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for driving under the influence, a sentence 
requiring— 

‘‘(I) revocation of the individual’s driver’s 
license for 6 months; 

‘‘(II) payment of a $500 fine by the indi-
vidual; and 

‘‘(III)(aa) an assessment of the individual’s 
degree of alcohol abuse; and 

‘‘(bb) appropriate treatment. 
‘‘(ii) In the case of the first conviction of 

an individual for operating a motor vehicle 
with a blood alcohol concentration of .16 or 
greater, a sentence requiring— 

‘‘(I) revocation of the individual’s driver’s 
license for 6 months, or for 2 years if, at the 
time of arrest, the individual refused to take 
a breath test to determine the individual’s 
blood alcohol concentration; 

‘‘(II) imposition of a requirement on the in-
dividual prohibiting the individual from op-
erating a motor vehicle with a blood alcohol 
concentration of .05 or greater for 5 years; 

‘‘(III) impoundment or immobilization of 
the individual’s motor vehicle for 30 days; 

‘‘(IV) imposition of a requirement on the 
individual requiring the installation of an ig-
nition interlock system on the individual’s 
motor vehicle for 180 days; 

‘‘(V) payment of a $750 fine by the indi-
vidual; 

‘‘(VI) 10 days of imprisonment of, or 60 
days of community service by, the indi-
vidual; and 

‘‘(VII)(aa) an assessment of the individual’s 
degree of alcohol abuse; and 

‘‘(bb) appropriate treatment. 
‘‘(iii) Except as provided in clause (iv), in 

the case of the second conviction of an indi-
vidual for driving under the influence, a sen-
tence requiring— 

‘‘(I) revocation of the individual’s driver’s 
license for 1 year, or for 2 years if, at the 
time of arrest, the individual refused to take 
a breath test to determine the individual’s 
blood alcohol concentration; 

‘‘(II) imposition of a requirement on the in-
dividual prohibiting the individual from op-
erating a motor vehicle with a blood alcohol 
concentration of .05 or greater for 5 years; 

‘‘(III) impoundment or immobilization of 
the individual’s motor vehicle for 60 days; 

‘‘(IV) imposition of a requirement on the 
individual requiring the installation of an ig-
nition interlock system on the individual’s 
motor vehicle for 1 year; 

‘‘(V) payment of a $1,000 fine by the indi-
vidual; 

‘‘(VI) 10 days of imprisonment of, or 60 
days of community service by, the indi-
vidual; and 

‘‘(VII)(aa) an assessment of the individual’s 
degree of alcohol abuse; and 

‘‘(bb) appropriate treatment. 
‘‘(iv) In the case of the third or subsequent 

conviction of an individual for driving under 
the influence, or in the case of a second such 
conviction if the individual’s first such con-
viction was a conviction described in clause 
(ii), a sentence requiring permanent revoca-
tion of the individual’s driver’s license. 

‘‘(B) REVOCATIONS.—A revocation of a driv-
er’s license under subparagraph (A) shall not 
be subject to any exception or condition, in-
cluding an exception or condition to avoid 
hardship to any individual. 

‘‘(c) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY; EFFECT OF 
COMPLIANCE AND NONCOMPLIANCE.— 

‘‘(1) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY OF WITHHELD 
FUNDS.— 

‘‘(A) FUNDS WITHHELD ON OR BEFORE SEP-
TEMBER 30, 2004.—Any funds withheld under 
subsection (b) from apportionment to any 
State on or before September 30, 2004, shall 
remain available until the end of the third 
fiscal year following the fiscal year for 
which the funds are authorized to be appro-
priated. 

‘‘(B) FUNDS WITHHELD AFTER SEPTEMBER 30, 
2004.—No funds withheld under this section 
from apportionment to any State after Sep-
tember 30, 2004, shall be available for appor-
tionment to the State. 

‘‘(2) APPORTIONMENT OF WITHHELD FUNDS 
AFTER COMPLIANCE.—If, before the last day of 
the period for which funds withheld under 
subsection (b) from apportionment are to re-
main available for apportionment to a State 
under paragraph (1)(A), the State meets the 
requirements of subsection (b)(3), the Sec-
retary shall, on the first day on which the 
State meets the requirements, apportion to 
the State the funds withheld under sub-
section (b) that remain available for appor-
tionment to the State. 

‘‘(3) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY OF SUBSE-
QUENTLY APPORTIONED FUNDS.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Any funds apportioned 
under paragraph (2) shall remain available 
for expenditure until the end of the third fis-
cal year following the fiscal year in which 
the funds are so apportioned. 

‘‘(B) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN FUNDS.—Any 
funds apportioned under paragraph (2) that 
are not obligated at the end of the period re-
ferred to in subparagraph (A) shall lapse. 

