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Social Security Reform: Billsin the 106™ Congress

Summary

The Social Security system is projected to have long-range funding problems.
Although itsincome currently exceedsits expenditures, the Social Security Board of
Trustees estimates that over the next 75 years the system’s expenditures would
exceed itsincome by 14% on average and by 2037 itstrust fundswould be depl eted.
This adverse outlook is mirrored by public opinion polls where fewer than 50% of
respondentsexpress confidencethat Social Security can meet itsfuturecommitments.
Accompanying this skepticismisagrowing perception that the system’ s benefitswill
not be as good a vaue in the future as they are today. These concerns and a belief
that the remedy lies partly in economic growth that could be bolstered by changesto
the system have led to alarge number of reform plans. They range from restoring the
system’ slong-range solvency with as few changes as possible to revamping it totally
toward private-sector pension models.

In his January 2000 State of the Union message, President Clinton renewed his
cal for crediting the Socia Security trust funds with general revenues equal to the
interest savings achieved by using Social Security surpluses to buy up publicly-held
debt. In his 1999 message, he had proposed a similar debt reduction course and
genera fund infusonsto Socia Security equal to alittle morethan haf of the next 15
years overall budget surpluses. Under both proposals part of the trust fundswereto
be invested in stocks.

While no major reform action was taken in the 106" Congress, Social Security
remained anissueinthe 2000 Presidential campaign. President-elect GeorgeW. Bush
favored alowing workers to put some of their Social Security taxes in personal
accounts where they could invest in stocks if they so desired. As with President
Clinton, Vice President Al Gore supported using budget surplusesin some fashionto
shore up system. He a so endorsed the creation of personal retirement accountswith
government matching contributions, but not by using socia security taxes.

Congressional leaders put particular emphasis in the 106™ Congress on setting
asde the Social Security portion of the looming budget surpluses pending
consideration of reform legidation. While agreement could not be reached on a so-
called “lock box” measure to protect the set asides, budget actions taken during the
two-year period avoided dipping into the Social Security portion of the surpluses.
L egidlation was brought up dealing with a number of other Social Security concerns
aswdl. Following a public statement by President Clinton that he would support
repeal of the Social Security earnings test, Congress passed H.R. 5, a bill to allow
recipients ages 65 to 69 to work without losing benefits, effective in 2000. The
President signed the hill into law on April 7, 2000 asP.L. 106-182. Also considered
was a measure to repeal a provision enacted in 1993 that subjected up to 85% of
Socia Security benefitsto income taxes. While passed by the House, the Senate did
not take up the repeal before adjourning sine die.

This report gives an overview of the reform issues and summarizes the hills
introduced in the 106™ Congress to address them. Bills directed at other Social
Security concerns aso are listed by subject in a summary table.
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Social Security Reform:
Billsin the 106" Congress

I ntroduction

The Social Security system is projected to have long-range funding problems.
Although the system’s income currently exceeds its outgo, its board of trustees
projectsthat over the next 75 yearsthe system’s expenditures will exceed itsincome
by 14% on average and by 2037 its trust funds will be depleted.® This adverse
outlook is mirrored by opinion polls where fewer than 50% of respondents express
confidence that Social Security will pay its promised benefits. Accompanying this
skepticism isagrowing perception that Social Security will not be as good avauein
thefuture asit istoday. Until recent years, atypical retiree could expect to receive
far more in benefits than he or she paid in Socia Security taxes. However, because
Social Security tax rates haveincreased to cover the costs of amaturing system, it has
become increasingly apparent that the system will be less of a good deal for future
recipients.? These concerns and a belief that the remedy lies partly in economic
growth that could be bolstered by Social Security reforms have led to a number of
major proposals, including ones to totally revamp the system toward private-sector
pension models.

Others suggest that the issues are not as serious as sometimes portrayed. They
point out that thereisno imminent crisis, that the systemisnow running surplusesand
is projected to do so for two decades or more, that the public still likes the program,
and that thereis considerable risk in some of the new reformideas. They contend that
modest changes would resolve the long-range funding problem.

! The Social Security Board of Trustees, comprised of three Cabinet Members, the
Commissioner of Social Security, and two membersrepresenting the public at large, annually
projects the long-range financia condition of the Socia Security system. Traditionally, the
Board uses a valuation period extending 75 yearsinto the future. Although the measure of
solvency was refined in 1991 to encompass shorter and more recent periods of valuation,
generaly long-range solvency — or what istechnically referredtoas* closeactuarial balance’
— isassumed to exist if the system’s average income over the 75-year period asawholeis
projected to be within 95% of its average costs.

2 To alarge extent, the very favorable returns on taxes experienced by the first few decades
of Social Security recipientswereartificial, semming from policy decisonsto pay relatively
large benefits early on while keeping tax rates low. Asthe system matured, with more people
becoming eligible with longer periods of paying taxes, and higher taxes becoming necessary
to cover the benefit costs of an expanding eligible population, the ratio of benefits-to-taxes
declined. The continued declinein theratio of workersto retireesis projected to further erode
benefit-to-tax ratios for future recipients.
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Following a year of public forums on the issue sponsored by the White House,
President Clinton proposed in his State of the Union address in January 1999 using
$2.8 trillion of some $4.9 trillion in projected federal budget surpluses over the
following 15 years to shore up the system — 21% of this infusion (or nearly $.6
trillion) would be invested in the stock market, the rest would be invested in federal
government securities. The proposal was estimated to keep Social Security solvent
until 2059. He further proposed that recipients be allowed to work without losing
benefits— through elimination of the Social Security earningstest — and unspecified
measuresto reduce poverty among ederly women. Healso proposed that $.5trillion
of the budget surpluses be used to create new Universal Savings Accounts (USAS)
— 401(k)-like savings accounts that individuas would own. These would be
intended to supplement Social Security benefits.

In June 1999, heraised his 15-year surplusprojectionto $5.9trillionand revised
his Social Security proposal. It called for creation of abudget “lock box” to protect
the Social Security portion of the surplus, smilar to approaches being considered by
Congress, and general fund infusionsto the Social Security trust funds of $543 hillion
inthe FY 2011-2014 period, followed by anindefinite $189 billionper year thereafter.
These were equal to the estimated interest savings to the Treasury from using the
“lock box” surplusesto reduce outstanding publicly-held federal debt. Theinfusions
were to be invested in stocks until the stock portion of trust fund holdings reached
15%. The plan was projected to keep the system solvent until 2053.

In October 1999, President Clinton sent draft legislation to Congress reflecting
yet another plan. It resembled the June plan, but omitted the part caling for
investment of the new infusions in stock. It called, instead, for crediting the trust
funds with $735.2 billion in federa securitiesin the FY 2011-2015 period, followed
by $215.5 billion per year through 2044. The plan was projected to extend the life
of the systemuntil 2050. It also called for reserving & of future budget surplusesfor
Medicare reform. The draft legidation was introduced by Senators Moynihan (S.
1828) and Daschle (S. 1831) and Representative Gephardt (H.R. 3165).

