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Mr. Speaker, the choice comes down

to this: We either punish poor people
who play by the rules, as the Repub-
lican bill would do, or we invest in
them so that they can get off welfare
permanently.
f

CURRENT WELFARE SYSTEM HAS
NEVER WORKED

(Mr. CHRISTENSEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, in
the last few days I have seen an uproar
from the friends on the left regarding
the restructuring of the welfare sys-
tem. I hear phrases like ‘‘lacking com-
passion,’’ ‘‘mean spirited,’’ ‘‘cruelty to
children.’’ I am here to tell you that
changing a system that does not work
has nothing to do with lacking compas-
sion.

What is lacking is maintaining a wel-
fare system that has never worked and
has only increased dependence to en-
sure the survival of a political party,
lacking in responsibility, and, yes,
lacking in compassion.
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Yes, you know, in the last 30 years
the Democratically controlled Con-
gress has spent over $5 trillion on wel-
fare. In that same 30 years AFDC re-
cipients have more than doubled, the
number of single parents has tripled,
food stamp recipients have quintupled,
while these same Democrats stand up
and yell about compassion.

Today I join my fellow Americans
and say we have seen the kind of work
compassion you have offered these last
30 years. Give people back their dig-
nity, give them hope, not a handout.

Pass the Republican welfare bill.
f

THE SAFETY NET

(Mrs. SEASTRAND asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Speaker, the
104th Congress is not debating the fun-
damental restructuring of the failed
welfare system. We have started one of
the most important debates for the
next generation. As a former elemen-
tary school teacher, I know and realize
how important it is for the Congress to
end the cycle of dependency and re-
place it with the dignity of work.

Mr. Speaker, we are ending a welfare
system that is not compassionate and
replacing it with hope and opportunity.
We are ending a failed system and en-
couraging personal responsibility.
These are ambitious goals yet they are
achievable goals.

While we are making these changes
to the welfare system, we also have to
recognize that we will hit some rough
spots. That is why our bill retains a
Federal safety net called food stamps.
This safety net insures that no Amer-
ican will go hungry while we change
the system to bring opportunity and
dignity. While we retain a safety net

we also require personal responsibility
in the form of work.

I urge all to call President Clinton,
202–456–1414, and ask him why he is not
joining us to change it.

f

GOODBYE MILK, HELLO KOOL-AID

(Mr. POMEROY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Chairman, while
both parties support welfare reform,
there is something terribly unseemly
about the debate under way in the
House. Well-fed speaker after well-fed
speaker has gotten up and argued pas-
sionately for the Republican proposal
which makes deep cuts in the nutri-
tional program helping infants at
home, toddlers in day care and kids in
school.

My abundantly nourished Republican
friends maintain they are not cutting
anything. But the numbers tell quite a
different story. The Congressional
Budget Office, which they control, says
more than $22 billion will be removed
from the nutritional spending. The
only way you get this much money
from nutrition programs is by sharply
reducing the quality and nutritional
value of these programs which help
these kids who need them so badly. For
kids all across the country, it is good-
bye milk, hello Kool-Aid. I wonder how
my comfortable, well-fed colleagues
would like a diet like that for them-
selves?

f

A DISAPPOINTING PERFORMANCE

(Mr. COLLINS of Georgia asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I too want to address the debate
that is going on on the issue of welfare
change. Only my position on this de-
bate is that I am very disappointed in
it. I am very disappointed in this Con-
gress. This is the most important issue
that we are going to debate in this
whole entire 104th Congress. It is going
to affect the lives of millions of people,
even probably—or hopefully—will
change the course of lives of millions
of people.

But the debate has turned away from
that aspect. The debate has turned to
one of name-calling, finger-pointing,
and distortion of the truth, all in an at-
tempt to divide people of this country,
to divide people by class, divide people
by race, and divide people by national-
ity.

Mr. Speaker, that is wrong. And I can
assure you that there is not one Mem-
ber of this body who wants to do harm
to any one child in this Nation. I hope
the debate turns better.