‘‘(4) EFFECT OF NONCOMPLIANCE.—If, at the 
end of the period for which funds withheld 
under subsection (b) from apportionment are 
available for apportionment to a State under 
paragraph (1)(A), the State does not meet the 
requirements of subsection (b)(3), the funds 
shall lapse.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for subchapter I of chapter 1 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
the item relating to section 164 and inserting 
the following: 
‘‘164. National minimum sentences for indi-

viduals convicted of operating 
motor vehicles while under the 
influence of alcohol.’’. 

By Mr. TORRICELLI (for himself, 
Mrs. BOXER, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, 
Mr. KERRY, and Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG): 

S. 1006. A bill to end the use of con-
ventional steel-jawed leghold traps on 
animals in the United States; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

f 

STEEL-JAWED LEGHOLD TRAP 
ACT OF 1999 

∑ Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, 
today, Senators BOXER, FEINSTEIN, 
KERRY (Ma.), LAUTENBERG and I rise to 
introduce legislation to end the use of 
the conventional steel-jawed leghold 
trap. I rise to draw this country’s at-
tention to the many liabilities of this 
outdated device and ask for my col-
leagues support in ending its use. 

While this bill does not prohibit trap-
ping, it does outlaw a particularly sav-
age method of trapping by prohibiting 
the import or export of, and the inter-
state shipment of conventional steel- 
jawed leghold traps and articles of fur 
from animals caught in such traps. 

The conventional steel-jawed leghold 
trap is a cruel and antiquated device 
for which many alternatives exist. The 
American Veterinary Medical Associa-
tion and the American Animal Hospital 
Association have condemned leghold 
traps as ‘‘inhumane’’ and the majority 
of Americans oppose the use of this 
class of trap. California became the 

fourth state in recent years to pass a 
statewide ballot initiative to ban steel- 
jawed leghold traps—Arizona, Colo-
rado, and Massachusetts are the other 
three states to have decided the issue 
by a direct vote of the people. A num-
ber of other states, including Florida, 
New Jersey, and Rhode Island, have 
legislative or administrative bans on 
these devices. In addition, 88 nations 
have banned their use. 

This important and timely issue now 
takes on added importance as the 
United States and the European Union 
(E.U.) recently reached an agreement 
to implement humane trapping stand-
ards. This agreement requires the U.S. 
to phase out leghold traps. Without 
this agreement, the E.U. would have 
prohibited the importation of U.S. fur 
from thirteen species commonly cap-
tured with leghold traps. Adoption of 
my legislation will fulfill the U.S. obli-
gation to the E.U. and reduce tremen-
dous and unnecessary suffering of ani-
mals. By ending the use of the conven-
tional steel-jawed leghold trap within 
our borders, we will effectively set a 
humane standard for trapping, as well 
as protect the U.S. fur industry by 
keeping Europe’s doors open to U.S. 
fur. 

One quarter of all U.S. fur exports, 
$44 million, go to the European mar-
ket. Of this $44 million, $21 million 
would be eliminated by the ban. This 
would clearly cause considerable eco-
nomic damage to the U.S. fur industry, 
an important source of employment for 
many Americans. Since many Ameri-
cans rely on trapping for their liveli-
hood, it is imperative to find a solution 
which prevents the considerable dam-
age that this ban would cause to our 
fur industry. It is important to note 
that since the steel-jawed leghold trap 
has been banned in Europe, alter-
natives have been provided to protect 
and maintain the European fur indus-
try. 

Our nation would be far better served 
by ending the use of the archaic and in-
humane steel-jawed leghold trap. By 
doing so, we are not only setting a 
long-overdue humane standard for 
trapping, we are ensuring that the Eu-
ropean market remains open to all 
American fur exports.∑ 

By Mr. BAUCUS (for himself and 
Mr. LEVIN): 

S. 1008. A bill to modify the stand-
ards for responding to import surges 
under section 201 of the Trade Act of 
1974, to establish mechanisms for im-
port monitoring and the prevention of 
circumvention of United States trade 
laws, and to strengthen the enforce-
ment of United States trade remedy 
laws; to the Committee on Finance. 

IMPORT SURGE RELIEF ACT OF 1999 
Mr. BAUCUS. I thank the Chair. 

Again, I thank my good friend from 
Minnesota, as well as the Presiding Of-
ficer from Wyoming, who was very gen-
erous in allowing us to proceed at this 
time. 

Mr. President, I rise today to intro-
duce the Import Surge Relief Act of 
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1999, an important measure that will 
provide a new and improved way to 
deal expeditiously with import surges. 
A sudden increase in imports in any 
sector, especially when these imports 
are shipped to us at rock bottom 
prices, has done grave damage to 
American business and American agri-
culture. This has been true in the past. 
It is true today. And, given the in-
creased volatility that we see in the 
global trading and financial system, 
import surges are likely to create even 
greater havoc in our economy in the 
future. 