In his State of the Union address on January 27, 2000 and his FY 2001 budget
request, President Clinton again renewed his call to protect the projected Social
Security surplusesand that interest savingsfromeliminating publicly-held federal debt
be credited to the trust funds. Unlike his October 1999 proposal, this last one again
called for investment of part of the new infusonsin stock. Some50% of theinfusions
would be invested in stocks until the stock portion of the trust funds holdings
reached 15%. In effect, thislast plan was close to his June 1999 plan. The new trust
fund infusions were to begin in FY2011. The Social Security Administration’s
actuaries estimated that they would range from $98.7 billion in FY2011 to $204.9
billion in 2016 and thereafter (with all such infusions ending in 2050), and that the
plan would extend the life of the system until 2054.

Although no major reformswereenacted inthe 106" Congress, stepsweretaken
to set asidethe portion of the looming budget surplusesattributable to Social Security
pending consideration of reform legislation. This was done through both budget
resolutions enacted during the two-year period. Attempts, however, to bolster the
set-asides through procedural measures to discourage tax cuts or spending increases
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that would dip into the set asides — so-called budget “lock box” measures —failed
to garner Senate approval.

Following apublic statement by President Clinton early inthe year that he would
support repeal of the Social Security earnings test, Congress did pass H.R. 5, ahill
to allow recipients ages 65 to 69 to work without losing benefits effective in 2000.
Under the old law, recipients ages 65 to 69 who earned more than $17,000 in 2000
would have lost one dollar in benefits for each three dollars they earned above the
limit; therewas no loss of benefitsonce a person reached age 70. Under the new law,
recipients ages 65 to 69 received full benefits beginning with the month they reached
age 65, or beginning with January 2000 if they had reached age 65 earlier. President
Clinton signed the measure into law on April 7, 2000 as P.L. 106-182 (see CRS
Report 98-789).

Congress aso considered legidlation to repeal part of the income taxation of
Socia Security benefitsthat isnow credited to the Medicare HI program. Legidation
enacted in 1993 had made up to 85% of benefits taxable for some recipients. H.R.
4865 as passed the House would have limited the taxable portion to 50%. However,
no action on the bill was taken in the Senate before it adjourned sine die (see CRS
Report RL30581).

Thisreport summarizesthe variousreform bills and other legidationintroduced
inthe 106™ Congress. For additional reading on the issues, see the Appendix to this
report. Many of the CRS products listed there and links to information from other
organi zations can be accessed through an on-line Social Security “electronic briefing
book” located at the CRSwebsite[ http://www.congress.gov/brbk/html/ebsscl.html].

Background

Projected Financing Problem. Currently the Social Security system’sincome
exceedsitsoutgo. However, the Social Security Board of Trustees projects that on
average over the next 75 years the system’s expenditures will exceed itsincome by
14%. Theprimary reasonisdemographic: an aging post-World War 11 “baby boom”
generation will begin retiring in 2008 and increasing life expectancy is creating an
older society. By 2025, the number of people 65 and older is projected to rise by
75%. In contrast, the number of workers whose taxes will finance future Social
Security benefitsis projected to grow by only 13%. Asaresult, theratio of workers
to Socia Security recipientsisprojected to fal from3.4to 1 today to 2.1to 1in 2030
and ultimately to 1.9 to 1 in 2075 (the end of trustees’ projection period).

Socia Security revenues are paid into the U.S. Treasury and invested in federal
securitiesrecorded to the Old Age, Survivorsand Disability Insurance (OASDI) trust
funds maintained by the Treasury Department (OASDI being the formal title for
Social Security). Socia Security benefits and administrative costs are paid out of the
Treasury and a corresponding amount of securities are written off the trust funds.

3 See the 2000 Report of the Board of Trustees of the Federal Old-Age, Survivors and
Disahility Insurance Trust Funds, Intermediate projections.
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The tax surpluses the system is currently generating and the interest the
government “pays’ to the trust funds on the securities they hold appear as growing
trust fund balances. On March 30, 2000, the trustees projected that the balances
would grow to a peak of $6 trillion in 2024. After 2024, the trust funds' income
would be less than their outgo and the balances would fall. By 2037, the balances
would be totally depleted and the system would be technically insolvent.*

Although aggregate trust fund surpluses are projected through 2024, the point
at which Socia Security taxes alone (ignoring interest credited to the funds) would
fal below the system’s outgo is 2015. Since interest “paid” to the trust funds is
samply an exchange of creditsamong governmental accounts, it does not represent a
source of receipts for the government. Only the portion of the trust funds' income
represented by taxes provides receiptsfor the government. Hence, it isin 2015 that
surplus Social Security taxes would no longer be available to the government and
other resources of the government would be needed to help meet the costs of the
system. At that point, in the absence of surplus receipts from the rest of the
government’ s operations, policymakerswould have three basic choices: raise taxes,
cut spending, or borrow money from the public.®

Today, the cost of the system — approximately $410 billionin 2000 — isequal
t0 10.34% of the total amount of national earnings subject to Social Security taxation
(referred to as taxable payroll). It is projected to rise Slowly over the next decade,
reaching 11.55% of payroll by 2010. It would then begin a more precipitous rise to
16.24% in 2025 and 17.86% in 2035. This would be near the end of the baby
boomers’ retirement as those born in 1965 (the approximate end of the baby boom)
would be 70 years old in 2035. After that, the system’s cost would rise slowly to
19.53% of payroll in 2075. The system’saverage cost over the entire 75-year period
would be 15.4% of payroll or 14% higher than itsaverageincome. However, thegap
between income and outgo would grow throughout the period and by 2075, income
would equal 13.34% of payroll, outgo would equal 19.53% of payrall, and the gap
would equal 6.18% of payroll. Simply put, by the end of the projection period, outgo
would exceed income by 46%.

Past Financing Problems. The current problemisnot unprecedented. 1n 1983
andinlegidationin 1977, Congressenacted avariety of measuresto addressfinancing
shortfallssamilar to those now being forecast. Among them were benefit computation
changes, a gradua increase from 65 to 67 in Socia Security’s “full” benefit age,
increases in payroll taxes, partial taxation of the Social Security benefits of higher-
income recipients, and extension of coverage to federal and nonprofit employees.
(SeeTable1l.) Sincethen, new long-term deficits have been forecast, resulting from

* The reader should recognize that at that point the system is projected to still be receiving
taxes sufficient to cover about 72% of its ongoing costs.

® Since the trust funds would till be credited with interest for the securities they hold, from
an accounting standpoint their “total” income (tax receipts and interest combined) would
exceed their outgo and the useof general governmental resources during the 2015-2024 period
would be “making good” on part of the interest due to the funds. Even more general
governmental resources would be needed in the 2025-2037 period as the balances of the trust
funds are drawn down.
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changes in actuarial methods and assumptions, as well as extensions of the 75-year
valuation period to later years (which added years of deficits at the back end of the
period, while subtracting recent years of surpluses). (See Figure 1 and Table 2.)

