which the Commissioner shall pre-
scribe.”.

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
parts for subchapter F of chapter 1 of such
Code is amended by adding after the item re-
lating to part VIII the following:

“Part IX. Individual savings fund and ac-
counts.”.

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall apply to tax-
able years beginning after December 31, 2000.
SEC. 102. SOCIAL SECURITY KIDSAVE ACCOUNTS.

Title II of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 401 et seq.), as amended by section
101(a), is amended by adding at the end the
following:

“PART C—KIDSAVE ACCOUNTS
‘KIDSAVE ACCOUNTS

“SEC. 261. (a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Com-
missioner of Social Security shall establish
in the name of each individual born on or
after January 1, 1995, a KidSave Account
upon the later of—

‘(1) the date of enactment of this part, or

‘‘(2) the date of the issuance of a Social Se-
curity account number under section
205(c)(2) to such individual.

The KidSave Account shall be identified to
the account holder by means of the account
holder’s Social Security account number.

““(b) CONTRIBUTIONS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to
be appropriated and are appropriated such
sums as are necessary in order for the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to transfer from the
general fund of the Treasury for crediting by
the Commissioner to each account holder’s
KidSave Account under subsection (a), an
amount equal to the sum of—

‘“(A) in the case of any individual born on
or after January 1, 2001, $1,000, on the date of
the establishment of such individual’s
KidSave Account, and

‘(B) in the case of any individual born on
or after January 1, 1995, $500, on the 1st, 2nd,
3rd, 4th, and 5th birthdays of such individual
occurring on or after January 1, 2001.

‘(2) ADJUSTMENT FOR INFLATION.—For any
calendar year after 2001, each of the dollar
amounts under paragraph (1) shall be in-
creased by the cost-of-living adjustment
using the wage increase percentage deter-
mined under section 215(i) for the calendar
year.

“‘(c) DESIGNATIONS REGARDING KIDSAVE AcC-
COUNTS.—

‘(1) INITIAL DESIGNATIONS OF INVESTMENT
VEHICLE.—A person described in subsection
(d) shall, on behalf of the individual de-
scribed in subsection (a), designate the in-
vestment vehicle for the KidSave Account to
which contributions on behalf of such indi-
vidual are to be deposited. Such designation
shall be made on the application for such in-
dividual’s Social Security account number.

‘“(2) CHANGES IN INVESTMENT VEHICLES.—
The Commissioner shall by regulation pro-
vide the time and manner by which an indi-
vidual or a person described in subsection (d)
on behalf of such individual may change 1 or
more investment vehicles for a KidSave Ac-
count.
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‘(d) TREATMENT OF MINORS AND INCOM-
PETENT INDIVIDUALS.—Any designation under
subsection (¢) to be made by a minor, or an
individual mentally incompetent or under
other legal disability, may be made by the
person who is constituted guardian or other
fiduciary by the law of the State of residence
of the individual or is otherwise legally vest-
ed with the care of the individual or his es-
tate. Payment under this part due a minor,
or an individual mentally incompetent or
under other legal disability, may be made to
the person who is constituted guardian or
other fiduciary by the law of the State of
residence of the claimant or is otherwise le-
gally vested with the care of the claimant or
his estate. In any case in which a guardian or
other fiduciary of the individual under legal
disability has not been appointed under the
law of the State of residence of the indi-
vidual, if any other person, in the judgment
of the Commissioner, is responsible for the
care of such individual, any designation
under subsection (¢) which may otherwise be
made by such individual may be made by
such person, any payment under this part
which is otherwise payable to such indi-
vidual may be made to such person, and the
payment of an annuity payment under this
part to such person bars recovery by any
other person.

‘“‘DEFINITIONS AND SPECIAL RULES

“SEC. 262. (a) KIDSAVE ACCOUNTS.—In this
part, the term ‘KidSave Account’ means any
KidSave Account in the Individual Savings
Fund (established under section 254) which is
administered by the Individual Savings Fund
Board.

““(b) TREATMENT OF ACCOUNTS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), any KidSave Account de-
scribed in subsection (a) shall be treated in
the same manner as an individual savings ac-
count under part B.

‘(2) DISTRIBUTIONS.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, distributions may
only be made from a KidSave Account of an
individual on or after the earlier of—

“(A) the date on which the individual be-
gins receiving benefits under this title, or

‘“(B) the date of the individual’s death.”’.
SEC. 103. ADJUSTMENTS TO PRIMARY INSUR-

ANCE AMOUNTS UNDER PART A OF
TITLE II OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY
ACT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 215 of the Social
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 415) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘“Adjustment of Primary Insurance Amount
in Relation to Deposits Made to Individual
Savings Accounts and KidSave Accounts
“(j)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2),

an individual’s primary insurance amount as

determined in accordance with this section

(before adjustments made under subsection

(i)) shall be equal to—

““(A) the amount which would be so deter-
mined without the application of this sub-
section, multiplied by

‘(B) 1 minus the ratio of—

‘(i) the sum of—

“(I) the total of all amounts which have
been credited pursuant to sections
3101(a)(2)(A)(1) and 1401(a)(2)(A)(i) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 to the individual
savings account held by such individual, plus