The steel industry and its workers 
have been seriously injured, and we 
read about these stories almost daily. 
The agriculture industry and our farm-
ers and ranchers face constant threats 
from surges in wheat, beef, lamb, pork 
and more. At a time when our rural 
and industrial communities are facing 
an all-time crisis, this damage goes to 
the very heart of our economy and our 
society. 

The Import Surge Relief Act makes 
several critical improvements in Sec-
tion 201 of U.S. trade law. This is the 
so-called ‘‘safeguard’’ provision that is 
designed to prevent serious disruption 
of our domestic industry because of im-
ports. The improvements I am pro-
posing include the following: 

Easing the standard that must be 
met to demonstrate that there is a 
causal link between imports and injury 
to the U.S. industry, speeding up the 
process for addressing import surges, 
an absolutely critical need to prevent 
an industry from being devastated be-
fore action is taken, requiring that the 
President, in deciding whether to take 
action, focus more than he has in the 
past on the beneficial impact of a rem-
edy, rather than on the negative im-
pact on other industries, making provi-
sional relief available on an urgent 
basis, and correcting the way in which 
imports are counted to prevent cir-
cumvention. 

In addition, the bill provides for a 
system that will give us an early warn-
ing about import surges. We simply 
cannot wait until we see that an Amer-
ica industry is devastated. We must be 
able to project ahead, understand the 
threats facing an industry, and then 
consider quickly what type of action to 
take, if any. 

Finally, the bill requires that there 
be an investigation about underlying 
problems in agricultural and steel 
trade. This investigation would focus 
on anti-competitive practices overseas, 
including cartel arrangements beyond 
the borders of the United States. 

Mr. President, the United States will 
remain the most open market in the 
world. I am committed to that. At the 
same time, we must do everything we 
can to open foreign markets that re-
tain barriers to our manufactured 
goods, agricultural products, and serv-
ices. And, we must be sure that our do-
mestic industry is able to adjust and 
adapt to import surges without experi-
encing the devastation to our busi-

nesses, farms, and communities that 
we have seen far too often in the past. 

Let me discuss the Import Relief Act 
in more detail. 

The bill changes the causation stand-
ard that links imports and injury. In-
stead of the requirement that imports 
be a ‘‘substantial cause of serious in-
jury, or threat thereof’’, this bill re-
quires only that imports cause, or 
threaten to cause, serious injury. Im-
ports would not have to be the leading, 
or most important, cause of injury. 
This change conforms to the WTO 
Agreement on Safeguards. 

The U.S. International Trade Com-
mission practice has been to examine 
injury over a five year period. This 
practice ignores the problem of import 
surges where imports do not build up 
gradually over years but come into this 
country full blast in a precipitous way. 
This bill requires the ITC also to con-
sider whether there has been a substan-
tial increase in imports over a short 
time period. 

The President has discretion to deny 
relief after the ITC recommends such 
action, if he believes that the economic 
and social costs outweigh the benefits. 
This bill requires that the President 
grant the relief recommended by the 
ITC unless it would have an adverse 
impact on the United States substan-
tially out of proportion to the benefits. 
This would increase the likelihood that 
the President will implement the rem-
edy that the ITC recommends. 

The time period for provisional relief 
is reduced from ninety days to sixty 
days so that relief would come more 
quickly to the industry and workers. 

The bill adds to the factors that ITC 
must consider in determining whether 
serious injury is occurring. These new 
factors are just common sense, such as 
the level of sales, the level of produc-
tion, productivity of the industry, ca-
pacity utilization, profit and loss, and 
employment levels. The ITC should 
focus on current conditions in the in-
dustry, not only historical factors. In 
addition, the bill requires the ITC to 
consider conditions in foreign indus-
tries that indicate further possible in-
creases in exports to the U.S. in the fu-
ture. Looking at factors such as for-
eign production capacity, inventories, 
and demand in third countries will 
allow ITC to understand the threat to 
the American industry and its immi-
nence. 

Provisional relief is improved in sev-
eral ways. The ITC must look at 
whether there is an import surge to de-
termine if provisional relief should be 
provided. Also, USTR, the Senate Fi-
nance Committee, or the House Ways 
and Means Committee can request pro-
visional relief when they have re-
quested initiation of a Section 201 in-
vestigation. 

The bill applies to Section 201 those 
provisions already in U.S. antidumping 
and countervailing duty law that en-
sure that the ITC, in its injury anal-
ysis, not double-count production by 
the domestic industry when upstream 

and/or downstream products are the 
subject of an investigation. 

Domestic industries will be able to 
request that imports be monitored and 
data collected. 

The bill allows the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget to release prelimi-
nary trade data when there is an im-
port surge. This will improve the abil-
ity of the industry to detect a problem 
quickly. 

A new import monitoring and en-
forcement support program for steel 
and agricultural products will monitor 
illegal transshipments and other at-
tempts to circumvent U.S. trade rem-
edy laws. 