Table1l. MeasuresEnacted in 1977 and 1983 to Shore Up Financial
Condition of Social Security System

M easur es enacted in 1983
: Percent of projected 75-year
i funding gap closed by measure
| Rasefull benefitagefrom651067 e, A% ..
| Subject uptoebendfitstoincometaxes e 29% ...
| Cover federdl & non-profit employees e 18% ...
| Move COLAsTrom July to January 4% .
O e % .
Funding gap remaining after changes i -0-
M easur es enacted in 1977
| Changes in benefit computationrules | ..................................... 8% .
| Increasein Socidl SeCUMty WX TAeS oo 15% ..
| Increasein taxable earningsase e ™ ..
O oo % ..
e S S 82% ..
Funding gap remaining after changes* i 18%

* The 1977 amendments did not fully resolve the long-range financing problem projected at that time.
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Figure 1. Social Security Trust Fund Balances, 1983 and
2000 Projections

Trust Fund Balance as% of Annual Outgo

1983 Projections
/
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1985 1995 2005 2015 2025 2037 2045 2055

Table2. Major Assumptions Underlying L ong-Range Social Security
Projections Madein 1983 and 2000

Long-range assumptions 1983 projections 2000 pr ojections

Annual increasein: ' '

‘—wagesin covered employment : 55% i T 43%
‘—consumer priceindex i . 7o 7 33%
‘Unemploymentrate 1 7 55%
‘Annual interest rate 1 6496 T 6.3%
Fertility rate (births per woman) X o 195
Life expectancy in 2060 T
""" Athirth (inyears): T
""""" —women iU Tea4 R e T
""""" Dlpen T g g g g
""" Atage 65 (inyears): T
""""" Comen T g g g g
""""" Dlpen T g g g
'Annual netimmigration ©400,0000 A 900,000

Source: 1983 and 2000 OASDI Trustees Report, Intermediate projections.
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Expressed as a percent of taxable payroll, the currently projected financing
problem of 1.89% of payroll (averaged over the next 75 years) isdightly lessthan the
size asthe problem that Congress tackled in 1983 and only about one-fourth the size
of the problem addressed in 1977 (see Table 3). The more important difference
between the financing problems projected then and now isthat the problemsin 1977
and 1983 were immediate. The imminent “insolvency” of the trust funds gave
political impetus to act on the issue. Today, there is no near-term problem, only a
long-term one. In one sense, it makes dealing with the problem harder, because the
length of time before the problem emerges gives people a basis to doubt what the
projections show (the argument being that long-term projections will inevitably be
wrong). On the other hand, the longer time frame until the problem emerges alows
for gradual changes to be made to solve it, in lieu of precipitous benefit cuts or tax
increases that might be required if insolvency were imminent.

Table 3. Social Security’s L ong-Range Financing Shortfall Addressed
in 1977 and 1983 Compared to That Shown in 2000 Trustees Report

Year of Income Outgo Deficit Deficit as Percent
Projection : : : of Income

(75-year average in % of payroll)

1977 10.99 19.19 | -8.20 75%
1983 12.29 14.38 | -2.09 17%
2000 1351 | 15.40 | -1.89 | 14%

Sour ce: 1977 and 2000 OASDI Trustees' Report, Intermediate projections, and projectionsprovided
to House Committee on Ways and Means and Senate Committee on Finance, February 1983.

Emerging Callsfor Reform

As far back as 1990, Social Security trustees of previous administrations
concluded that steps eventually would need to be taken to fix the system. Impetusto
move soon was triggered by the 1994/1995 Bipartisan Commission on Entitlement
and Tax Reform (better known as the Kerrey-Danforth Commission), which, while
falling to get agreement on a specific plan, did conclude that the earlier action was
taken the better. This perspective was echoed two years later by the 1994-1996
Socia Security Advisory Council, alegidatively-mandated panel convened to study
Socia Security’s long-term problem. [t too was unable to agree on a specific plan,
but its members also concluded that action needed to be taken soon. Since then,
numerous other private and governmental entities, including a new permanent Social
Security Advisory Board, the General Accounting Office, the National Association
of Manufacturers, the Committee on Economic Development, and the American
Academy of Actuarieshave comeforward urging Congressto takeaction. Moreover,
opinion polls suggest that the public generaly seesthe need and isin favor of reform
soon. However, while a consensus has emerged that action is necessary, thereis a
wide range of opinion over what should be done.
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The 1994/1996 Advisory Council on Social Security. The 1997 report of the
1994-96 Social Security Advisory Council contained three possible aternatives to
restore the system’ s solvency.® The firgt (the “maintain benefits’ plan) would have
kept the system’ s benefit structure essentialy in tact by addressing most of the long-
range problem with revenue increases (including an eventua rise in the payroll tax)
and minor benefit cuts. To close the remaining gap, its proponents suggested that
Congress consider authorizing investment of up to 40% of the Social Security trust
fundsin the stock market. The second (the “individual account” plan) addressed the
problem mostly with gradually growing benefit reductions. It also would have
required workersto make an extra 1.6% of pay contribution to new personal savings
accounts. The third (the “personal security account” plan) proposed a complete
redesignof the systemthat would have gradually replaced the current earnings-related
retirement benefits with flat-rate benefits based on length of service and personal
savings accounts funded with a 5% of pay contribution (carved out of the current
payroll tax). It would have covered the costs of transitioning to the new system with
an increase in payroll taxes of 1.52% of pay and government borrowing.

While Congressdid not act on any of the Advisory Council’ splans, the Council’s
report and varied plans have served to stimulate public debate. The conceptual
approaches they reflect can be found in the many reform bills introduced in the 105"
and 106" Congresses as well as in other proposals suggested by private panels and
experts.

Reform Billsand Other Proposals. This section briefly summarizes some of
the more fundamental reform hills introduced in recent Congresses and proposals
suggested by others. A more general list of Social Security-related bills introduced
in the 106™ Congress is provided in the succeeding section.

During the 103" Congress, billswereintroduced proposing to raisethe system’s
full benefit age to 70, modify cost-of-living adjustments (COLAS), and make other
benefit reductions — H.R. 4275 (Pickle), H.R. 4372/H.R. 4373 (Penny), H.R. 5308
(Nick Smith). H.R. 4245 (Rostenkowski) of the 103rd Congress sought a mix of
benefit reductions and tax increases. In the 104™ Congress, more far-reaching
proposals were introduced encompassing not only some of these changes, but also
seeking to privatize aportion of the program— S. 818 (Kerrey), S. 825 (Kerrey and
Simpson), and H.R. 3758 (Nick Smith). In the 105" Congress more than 30 reform
bills reflecting an even wider array of options were introduced.