““(IT) 50 percent of the accumulated value of
the KidSave Account (established on behalf
of such individual under section 261(a)) de-
termined on the date such KidSave Account
is redesignated as an individual savings ac-
count held by such individual under section
251(a)(1)(B), plus

“(IIT) accrued interest on such amounts
compounded annually up to the date of ini-
tial benefit entitlement based on the individ-
ual’s earnings, assuming an interest rate
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equal to the projected interest rate of the
Federal Old-Age and Survivors Trust Fund,
to

‘“(ii) the expected present value of all fu-
ture benefits paid based on the individual’s
earnings, as of the date of initial benefit en-
titlement based on such earnings, assuming
future mortality and interest rates for the
Federal Old-Age and Survivors Trust Fund
used in the intermediate projections of the
most recent Board of Trustees report under
section 201.

‘“(2) In the case of an individual who be-
comes entitled to disability insurance bene-
fits under section 223, such individual’s pri-
mary insurance amount shall be determined
without regard to paragraph (1).”.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT TO RAILROAD
RETIREMENT ACT OF 1974.—Section 1 of the
Railroad Retirement Act of 1974 (45 U.S.C.
231) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘“(s) In applying applicable provisions of
the Social Security Act for purposes of de-
termining the amount of the annuity to
which an individual is entitled under this
Act, section 215(j) of the Social Security Act
and part B of title II of such Act shall be dis-
regarded.”.

(¢) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply with respect
to computations and recomputations of pri-
mary insurance amounts occurring after De-
cember 31, 2000.

TITLE II—SOCIAL SECURITY SYSTEM
ADJUSTMENTS
SEC. 201. ADJUSTMENTS TO BEND POINTS IN DE-
TERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE
AMOUNTS.

(a) ADDITIONAL BEND POINT.—Section
215(a)(1)(A) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 415(a)(1)(A)) is amended—

(1) in clause (ii), by striking ‘“‘and’ at the
end;

(2) in clause (iii)—

(A) by striking ‘15 percent” and inserting
€32 percent’’;

(B) by striking ‘‘clause (ii),”” and inserting
the following: ‘“‘clause (ii) but do not exceed
the amount established for purposes of this
clause by subparagraph (B), and’’; and

(3) by inserting after clause (iii) the fol-
lowing:

‘“(iv) 156 percent of the individual’s average
indexed monthly earnings to the extent that
such earnings exceed the amount established
for purposes of clause (iii),”.

(b) INITIAL LEVEL OF ADDITIONAL BEND
POINT.—Section 215(a)(1)(B)(i) of such Act (42
U.S.C. 415(a)(1)(B)(1)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘clause (i) and (ii)”’ and in-
serting ‘‘clauses (i) and (iii)”’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following: “For
individuals who initially become eligible for
old-age or disability insurance benefits, or
who die (before becoming eligible for such
benefit), in the calendar year 2001, the
amount established for purposes of clause (ii)
of subparagraph (A) shall be equal to 197.5
percent of the amount established for pur-
poses of clause (1).”.

(c) ADJUSTMENTS TO PIA FORMULA FAC-
TORS.—Section 215(a)(1)(B) of such Act (42
U.S.C. 415(a)(1)(B)) is amended further—

(1) by redesignating clause (iii) as clause
iv);

(2) by inserting after clause (ii) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(iii) For individuals who initially become
eligible for old-age or disability insurance
benefits, or who die (before becoming eligible
for such benefits), in any calendar year after
2005, effective for such calendar year—

“(I) the percentage in effect under clause
(ii) of subparagraph (A) shall be equal to the
percentage in effect under such clause for
calendar year 2005 increased the applicable
number of times by 3.8 percentage points,
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“‘(II) the percentage in effect under clause
(iii) of subparagraph (A) shall be equal to the
percentage in effect under such clause for
calendar year 2005 decreased the applicable
number of times by 1.2 percentage points,
and

‘‘(IIT) the percentage in effect under clause
(iv) of subparagraph (A) shall be equal to the
percentage in effect under such clause for
calendar year 2005 decreased the applicable
number of times by 0.5 percentage points.
For purposes of the preceding sentence, the
term ‘applicable number of times’ means a
number equal to the lesser of 10 or the num-
ber of years beginning with 2006 and ending
with the year of initial eligibility or death.’’;
and

(3) in clause (iv) (as redesignated), by
striking ‘“‘amount” and inserting ‘‘dollar
amount’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply with respect
to primary insurance amounts of individuals
attaining early retirement age (as defined in
section 216(1) of the Social Security Act), or
dying, after December 31, 2000.

SEC. 202. ADJUSTMENT OF WIDOWS’' AND WID-
OWERS’ INSURANCE BENEFITS.

(a) WIDOW’S BENEFIT.—Section 202(e)(2)(A)
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.
402(e)(2)(A)) is amended by striking ‘‘equal
to”” and all that follows and inserting ‘‘equal
to the greater of—

‘(i) the primary insurance amount (as de-
termined for purposes of this subsectio