A suffix to the Harmonized Tariff 
Schedule for products subject to trade 
actions will help track imports of those 
products. 

The Commerce Department will con-
tinue its current steel import moni-
toring program. 

The ITC will conduct an investiga-
tion of anticompetitive activities in 
international agriculture and steel 
trade, focusing especially on cartels 
and other anticompetitive practices. 
The ITC will report to the Senate Fi-
nance and Agriculture Committees, the 
House Ways and Means and Agriculture 
Committees, and USTR and must pro-
pose steps to address those anti-
competitive practices. 

I again repeat my praise to the Pre-
siding Officer who has been excessively 
generous and gracious in the way he 
has conducted himself as the Presiding 
Officer allowing us to make these 
statements. 

By Mr. JEFFORDS (for himself, 
Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mrs. 
HUTCHISON, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, and 
Mrs. BOXER): 

S. 1010. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide for a 
medical innovation tax credit for clin-
ical testing research expenses attrib-
utable to academic medical centers and 
other qualified hospital research orga-
nizations; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 
MEDICAL INNOVATION TAX CREDIT LEGISLATION 
∑ Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing legislation that 
I believe will be beneficial to the con-
tinued success of our nation’s medical 
schools and teaching hospitals. The bill 
will provide for a new tax credit, the 
‘‘Medical Innovation Tax Credit,’’ 
which will serve as an incentive for pri-
vate sector firms to invest in clinical 
research at these important institu-
tions. 

Medical schools and teaching hos-
pitals fulfill a unique societal and eco-
nomic role in the United States today. 
They are not only the training ground 
for health care professionals but are 
also centers for important research and 
development activities that lead to 
crucial medical breakthroughs. Be-
cause they link together research, 
medical training and patient care, 
these institutions are incubators of 
new life-saving drugs, medical services 
and surgical techniques. 
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Due to the changing health care mar-

ketplace these institutions have come 
under increasing cost pressures that 
threaten their future. In fact, a recent 
study by the American Association of 
Medical Colleges (AAMC) noted an 
alarming 22 percent decline in clinical 
research conducted at member hos-
pitals. I believe the medical innovation 
tax credit would help reverse this dis-
turbing trend, and I am pleased that 
the AAMC endorses this legislation. 

The medical innovation tax credit is 
a targeted, incremental 20 percent 
credit for qualified medical innovation 
expenditures on biopharmaceutical re-
search activities, like clinical trials 
performed at qualified educational in-
stitutions. The tax credit would en-
hance the flow of private-sector funds 
into medical schools and teaching hos-
pitals by providing an important incen-
tive for companies to perform more 
clinical trials research at these non- 
profit institutions. This credit will en-
courage pharmaceutical and bio-
technology companies to develop re-
search partnerships with medical 
schools and teaching hospitals. The in-
flux of funds from this research will 
help counteract some of the financial 
pressures these institutions have been 
experiencing. To qualify for the credit, 
research would have to be performed in 
the United States, so companies will 
not have an incentive to utilize lower- 
cost foreign facilities for research ac-
tivities. 

It is significantly more expensive for 
companies to perform clinical trials at 
teaching hospitals than at commercial 
research organizations. The medical in-
novation tax credit will reduce this 
cost differential. By leveraging addi-
tional private-sector support for these 
institutions in the form of clinical trial 
research, this new credit will also help 
these hospitals make the adjustment 
to the reduction in Medicare payments 
mandated by the Balanced Budget Act 
of 1997. 

This legislation is critically impor-
tant to institutions like Fletcher Allen 
Health Care in my home state of 
Vermont. Linked with the University 
of Vermont’s Division of Health 
Sciences, Fletcher Allen’s hospitals 
combine teaching and research. They 
are vital training sites for the next 
generation of physicians, nurses and 
other health professionals. In Fletcher 
Allen’s nationally known Clinical Re-
search Center, researchers seek to 
solve the mysteries of cancer, heart at-
tacks, Alzheimer’s disease, chronic 
obesity, cystic fibrosis and other ill-
nesses. The medical innovation tax 
credit would help Fletcher Allen and 
hundreds of other institutions across 
the United States continue in their 
role as incubators of vital, innovative 
medical teaching and research tech-
nologies. 