Asmeasured by the number of billsintroduced, the most popular form of Social
Security change proposed in the 106™ Congress were those designed to alter the
program’ streatment in the federal budget — more than 40 would have done so either
by changing how Social Security isviewed and treated in the congressional budget-
making process or through constitutional amendmentsto baance the federal budget
without counting Social Security. Included among them were the FY 2000 and FY
2001 concurrent budget resolutions, H.Con.Res. 68 and H.Con.Res. 290, both of
which set aside the portion of projected budget surpluses attributable to Socid
Security pending action to reform the system. Many others consisted of so-called

® Report on the 1994-1996 Advisory Council on Socia Security. Washington, GPO, 1997.
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“lock box” measures, including amendments to S. 557 (Thompson), which would
have set a statutory limit on publicly-held debt that would decline annually by the
amount of Social Security surpluses, and H.R. 1259 (Herger), H.R. 3859 (Herger),
H.R. 5173 (Fletcher), H.R. 5203 (Shaw), dl of which were aimed at creating points
of order against hills that would use the Social Security or Medicare portions of
budget surplusesfor spending increasesor tax cuts. Thelatter four passed the House
but werenot taken up inthe Senate (See CRS Report RS20165 for further discussion
of Socia Security “lock boxes.”)

Also prominent were measures to allow aged recipients to earn more without
losing benefits. Aspreviously mentioned, following President Clinton’ sstatement that
hewould signa“clean” bill iminating the earnings limit for recipientsages 65 to 69,
both Houses of Congress passed H.R. 5 (Representative Sam Johnson) unanimously
with no other amendmentsor aterations of the program. The President signed the
bill intolaw asP.L. 106-182, on April 7, 2000. Under the new law, the earningslimit
for this age group was eliminated beginning in the year 2000.

Congress aso considered legidation to repeal part of the income taxation of
Socia Security benefitsthat isnow credited to the Medicare HI program. Legidation
enacted in 1993 made up to 85% of benefitstaxable for some recipients. H.R. 4865,
passed by the House on July 27, 2000, would have repeal ed that measure, and thereby
limited the taxable portion of benefitsto 50%. It too was not taken up in the Senate
(see CRS Report RL30581).

Most of the fundamental reform billsintroduced inthe 106th Congressand those
aimed at addressing the system’ slong-range financing problems proposed alterations
of the system with some combination of benefit restraints and income-producing
measures. Most would have made some use of the nation’ sfinancial markets, either
by permitting the creation of new personal savingsaccountsto supplement or takethe
place of future Socia Security benefitsor by requiring or permitting the “ collective”
investment of the Social Security trust fundsin stocksand bonds. Someinvolvingthe
creation of personal accountswould have phased-in rapidly, giving workersso-called
recognition bonds for their past Social Security taxes, while others called for along
trangition.

H.R. 249 (Sanford) and H.R. 874 (Porter) of the 106" Congress would have
allowed workers to divert 8 and 10 percentage points, respectively, of the current
Social Security tax rate paid by employeesand employersinto new personal accounts.
Under H.R. 249, workers who did so would have received Socia Security benefits
equivalent to those payable had they turned age 62 and retired in the year 2000 and
a minimum annua annuity from their new personal accounts (with any remaining
balance being available as a personal asset). For those who stayed in the existing
system, the bill would have gradually rai sed the full benefit ageto 70, altered the basic
benefit formulato produce lower benefits(i.e., than current law), and reduced annual
COLAs and spousal benefits. It aso would have extended Social Security coverage
to newly hired state and local government workers. Under H.R. 874, workers opting
for the new systemwould have received Socia Security benefits(through recognition
bonds) based on their employment record before they joined and a minimum annuity
fromtheir new personal accounts. For those remaining in the existing system, the bill
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would have gradually raised the full benefit age to 70 and altered the basic benefit
formulato produce lower benefits.

S. 1103 of the 106™ Congress (Rod Grams) and H.R. 3683 (Sessions) of the
105™ Congress would similarly have allowed workers to opt for a new system of
personal accounts. S. 1103, like H.R. 874, would have allowed workersto divert 10
percentage pointsof the current tax rate into the new accounts. Workers age 30 and
older were to receive recognition bonds for past Socia Security taxes. Those
choosing the new system would have been permitted to opt back into the old one
within 10 years upon repayment of the taxes and any recognition bonds received.
Under H.R. 3683, once aworker opted out, hisor her portion of the Social Security
tax — 6.2% of pay — wereto be deposited into a new personal account. Employers
would have continued to pay their share of thetax to the existing systemfor 15 years,
after which they wereto contribute to the worker’ s personal account. There wasto
be a 90-day period of dual coverage, after which the worker’s Socia Security
coverage was to decline by 20% per year until al protections wereforfeited in the 5™
year.

S. 21 (Moynihan/Kerrey) of the 106™ Congress would have put the current
system on a pay-as-you-go basis by immediately reducing the tax rate by one
percentage point each on workers and their employers, and then raising it later in
tandem with the system’ sfuture cost. Workers were to be given the option of using
the tax cut to create new personal accounts. If they did, their employerswould have
had to match their contributions. The bill aso reduced COLAS, increased and
extended the taxation of benefitsto al recipients, repeaed the currently scheduled
increasein the full Social Security benefit age while constraining the future growthin
benefits to reflect increasing life expectancy, lengthened the earnings “averaging
period” for computing benefits, eliminated the Social Security earningstest (allowing
recipientsage 62 and ol der to receive benefitsregardless of their earnings), raised the
maximum amount of earnings subject to taxation, extended Social Security coverage
to al newly hired state and local government workers, and created a new system of
personal savings accounts for children under the age of 6, referred to as kidsave
accounts, funded with contributions by the government.

Senator Phil Gramm suggested a plan under which workers would be allowed
to divert three percentage pointsof their tax rate into new personal accountswiththe
government guaranteeing a higher retirement income than would be payable from
Socia Security alone. The guarantee would apply when aretiree’s Social Security
benefitsplusan annuity fromthe new personal accountsarelessthan 120% of current
law Socia Security benefits. An amount equal to an additional two percent of
workers' pay also would be contributed to personal accounts by the Federal
government, and the annuities from these contributions would be used entirely to
offset the cost of a worker’'s eventual Social Security benefits. Federal budget
surpluses, apartial draw-down of the Social Security trust funds, and higher corporate
tax receipts resulting from the potential economic stimulus created by the plan were
suggested as ways of covering transition costs. The Senator suggested that the plan
would resolve Social Security’ sfunding problemssincethe personal account annuities
would fully or partialy offset Social Security benefits. The plan was not introduced
in bill form.
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H.R. 5659 (Kasich) would have created a new system of voluntary persona
accounts coupled with constraints on the growth of the existing Social Security
benefit formula such that benefits would rise only at the rate of inflation. Under
current rules, futureretirees Social Security benefitsare scheduled to rise at the rate
of averagewagesinthe economy. Under thebill, their benefitsweretorise at therate
of inflation, which historically has risen at a dower pace than wages. This change
alone would be expected to bring the systeminto long-range balance. Under the new
personal accounts system, workers under age 55 in the year 2000 could have made
anirrevocable choiceto divert aportion of their Social Security tax into the accounts,
and in return accepted a partial reduction in their eventual Social Security benefits.
The amount of the diversionwasto vary withthe level of aworker’ sannual earnings;
the smaler the earnings, the larger the diversion rate (with a minimum of 1% of
earnings and amaximum approaching 3.5%). Thebill aso called for borrowing from
the general fund by the Social Security trust funds to help cover transition costs.