Legislation similar to this was intro-
duced last year; the Joint Committee 
on taxation estimated that the bill 
would result in lost revenues of ap-
proximately one million dollars per 
year over the next five years. The bill 
I am introducing today is substantially 
similar to the bill introduced last year, 
although there have been technical 

changes to the definition of ‘‘qualified 
academic institution’’ to clarify that 
research expenditures at Veterans’ Ad-
ministration hospitals and certain non- 
profit research foundations qualify for 
the credit. As these changes are ex-
pected to affect a relatively small 
number of institutions, I do not expect 
substantial changes in the cost esti-
mate. I believe this is a small price to 
pay for the favorable impact this credit 
will have on research at medical 
schools and teaching hospitals.∑ 

By Mr. FRIST: 
S. 1011. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to provide that 
trusts established for the benefit of in-
dividuals with disabilities shall be 
taxed at the same rates as individual 
taxpayers; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

TAX FAIRNESS FOR SUPPORT OF THE 
PERMANENTLY DISABLED ACT 

S. 1012. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to use the Con-
sumer Price Index in addition to the 
national average wage index for pur-
poses of cost-of-living adjustments; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

BRACKET CREEP CORRECTION ACT 
S. 1013. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to promote life-
time savings by allowing people to es-
tablish child savings accounts within 
Roth IRAs and by allowing the savings 
to be used for education, first time 
home purchases, and retirement, to ex-
pand the availability of Roth IRAs to 
all Americans and to protect their con-
tributions from inflation, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

CHILD SAVINGS ACCOUNT ACT 
S. 1014. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to reduce the rate 
of the individual income tax and the 
number of tax brackets; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

10–20–30 ACT 
∑ Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, today is 
Tax Freedom Day—the day that re-
flects how many days into the year a 
taxpayer must work in order to pay 
taxes. In 1913, when Congress first lev-
ied an income tax, Tax Freedom Day 
was January 30, and only 6 years ago, 
Tax Freedom Day was April 30—today 
it is two weeks into May before the 
taxpayer can stop working for the Fed-
eral Government and start working for 
him or herself. 

It is thus fitting that I introduce 
today the Frist tax package—four tax 
bills that I believe will go a long way 
toward pushing Tax Freedom Day back 
toward January. This tax package is 
based on a set of core principles: 

(1) Taxes are too high. 
(2) The tax code is too complex. 
(3) The tax code punishes taxpayers 

for working longer and smarter. 
(4) The tax code does not promote 

savings for people of all ages and in-
comes. 

We all know that taxes are too high. 
At a time when our tax burden as a 
percentage of GDP is at a post-World 
War II high and we are working longer 
and longer just to pay taxes, I believe 
that it is time for some tax relief for 
hard-working Americans. Taxes—fed-

eral, state, and local taxes combined— 
account for nearly 40% of the typical 
American family’s budget—the single 
largest expense. All of this at a time 
when the federal budget is beginning to 
run a surplus. What that means to me 
is that the federal government is over-
charging the taxpayer for the services 
it is providing. 

If the monetary cost of paying taxes 
isn’t high enough, consider that it 
takes almost 11 hours to correctly fill 
out the 1040 EZ form. Taxpayers spend 
almost 5.4 billion hours filling out the 
forms that they send to the IRS. And 
those are the taxpayers that do their 
own taxes—54% of Americans pay 
someone else to do their taxes for 
them. In my own State of Tennessee, 
ever year approximately 1.1 million 
taxpayers utilize a professional tax 
preparer in order to file their tax re-
turns. 

The tax code is also too complex. Our 
current tax code and its regulations 
are 17,000 pages long and contain over 5 
and a half million words—seven times 
more than the Bible. Since 1981, the tax 
code has been changed 11,410 times. 
And one paragraph of law can take 250 
pages to explain. With tax laws this 
complicated, it is no wonder that ordi-
nary Americans have a tough time fig-
uring them out. 

Unortunately, the trend in Congress 
is to add further complexity to the tax 
code—tax credits for one worthwhile 
cause or tax deductions for another, 
tax relief for certain segments for the 
population, but not for others. Because 
of all of this tinkering, by 2007, 8,000,000 
more Americans will be subject to the 
alternative minimum tax (AMT), a pro-
vision that forces taxpayers to cal-
culate their income two ways and then 
pay the government the higher of the 
two amounts. 

The tax code punishes taxpayers for 
working harder and smarter. One of the 
reasons that Congress has been able to 
balance the federal budget is that reve-
nues have been rising steadily—last 
year by 11 percent. Part of the reason 
for that rise is that our strong econ-
omy has resulted in Americans making 
more and more money which, in turn, 
has propelled them into higher and 
higher tax brackets. According to econ-
omist Steve Moore at the Cato Insti-
tute, over the past five years, higher 
incomes have pushed millions of mid-
dle-income families out of the 15 per-
cent marginal tax bracket and into the 
28 percent bracket, and out of the 28 
percent bracket and into the 31 percent 
bracket, and so on. While federal tax 
revenues have risen by 11 percent, in-
come has only risen by 6 percent. The 
reason for this real income bracket 
creep is our graduated income tax sys-
tem. 

The tax code does not promote sav-
ings for people of all ages and incomes. 
In fact, in many ways our tax code dis-
courages people from saving. America 
has one of the world’s lowest national 
savings rates. The personal saving rate 
in the United States averaged only 4.9 
percent during the 1990s compared to 
7.4 percent in the 1960s and 8.1 percent 
in the 
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1970s. In 1998, we actually had negative 
savings rates. And it is no wonder—as I 
mentioned previously, the average 
family pays close to 40% of their in-
come in taxes. In addition to a high tax 
burden which often is applied twice to 
savings, the rules for opening and in-
vesting in an IRA account of any kind 
are complex and restrictive. IRAs are 
tax-preferred retirement accounts— 
tax-free for certain purposes like edu-
cation expenses, first-time home pur-
chases, health care and retirement. But 
because a person must have earned in-
come to open an IRA, children are not 
eligible to have them. Additionally, 
the maximum contribution amounts 
have not been indexed since 1981—they 
are still at $2,000 per year. If the max-
imum contribution had been indexed 
for inflation it would stand at close to 
$5,000 today. 

Increasing the national savings rate 
is even more important when coupled 
with our impending Social Security 
collapse. As it currently exists, Social 
Security is not sustainable for the long 
term unless taxes are significantly 
raised or the program is reformed. 
Even so, the return that a taxpayer 
gets on his or her Social Security in-
vestment via the payroll tax has di-
minished every year since the pro-
gram’s inception. In fact, the predicted 
rate of return at retirement for those 
age 24–50 is somewhere between ¥.34 
percent and ¥1.7 percent. The rate of 
return on an average IRA investment 
is between 7 and 11 percent. 

The four bills that I am introducing 
today—on Tax Freedom day—collec-
tively present a program that will 
lower taxes, simplify the tax code, cor-
rect for bracket creep, and provide in-
creased savings opportunities for all 
Americans regardless of age and in-
come level. 

The 10–20–30 tax plan will consolidate 
the five tax brackets of our current tax 
code into just three—10, 20 and 30%— 
both lowering the tax burden and sim-
plifying our tax code at the same time. 
The bill will also increase the income 
threshold for the lowest tax bracket— 
currently just over $25,000 for individ-
uals—to $35,000—all of which will be 
taxed at a much lower rate—10%. In 
my own state of Tennessee, nearly 85% 
of individual taxpayers make $35,000 or 
less and will now pay at this lower 
rate. For married couples, the thresh-
old for the lowest bracket is currently 
$42,000. Under my bill, this amount 
would increase to $60,000 and be taxed 
at 10%. Instead of 15 or 28 percent, the 
majority of taxpayers would pay only 
10% under my plan. 

I know that this bill will not get 
passed this year, nor is it likely to get 
passed anytime in the near future. I in-
troduce this bill, however, as my vision 
for where I think the tax code should 
ultimately end up. If we use a plan 
such as this as our compass and work 
incrementally to widen the brackets 
and reduce the tax rates whenever pos-
sible, we will be headed in the right di-
rection. 

The ‘‘Child Savings Account Act’’ 
would amend the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 to promote lifetime sav-
ings by allowing people to establish 
child savings accounts—or CSA’s— 

within Roth IRAs and by allowing the 
savings to be used for education, first- 
time home purchases, and retirement. 
The bill will also expand the avail-
ability of Roth IRAs to all Americans, 
regardless of income, and will index 
contribution limits to inflation. 

For low-income taxpayers, there are 
two important provisions which will 
help families with less disposable in-
come save. First, up to $100 of each $500 
child tax credit may be refundable to 
those qualifying for the Earned Income 
Credit. This refundable credit must be 
deposited in a CSA. Second, any person 
may contribute to a child’s CSA. This 
means that churches and community 
groups could contribute to young peo-
ple’s CSA accounts as a birthday 
present or on a special occasion. 

These Child Savings Accounts will 
arm our children for the future and de-
crease their reliance on the federal 
government. As a subset of the Roth 
tax-favored IRAs, Child Savings Ac-
counts are available to new-born chil-
dren from cradle to grave. In an in-
creasingly complex tax world, CSAs are 
a sort of ‘‘one-stop IRA shopping’’ that 
allow for certain tax-free withdrawals 
and tax-free accumulation of retire-
ment income. 

If a parent, and then the child him-
self, contributed the maximum amount 
for his lifetime, the Child Savings Ac-
count would be worth nearly $5 million 
at age 65 and over $7 million by age 70. 
And that is using conservative esti-
mates of return. Even if a parent could 
only contribute less than $10 a month 
for the first 18 years of a child’s life, 
and the child then gradually increased 
his or her contribution up to $2000 per 
year by the time he or she turned 40, 
the account would be worth $460,000 at 
age 65 and $672,000 at age 70. Even if the 
parent or grandparent or church or 
guardian put only $100 in the account 
in only one year, the account would 
still be worth almost $50,000 at retire-
ment age. The power of compound in-
terest is incredible. Giving more Amer-
icans—and all of our children—access 
to this power is imperative. 