H.R. 3206 (Nick Smith) of the 106™ Congress would have allowed workers to
put 2.5 percentage points of their Social Security taxes into new personal accounts
for the next 25 years, 2.75 percentage points from 2026 to 2038, and an amount
thereafter based on the yearly excess of aggregate Social Security revenue over
expenditures. At retirement, each participant’s Social Security benefits were to be
reduced by the amount of a hypothetical annuity derived from their new personal
accounts. The bill would have altered the existing system by accelerating the
scheduled increase in the full benefit age to 67 for those born in 1949, thereafter
increasing it by 1 month every 2 years, and made changesto the basic benefit formula
to produce lower initial benefits such that ultimately there would be nearly asingle-
rate benefit formula. 1t also would have raised benefitsfor surviving spouses by 10%
beginningin 2001, increased the “ delayed retirement credit” to 8% per year beginning
in 2000 (instead of in 2008 as scheduled under current law), extended Social Security
coverage to newly hired state and local government workers, eliminated the Social
Security earningstest for recipientsage 62 and older, and made general fund infusions
to thetrust fundsequal to non-Social Security budget surplusesfor FY 2001-FY 2009
and for a portion of the costs of Disability Insurance.

S. 588 (Bunning) of the 106™ Congress would have allowed workersto initialy
divert 2.5% of their taxes into new accounts with the diversion amount rising to up
to half of their taxes over 20 years. Workers opting to do so would have had to take
a50% reductionintheir eventual Social Security benefits. Retireeswould have been
required to draw down at least 75% of their personal account accumulations in the
form of an annuity or other monthly payment based on their life expectancy.

Patterned after recommendations made by the Nationa Commission on
Retirement Policy, an independent panel comprising Members of Congress, business
leaders, economists, and other experts in the pensionfield, S. 2313 (Gregg/Breaux)
and H.R. 4256/H.R. 4824 (Kolbe/Stenholm) of the 105™ Congress would have
mandatorily diverted two percentage points of the workers tax rate into new
accounts (for those under age 55 upon enactment). They would have raised the
existing system’ sincome by extending Social Security coverage to newly hired state
and local government workersand crediting proceedsfromthe current incometax on
benefits that now go to the Medicare Hospital Insurance trust fund to the Social
Security trust funds. They would have reduced its outgo by raising the early and full
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benefit ages gradually to 67 and 70, thereafter increasing them by 2 months every 3
years, atering the basic benefit formula to produce lower benefits, reducing the
dependent spouse’ s benefit, lengthening the earnings averaging period for computing
benefits, and reducing Social Security COLAS. Thebillsalso called for anew system
of minimum Social Security benefits, ending the Social Security earnings test for
recipients at or above the full benefit age, and creating new voluntary incentives for
persona savings.

Representatives Kolbe and Stenholm introduced a revised proposal in the 106"
Congress, H.R. 1793. Whileretaining many of the same provisions of H.R. 4256 and
H.R. 4824 (including the mandatory two percentage point tax “carve out” for new
personal accounts and a new but revised minimum benefit), the new bill did not
contain measures extending Socia Security coverage to state and local government
workers and reducing the dependent spouse’ s benefit. It also revised the provisions
of the previous hills affecting the early and full benefit age, such that after the full
benefit ageroseto 67in 2011, bothit and the early benefit age would have rissn more
dowly than under the previous bills (i.e., by one month every two years). It added
two new benefit formula constraintsto the package: (1) limiting the future growthin
benefitsto reflect increasesin life expectancy (Smilar to approach takenin S.21) and
(2) constraining the growth of the middle and upper brackets of the formula (these
two constraints would be additive, not separate). It also revised voluntary savings
provisionsinthe previousbillsby adding government matching contributionsfor low-
income workers. In addition, to assist with program financing, it called for general
fund infusions to the Social Security trust funds rising from amounts equal to 0.4%
of pay in 2000 to 0.8% in 2060 and thereafter.

Senators Gregg and Breaux (along with 5 other cosponsors) aso introduced a
revised plan, S. 1383. It only raised the full benefit ageto 67 (albeit somewhat faster
than current law and with greater reductions and increases for early and delayed
retirement) and did not increase the earliest eligibility age. In lieu of such changes
proposed in their previous hill, it contained a provision similar to that of S. 21,
constraining the growth of the system’s benefit formula to reflect increasing life
expectancy. It retained the mandatory two percentage point tax “carve out” for new
personal accounts, however, in contrast to their previous hill, some or all of the
annuities from these accounts was to cause a reduction in future Social Security
benefits. Inaddition, it did not create anew minimum benefit but instead revised the
basic benefit formula to tilt it more heavily toward low-wage workers. The new
package also caled for creation of “kidsave’ accountssmilar to those of S. 21 (with
half of the eventual “kidsave’ annuities causing a reduction in Social Security
benefits), and it revised voluntary savings provisionsin the previous bill by adding a
government contribution and matching rate for low-income workers. To assist with
program financing, it would have raised the maximum amount of earnings subject to
Socia Security taxation and authorized general fund infusions to the Social Security
trust funds rising from amounts equal to 0.6% of pay in 2000 to 1.2% in 2060 and
thereafter. As with H.R. 1793 (Kolbe/Stenholm), this new package excluded
provisions extending Social Security coverageto state and local government workers
and reducing the dependent spouse’ sbenefit. (Also see S. 2774, introduced by same
sponsorsin the 106" Congress — similar bill with some modifications).
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H.R. 250 and H.R. 251 (Sanford) of the 106" Congress would have mandatorily
diverted one percentage point of the workers' share of the tax rate on into new
personal accounts (for those under age 55 upon enactment) managed by the Treasury
in the same manner as the federal workers' Thrift Savings Plan (with the same
investment options) or by banking institutions. Future Social Security benefits were
to be scaled down to reflect the annuity value of the account accumulations. They
also gradually raised Socia Security’s early and full retirement ages to 67 and 70,
respectively, for those born in 1967, thereafter increasing them by about 1 month
every 2 years, and reduced COLAS.

H.R. 4839 (Sanford) of the 106™ Congress would have mandatorily diverted an
amount derived from annual Social Security surpluses into new personal savings
accounts (for those under age 55) with between 5 and 15 investment options to
choosefrom. Future Social Security benefits wereto be scaled down to take account
of the growth of the accounts. It further provided for general fund infusions to the
DI trust fund if the fund balance falls below 20% of annual costs.

Economists Martin Feldstein and Andrew Samwick have suggested a persona
accounts system funded with federal budget surpluses allocated to workersat arate
egual to 2% of their pay. Under their plan, withdrawals from the accounts would
causeapartial reductionin Social Security benefits; i.e., for every $1 withdrawn, $.75
in Social Security benefits should be forfeited. In this way, the build up of the
accounts would lead to an eventual reduction in the existing system’s cost while
enhancing future retirees income. They claimed the proposal would make the
existing system solvent in the long run.

A related approach suggested by Representatives Archer and Shaw would have
established a persona accounts system (referred to as Social Security “guarantee
accounts”) funded with indefinitegovernment contributions equal to 2% of pay. The
government would have established the accounts for all workers who pay Socia
Security taxes. However, workers Socia Security taxeswereto be unaffected, since
the funding of the accounts would be through refundable tax credits (the accounts
would be effectively funded with general revenues). The accounts were to be
managed by sel ected investment companieswith portfolios containing a 60/40% split
of equities and corporate bonds. Upon entitlement to Social Security, an amount
equal to a*“life annuity” wasto be transferred monthly from each worker’ s account
to the Social Security system, and the higher of current law Social Security benefits
or the life annuity would have been paid to the recipient (in effect, the annuity
payment was to fund a portion or all of the Social Security benefit depending on its
size). The account balances of deceased recipients were to be used to finance Social
Security benefits of any eligible survivors or would have otherwise reverted to the
Socia Security trust funds. The account balances of workers who die before
entitlement with no digible survivorswereto become part of the worker’ sestate. The
proposal also would have eliminated the Social Security earnings test for recipients
age 62 and older and liberdized Social Security survivor benefits for two-earner
couples (the Socia Security benefits of the surviving spouse were to be equal to
2/3rdsof the combined benefitsthey formerly received asacouple). The planwasnot
introduced in bill form.
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Following the theme of the “maintain benefits’ plan of 1994-1996 Socia
Security Advisory Council, three other approaches attempted to close the system’s
funding gap without altering Social Security benefits or creating new personal
accounts. Reflecting in part the original “framework” for reform proposed by the
President in January 1999, H.R. 1043 (Nadler) in the 106™ Congress would have
credited the trust funds with $2.8 trillion of the then projected $4.9 trillion in federal
budget surpluses over the next 15 years as a genera fund “infusion,” using 40% of
such amountsto buy stocks (about $1.1 trillionworth). It also would have raised the
maximum amount of earnings subject to Social Security taxation. H.R. 2039 (Stark)
would have credited the Social Security trust fundswith annual general fund infusions
equal to 2.07% of taxable payroll (about $75 billion per year in 1999 dollars), an
amount equivaent to the average long-range funding gap projected in the 1999
trustees’ report. S. 1376 (Hollings) called for the creation of anew source of federal
revenue— a 5% value added tax — that wasto be used to retire the federal debt and
help shore up the Social Security trust funds.

Other morelimited approachesembody the concept of expanding theinvestment
policies of the program; more specifically, by creating aboard empowered to invest
Social Security fundsin stocks as well as federal bonds. Theideaisthat a managed
fund that took advantage of investment yields from stocks would raise the income of
thetrust funds. Thiswasincorporated in both President Clinton’ svarious proposals,
which as previoudy mentioned would have credited the trust fundswith general fund
infusions, part of which wasto be used to buy stocks. It alsoissimilar to approaches
suggested in H.R. 633 and H.R. 990 (Bartlett), H.R. 871 (Markey), H.R. 1043
(Nadler), and H.R. 2717 (DeFazio) in the 106™ Congress and H.R. 336 (Solomon)
of the 105™ Congress, and to proposals of former Social Security commissioner,
Robert Ball, and Brookings economists, Henry Aaron and Robert Reischauer.

Not al proposals attempted to close the system’s funding gap. S. 263 (Roth)
of the 106™ Congress and H.R. 3456 (Kasich) and S. 2369 (Roth) of the 105"
Congress would have created personal savings accounts funded with federal budget
surplusesthat wereto be considered supplementsto Social Security. These proposals
assumed no changesto the existing system. The expressed view was that the Social
Security system will have to be changed at some point, and the creation of these
accounts could help fill the gap in benefits caused by those eventual changes. A
smilar measure to create universal savings accounts (USAS) using a portion of the
budget surpluses was incorporated in President Clinton’s 1999 reform framework.
In adetailed plan announced on April 14, 1999, he proposed a progressive system of
automatic government contributions, with a further progressive government match
when a worker makes a voluntary contribution (progressive in the sense that the
lower aworker’sincome, the larger the automatic contribution and matching rate).

Also embedded in President Clinton’ svarious plansand, to amorelimited extent
inH.R. 147 (Ralph Hall) and H.R. 160 (Royce) in the 106™ Congress and H.R. 2191
(Neumann) in the 105" Congress, was a proposal to buy up federal securities in the
financial markets(i.e., outstanding publicly-held federal debt) and credit an equivaent
amount of federal securities to the Social Security trust funds. The various bills
introduced smply called for replacement of the trust funds' non-marketable securities
withmarketable federal ones. The President’ s January 1999 plan called for crediting
$2.2 trillion of such to the trust funds over the next 15 years as a general fund
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infusion. His revised June 1999 plan would have credited the trust funds only with
interest savingsfrom buying up federal securities, first inthe form of stocks, and then
inthe form of federal securities (i.e., oncethe trust funds holdingsin stocks reached
15% of the total). In his October 1999 plan, al of the trust fund infusions (again
representing interest savings fromretiring federal debt) would have beenin the form
of federal securities. His January 2000 plan resembled the June 1999 plan calling for
50% of the “interest-derived” infusions to be invested in stock until the trust funds
holdings in stocks reached 15% of the total.

Social Security Bills Introduced In 106™ Congress

Table 4 listsmany of the bills introduced in the 106™ Congress affecting Social
Security. It is relatively comprehensive but not all-inclusive. The bills shown are
confined to those that would have reformed the system or otherwise addressed its
financing problems, changed itsbudget status, or had notable cost or revenue effects.
The table groups them into categories reflecting their general nature. Footnotes to
the table indicate CRS or GAO reports that discuss the bills or the subject matter.
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Table4. Social Security Billsin 106™ Congress

General Nature of Bill

Attemptsto restor e solvency
of current system?®

Creates new voluntary or
mandatory system of
personal accountsin place of
part of current system

Creates personal accounts,
but does not alter current
system

HR. 1 Hastert H.R. 249 : ! Sanford S. 263 Roth

(reserved for 5

President’s

bill)
HR 249 iSafod | HR250  isafod | i
HR.250 | Saford | HR 251 | Safod | .
HR 251 | Saford | HR 874 | Poter |
HR 1043 | Nader | HR1793 iKobe | i
'HR 1793 | Kobe | HR 1897 | Peri |
'HR 2039 | Stak | HR 3206 | NickSmith | .
'HR 2717 | DeFezio | HR48%9 isSafod | i
R 3006 | NickSmith | HR 5650 i Kasch | i
HR 3165 | Gepharct | sa i Moynihen | L
'HR 5659 | Kasch | s58  iBumng | i
sa i Moyniben | s 1103 ¢ Grams | L
'ss588 | Buming | s1383 | Gegg | i
's1103 | Grams | s2740  ilendiew | i
s136 fHollings | sora Gegg | L
s1s3 ieregg | s3200 | Kerey | L
'S188  iMoynhen | i[5
s1831 | Dasche | L | i
sor74 iGegg | ] o
Alters system’sinvestment Alters Social Security’s Liberalizes or ends Social
polici budget treatment (including Security earningstestd