The Bracket Creep Correction Act 
would index the tax brackets for real 
income growth. Tax brackets were not 
indexed for inflation until 1981 when 
Ronald Reagan was President. Indexing 
for real income growth is a logical and 
necessary next step. None other than 
Milton Friedman has announced his 
support for indexing tax brackets for 
wage growth. In addition to correcting 
for inflation, the tax code would also 
adjust for income growth—thus ending 
the squeeze that many taxpayers have 
felt as their tax burdens have risen at 
a faster rate than their incomes. 

A fourth bill that I will introduce 
will address a tax inequity that has ex-
isted for some time and was made 
worse by the large tax increases of 1993. 
The ‘‘Tax Fairness for Support of the 
Permanently Disabled Act’’ would 
change the tax rates for the taxable in-
come of a trust fund established solely 
for the benefit of a person who is per-
manently and totally disabled. Instead 
of being taxed at the highest tax rate 
(39.6%) for amounts over $7,500, the in-
come of this fund would be taxed at the 
tax rates that would normally apply to 

regular income of the same amount. In 
essence, trust fund income would be 
treated as personal income for a per-
manently disabled person. 

Mr. Nicholas Verbin of Nashville, 
Tennessee called my office about this 
problem a year or so ago. The problem 
was that he had established an irrev-
ocable trust for his son Nicky, who is 
completely disabled, unable to work, 
and totally dependent on his dad to 
provide for him. Mr. Verbin has spent 
his whole life building up this trust 
fund so that his son can live off this 
lifetime of hard work after Mr. Verbin 
is gone. Mr. Verbin does not want his 
son to have to go on welfare or become 
a ward of the state. Instead, he has 
built up this fund so that his son can be 
self-sufficient after he dies. Appar-
ently, the federal government would 
rather have Nicky on its welfare roles 
than have him take care of himself. 

Instead of taxing the interest that 
Nicky’s trust accumulates every year 
as simple income, which it is since 
Nicky has no other form of income, the 
IRS taxes the interest at the highest 
rate allowable—39.6%. Instead of help-
ing this sum grow into a sort of pen-
sion fund for Nicky, the IRS has 
milked it for all its worth. If Nicky’s 
trust earns more than $7,500 in interest 
in a year, the federal government takes 
$2,125 plus 39.5% of the amount above 
$7,500. Meanwhile, even Bill Gates does 
not pay 39.6% on the first $275,000 of his 
income. We are taxing disabled chil-
dren at a rate that we don’t even tax 
multimillionaires! 

I believe that we should not punish 
Mr. Verbin for his foresight, nor should 
we punish Nicky for his disability. 
While a case could be made that Con-
gress should eliminate the tax on this 
type of trust altogether, I have simply 
proposed that the interest income be 
treated like normal income for those 
disabled boys and girls, men and 
women who cannot work for them-
selves and depend on this interest as 
their only source of income. 

Mr. President, the Budget Resolution 
that we recently passed calls for a rec-
onciliation bill this year of $778 over 
2000–2009 (and $142 billion 2000–2004) in 
tax relief. Even with the military oper-
ations in Kosovo and other emergency 
appropriations, a tax cut is not only 
possible but necessary to keep our 
economy growing. 

While many tax credits and deduc-
tions are attractive, they further com-
plicate our already complicated tax 
code, subject additional tax payers to 
the alternative minimum tax, and pit 
one group of taxpayers against an-
other. I believe that Congress should 
enact across the board tax relief—like 
what I have outlined in my 10–20–30 
bill—as the on-budget surplus allows. 
We must work toward lowering the tax 
rates on every bracket, widening the 
amounts subject to each bracket and 
correcting for bracket creep in order to 
make the tax code fairer, flatter and 
less complex. 

We must also build more wealth in 
this country and encourage Americans 
to save. The Child Savings Account bill 
is a great savings vehicle for both rich 
and poor and has enormous potential 
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for increasing retirement savings. In-
stead of being dependent on Social Se-
curity, sock some money away in an 
IRA and get set for life.∑ 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 101 

At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the 
name of the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
HARKIN] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
101, a bill to promote trade in United 
States agricultural commodities, live-
stock, and value-added products, and to 
prepare for future bilateral and multi-
lateral trade negotiations. 

S. 279 

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
BRYAN] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
279, a bill to amend title II of the So-
cial Security Act to eliminate the 
earnings test for individuals who have 
attained retirement age. 

S. 329 

At the request of Mr. ROBB, the name 
of the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
FEINGOLD] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 329, a bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to extend eligibility for 
hospital care and medical services 
under chapter 17 of that title to vet-
erans who have been awarded the Pur-
ple Heart, and for other purposes. 

S. 345 

At the request of Mr. ALLARD, the 
name of the Senator from California 
[Mrs. FEINSTEIN] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 345, a bill to amend the 
Animal Welfare Act to remove the lim-
itation that permits interstate move-
ment of live birds, for the purpose of 
fighting, to States in which animal 
fighting is lawful. 