“lock box” bills)°

HR 47 HAl | HR37 | Livingon |HR5 | Sdonson
'HR 160 | Roye | HR74 | Bilbray | HR 47 | sump
HR219  iPal | HR 167 | Klink | HR 107 | Knollenberg
'HR 633 | Batlet | HR 196  : Minge | HR 288  : Sweeney
HRen imakey | HR 343 | Andrews | HR 519 | Gilman
HRoo | iBatler | HR 420 | Nick Smith |HR.1084 :Dum
HR 1043 i Nader | HR563  : AdamSmith |HR 1793 :Kobe
HR 1268 | GayMillr | HR 656 i Stearns | HR.2020 | N.Johnson
WR 217 | DeFazio | HR 685 | Moore | HR. 2698 | Dreier
'se3 . Asharoft | HR 83 | Nussde | HR.3206 | Nick Smith
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General Nature of Bill

Alters Social Security’s Alters Social Security’s Liberalizes or ends Social
disability provisions budget treatment (including Security earningstest —
“lock box” bills) — cont’d: cont’d
HR40L Mink | HR 863 | Heger |
HR545 | N.Jmsn |HR1157 | Hege |
HR 631 | N.Johnson | HR. 1259 | Herger |
HR 1001 | Hushof | HR 1803 | Kasich
HR 1107 | Watkins | HR 1927 | Holt |
'HR 1180 | Lazio | HR 3012 | Baton |
HR 1601  Efrlich | HR 3165 : Gephadt
HR.3280 | Mink | HR 3175 | Minge |
'HR 5412 | Ded | HR. 3206 | Nick Smith |
HR 5553 :English | HR 3695 : Toomey
HR5577 | Lowey | HR 3859 | Herger |
HR5578 | Lowey | HR 4195 | Schaffer |
'S8  iBuning | HR 4397 i Nusle
's285 | McCan | HR 4505 | Bass |
s3 i ffods | HR 5173 | Flecher |
st HR5203 Shaw
""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" HR 5670 | Kasich |
""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" HRes 18 | Pascell |
""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" HRes 98  Rymn |

S.8 Daschle
st s27  |Fengold |
""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" s.359  Grams |
""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" s502 | Asharoft |

Amendments { Thompson
to S. 557

S. 588 Bunning
's605 Hollings |
s82 Lautenberg |
51007 Enzi |
's.1168 McCan |
51603 Grams |
51768 Abraham |

S. 1828 : Moynihan
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General Nature of Bill

Repeals some/all of taxation
of Social Security benefits®

H.R. 48 Stump
HR 107 | Knollenberg |
HR201 | Sweerey |
HR 688 | samon |
HR761 | Forbes |
HR 3437 | Nadler |
'HR 3438 | Nadler |
'HR.3857 | Franks Bob |
'HR. 4865 | Archer |
s137 i Kyl |
's286 | McCan |
sas2 i Abraham |
'sas8 | Grams |
's.2180 . Abraham |
's.2304 | Shelby |

Alters Social Security’s
budget treatment (including
“lock box” bills) — cont’d:

S. 1889 | Grams
's1962 i Ashoroft |
s2000 i Grams |
'S.2126 | Grams
‘s20 i Allad |
'SJRes5 | Gramm |
'SJRes13 | Abraham
'SJRes.38 | Voinovich |

Addresses Social Security
“notch” issuef

's30  iRed

Dealswith treatment of
Social Security numbersand
privacy concerns

Expresses sense of Congress
about Social Security issue

Alters Social Security taxes
for purposes other than to
restor e solvenc

Liberalizes “windfall”

benefits provision®
H.R. 742 i Sandlin
H.R. 860 ! Frank

Liberalizes “ gover nment
pension offset” provision”

H.R. 1217 Jefferson
HR.1500 | Gedenson |
ss i Daschle |
s717 G Mikulski |

Authorizes benefits for the
month of death

HR.163  : Holden
HR287 Sweeney
HR.3890 | Mink
HR 4310 | Hoskstra
s786 Mikulsd
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General Nature of Bill

Provides an income tax
deduction for payment of
Social Security taxes

HR 105 | Knollenberg
H.R.1458 | Nethercutt
S. 807

Alters COLAsor Revises
Consumer Price Index (CPI)
for COLA purposes

HR. 1422 | Sanders
H.R. 2180 Weiner
H.R. 4551 Bass
"HR 5373 | Tancredo |
S. 1247 Grams

Budget resolutions

290

Mandates cover age of state
and local gover nment

Expands digibility for lump
sum death benefit

students

worker s¢
HR240 | Safod | HR 3281 Mk | HR 4873 | Andrews
HR.3206 NikSmth [ i | HR5329 wu
s  Moynihen | ] o
Requiresthat Social Security | Establishesbi-partisan Social | Liberalizes benefits for
benefits be made a “legal Security commission divorced or surviving spouses
guar antee”
s | Grams | HR 5593 | Potman | HR 5575 | Lowey
'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''' HR 5576 | Lowey

Source: Derived from on-line Legidative Information System; billsintroduced in 106™ Congress

as of December 31, 2000.

& For discussion, see CRS Issue Brief I1B98048, Social Security Reform.

® For discussion, see CRS Report RS20607, Social Security: Trust Fund Investment Practices,
and CRS Report 91-129, Social Security: Investing the Surplus.

¢ For discussion, see CRS Report RS20165, Social Security, Medicare, and Public Debt
Reduction“ Lock Boxes,” and CRS Report 98-422, Social Security and the Federal Budget:
What Does Social Security Being “ Off Budget” Mean?

4 For discussion, see CRS Report 98-789, Social Security: Proposed Changes to the Earnings
Test.

¢ For discussion, see CRS Report RL30581, Social Security: Taxation of Benefits.

" For discussion, see CRS Report 95-188, The Social Security Notch Issue.

9 For discussion, see CRS Report 98-35, The Windfall Benefit Provision.

" For discussion, see CRS Report RS20148, Social Security: The Government Pension Offset.

' For discussion, see CRS Report 93-792, Social Security Benefits Are Not Paid For the Month
of Death.

I For discussion, see CRS Report RS20060, A Separate Consumer Price Index for the Elderly?
and CRS Report 97-33, The CPI and the * True” Cost of Living.

¥ For discussion, see GAO Report 98-196, Implications of Extending Mandatory Coverage to
Sate and Local Employees



CRS-20

Social Security BillsIn 106" CongressOnWhich Action HasBeen Taken

H.J.Res. 32 (Ryan, et al.) — A joint resol ution expressing the sense of the Congress
that the President and the Congress should join in undertaking the Social Security
Guarantee Initiative to strengthen and protect the retirement income security of all
Americansthrough the creation of afair and modern Socia Security Program for the 21st
century. Passed by House, March 2, 1999, by vote of 416-1.

H.Res. 306 (Herger) — A resolution expressing the desire of the House of
Representativesto not spend any of the budget surplus created by Social Security receipts
and to continueto retire the debt held by the public. Passed House 417-2, September 28,
1999.

H.Con.Res. 68 (Kasich, et a.); S.Con.Res. 20 (Domenici, et a.) — A concurrent
resolution establishing the congressional budget for the United States Government for
FY 2000 and setting forth appropriate budgetary levelsfor each of FY 2001 through 2009.
Conference agreement on resolution (H.Con.Res. 68) passed House 220-208, April 14,
1999; passed Senate 54 to 44, April 15, 1999. (In addition to setting forth congressional
budget totals setting aside Socia Security surpluses, includes provisions and sense of
House and Senate statements pertaining to treatment of Social Security surplusesin the
federal budget and other aspects of the program).

H.Con.Res. 290 (Kasich, et al.); S.Con.Res. 101 (Domenici, et a.) — A concurrent
resolution establishing the congressional budget for the United States Government for
FY 2001 and setting forth appropriate budgetary levelsfor each of FY 2002 through 2005.
Conference agreement on resolution (H.Con.Res. 290) passed House 220-208, April 13,
2000; passed Senate 50 to 48. (In addition to setting forth congressional budget totals
setting aside Social Security surpluses, includes provisions and sense of House and Senate
statements pertaining to treatment of Social Security surpluses in the federal budget and
other aspects of the program).

H.R. 1259 (Herger, et d.) A bill amending Budget Act of 1974 to protect Social
Security surpluses through strengthened budgetary enforcement mechanisms. Passed
House, May 26, 1999, by vote of 416-12.

H.R. 3859 (Herger, et al.) — A bill amending Budget Act of 1974 to protect Social
Security and Medicare surpluses through strengthened budgetary enforcement
mechanisms. Passed House, June 20, 2000, by a vote of 420-2.

H.R. 4865 (Archer, et a.) — A bill repealing legidation enacted in 1993 making up
to 85% of Social Security benefits taxable for some recipients. Passed House, 265-159,
July 27, 2000.

S. 331 (Jeffords, et a.) — A hill to amend the Social Security Act to expand the
availability of health care coverage for working individuals with disabilities, to establish
a Ticket to Work and Self-Sufficiency Program in the Social Security Administration to
provide such individuals with meaningful opportunities to work and for other purposes.
Approved and ordered to be reported by Senate Finance Committee on March 4, 1999;
passed by Senate, June 16, 1999, by vote of 99-0. Also seeH.R. 1180 (Lazio, et a.) —
amilar legidationjointly referred to House Ways and Means and Commerce Committees
on March 18, 1999; approved and reported from Subcommittee on Health and the
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Environment of Commerce Committee on April 20, 1999; approved and ordered reported
from Commerce Committee on May 19, 1999. Passed by House, October 19, 1999 by
vote of 412-9 (including additional provisions of H.R. 3070 (Hulshof, et al.), reported
from Committee on Ways and Means, October 18, 1999). Conference report passed by
House, November 18, 1999 by avote of 418-2; passed by Senate, November 19, 1999 by
vote of 95-1. Signed into law by President Clinton, December 17, 1999 as P.L. 106-170.

H.R. 5 (SamJohnson, et a.) — A hill to repeal the Social Security earning test at ages
65-69, effectivein 2000. Approved by Socia Security Subcommittee of House Waysand
Means Committee, February 16, 2000. Approved by full Committee, February 29, 2000.
Passed House, March 1, 2000, by avote of 422-0. Passed Senate, March 22, 2000, by a
vote of 100-0. Bill with Senate technical amendment passed House, March 29, 2000, by
avoteof 419-0. President Clinton signed the bill into law asP.L. 106-182, April 7, 2000.

H.R. 5173 (Fletcher) — A hill to provide for reconciliation pursuant to sections
103(b)(2) and 213(b)(2)(C) of the concurrent resolution onthe budget for fisca year 2001
to reduce the public debt and to decrease the statutory limit on the public debt. Approved
by House Ways and Means Committee, September 14, 2000. Passed House, September
18, 2000, by a vote of 381-3.

H.R. 5203 (Shaw) — A hill to provide for reconciliation pursuant to sections
103(a)(2), 103(b)(2) and 213(b)(2)(C) of the concurrent resol ution onthe budget for fiscal
year 2001 to reduce the public debt and to decrease the statutory limit on the public debt,
and to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to provide for retirement security.
Passed House, September 19, 2000, by a vote of 401-20.
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Additional Relevant CRS Products

CRS Report 95-543, The Financial Outlook for Social Security and Medicare.

CRS Report 94-622, Social Security: Raising the Retirement Age - Background and
| ssues.

CRS Report RL30558, Social Security: A Discussion of Some | ssues Affecting the Early
Retirement Age.

CRS Report 98-195, Social Security Reform — How Much of a Role Could Private
Accounts Play?

CRS Report RL30397, Social Security Reform — Individual Account Proposals.

CRSReport RL30571, Social Security Reform: Thelssue of Individual VersusCollective
Investment for Retirement.

CRSReport RL30380, Social Security Reform: Assessing Changesto Future Retirement
Benefits.

CRSReport 98-961, Social Security Reform: Projected Contributionsand BenefitsUnder
Three Proposals (S 1792 and S. 2313/H.R. 4256 in the 105" Congress, and a Plan
by Robert M. Ball).

CRS Memorandum, President Clinton’s Social Security Reform Proposal. March 10,
1999.

CRS Report 97-990, Social Security in the United Kingdom: A Model for Reform?

CRS Report 95-839, Social Security - the Chilean Example.

CRS Report 97-116, Social Security — Eliminating the Taxable Earnings Base.

CRS Report 97-81, Social Security: Recommendations of the 1994-1996 Advisory
Council on Social Security.

CRS Report 97-77, The Long Range Social Security Projections.

CRS Report 94-791, Means-Testing Social Security Benefits: An Issues Summary.

CRS Report 97-741, Social Security Financing Reform: Lessons From the 1983
Amendments.

CRS Report 94-593, Social Security Taxes: Where Do Surplus Taxes Go and How are
They Used?

CRS Report 95-149, Social Security: The Relationship of Taxes and Benefits for Past,
Present, and Future Retirees.

CRS Report 94-803, Social Security: The Cost of Living Adjustment in January 2000.

CRS Report 95-206, Social Security’ sTreatment Under the Federal Budget: A Summary.

CRS Report 94-27, Social Security: Brief Facts and Statistics.