S. 443 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the name of the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. LEVIN] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 443, a bill to regulate the sale of fire-
arms at gun shows. 

S. 459 

At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. KERRY] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 459, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to in-
crease the State ceiling on private ac-
tivity bonds. 

S. 484 

At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. TORRICELLI] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 484, a bill to 
provide for the granting of refugee sta-
tus in the United States to nationals of 
certain foreign countries in which 
American Vietnam War POW/MIAs or 
American Korean War POW/MIAs may 
be present, if those nationals assist in 
the return to the United States of 
those POW/MIAs alive. 

S. 512 

At the request of Mr. GORTON, the 
names of the Senator from North Caro-
lina [Mr. HELMS] and the Senator from 

Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] were added as co-
sponsors of S. 512, a bill to amend the 
Public Health Service Act to provide 
for the expansion, intensification, and 
coordination of the activities of the 
Department of Health and Human 
Services with respect to research on 
autism. 

S. 514 
At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the 

names of the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. KENNEDY] and the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. BURNS] were added 
as cosponsors of S. 514, a bill to im-
prove the National Writing Project. 

S. 542 
At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the 

name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. SANTORUM] was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 542, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to ex-
pand the deduction for computer dona-
tions to schools and allow a tax credit 
for donated computers. 

S. 566 
At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the 

names of the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. COCHRAN], the Senator from Mon-
tana [Mr. BAUCUS], and the Senator 
from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 566, a bill to amend the 
Agricultural Trade Act of 1978 to ex-
empt agricultural commodities, live-
stock, and value-added products from 
unilateral economic sanctions, to pre-
pare for future bilateral and multilat-
eral trade negotiations affecting 
United States agriculture, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 636 
At the request of Mr. REED, the name 

of the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
DODD] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
636, a bill to amend title XXVII of the 
Public Health Service Act and part 7 of 
subtitle B of title I of the Employee 
Retirement Income Security Act of 
1974 to establish standards for the 
health quality improvement of chil-
dren in managed care plans and other 
health plans. 

S. 637 
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 

names of the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DURBIN], the Senator from California 
[Mrs. FEINSTEIN], the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. LAUTENBERG], and the 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. KOHL] 
were added as cosponsors of S. 637, a 
bill to amend title 18, United States 
Code, to regulate the transfer of fire-
arms over the Internet, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 717 
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the 

name of the Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. TORRICELLI] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 717, a bill to amend title 
II of the Social Security Act to provide 
that the reductions in social security 
benefits which are required in the case 
of spouses and surviving spouses who 
are also receiving certain Government 
pensions shall be equal to the amount 
by which two-thirds of the total 
amount of the combined monthly ben-
efit (before reduction) and monthly 

pension exceeds $1,2000, adjusted for in-
flation. 

S. 725 
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 

name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. CHAFEE] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 725, a bill to preserve and protect 
coral reefs, and for other purposes. 

S. 729 
At the request of Mr. CRAIG, the 

names of the Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. KYL] and the Senator from Colo-
rado [Mr. CAMPBELL] were added as co-
sponsors of S. 729, a bill to ensure that 
Congress and the public have the right 
to participate in the declaration of na-
tional monuments on federal land. 

S. 792 
At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the 

name of the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. 
INOUYE] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
792, a bill to amend title IV of the Per-
sonal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 to 
provide States with the option to allow 
legal immigrant pregnant women, chil-
dren, and blind or disabled medically 
needy individuals to be eligible for 
medical assistance under the Medicaid 
Program, and for other purposes. 

S. 817 
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 

name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. KENNEDY] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 817, a bill to improve aca-
demic and social outcomes for students 
and reduce both juvenile crime and the 
rist that youth will become victims of 
crime by providing productive activi-
ties during after school hours. 

S. 818 
At the request of Mr. DEWINE, the 

name of the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
SMITH] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
818, a bill to require the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services to conduct 
a study of the mortality and adverse 
outcome rates of Medicare patients re-
lated to the provision of anesthesia 
services. 

S. 836 
At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the 

name of the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. WELLSTONE] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 836, a bill to amend the 
Public Health Service Act, the Em-
ployee Retirement Income Security 
Act of 1974, and the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 to require that group 
health plans and health insurance 
issuers provide women with adequate 
access to providers of obstetric and 
gynecological services. 

S. 880 
At the request of Mr. INHOFE, the 

name of the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. HAGEL] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 880, a bill to amend the Clean Air 
Act to remove flammable fuels from 
the list of substances with respect to 
which reporting and other activities 
are required under the risk manage-
ment plan program 

S. 891 
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 

name of the Senator from Michigan 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 21:54 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00076 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S11MY9.REC S11MY9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y


		Superintendent of Documents
	2015-06-01T14:55:49-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