H.R. 4 CUTS CHILD NUTRITION
PROGRAMS

(Ms. PELOSI asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I hold in
my hand H.R. 4, the Republican so-
called welfare reform package. I urge
everyone to read this, to read this and
weep. Because in the attempt to im-
prove the welfare system, which we all
agree needs to be reformed, our Repub-
lican colleagues have cut—yes, cut—
the children’s nutrition programs that
have been an entitlement for America’s
poor and hungry children for over 50
years.

Our colleagues on the Republican
side will wave a CRS report that says
they do not cut the School Lunch Pro-
gram, but they are avoiding the issue.
Because what we are talking about is
the children’s nutrition program,
which includes school lunch, which in-
cludes the afternoon program and sum-
mer programs for children whose par-
ents work and who need child care,
something we are trying to encourage:
work.

And if you just want to talk about
school lunch, let’s talk about that. The
funds that this bill, H.R. 4, puts in here
gives the Governors the authority to
spend only 80 percent of the money.
They do not have to spend 100 percent.
They remove the entitlement; they re-
move the nutritional standards. Poor
children lose a lot in this bill, which
rewards the rich, cheats the children,
and is weak on work.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
it.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, last night,
during rollcall vote Nos. 257 and 258 on
H.R. 4, I was unavoidably detained. Had
I been present I would have voted ‘‘no’’
on H.R. 257 and ‘‘no’’ on H.R. 258.

f

PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT
OF 1995

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DICKEY). Pursuant to House Resolution
119, and rule XXIII, the Chair declares
the House in the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union
for the further consideration of the bill
H.R. 4.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
4) to restore the American family, re-
duce illegitimacy, control welfare
spending, and reduce welfare depend-
ence, with Mr. LINDER in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-

tee of the Whole rose on Wednesday,
March 22, 1995, amendment No. 11
printed in House Report 104–85, offered
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by the gentlewoman from California
[Ms. WOOLSEY], had been disposed of
and the bill was open for amendment at
any point.

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 13, printed in House Report
104–85.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. JOHNSON OF
CONNECTICUT

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I offer amendment No. 13,
printed in House Report 104–85.

The CHAIRMAN. The clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mrs. JOHNSON of
Connecticut: Page 87, line 3, strike
‘‘$1,943,000,000’’ and insert ‘‘$2,093,000,000’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the gentlewoman from Connecti-
cut [Mrs. JOHNSON] will be recognized
for 10 minutes, and a Member opposed
will be recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Washington [Mr. MCDERMOTT]
will be recognized for 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Connecticut [Mrs. JOHN-
SON].

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to urge
support of the child care amendment
which I am offering along with Con-
gresswomen PRYCE, DUNN, and
WALDHOLTZ, which raises the author-
ization level for the child care grant by
$150 million a year for 5 years.

Mr. Chairman, there are three main
points I would like to make with re-
spect to this amendment.

First, requiring adults to work in ex-
change for their benefits will increase
the need for child care. This is inevi-
table. Fully 63 percent of families on
AFDC have children age 5 and under. A
significant number of children who are
in school still need after-school care,
since the school day and school year
are much more limited than the typi-
cal workday and work year.

In an ideal world, extended family
would be able to provide some amount
of this care. But in today’s world day
care and the need for day care is a re-
ality for those on welfare and those
gaining independence.

Second, reduced child care funding
puts the squeeze on the working poor.
In recent years, AFDC participation
rates have resulted in States offering
the program tilting more and more to-
ward welfare families and away from
the working poor.

Thirty-five States reported last year
that they have a waiting list for sub-
sidized child care for working poor. My
State of Connecticut does not even
maintain a waiting list anymore, since
all slots opened up are already spoken
for.

As we require more women on wel-
fare to work, this problem is going to
get more serious, not less serious.

I am pleased to be proposing this
amendment today because I think it
expands our resources significantly to
address the child care needs that will
develop as we reform welfare. But this
amendment is not the whole answer.
That is a point that is very important
to make because there was a lot of mis-
understanding in recent days as we de-
bated this bill about how we are going
to manage the child care needs that
welfare reform will impose upon soci-
ety. The heart of the solution is actu-
ally not this amendment; the heart of
the solution is moving welfare from a
cash-gift basis to a cash-wage basis be-
cause if everyone receiving welfare
were also working and we used our day
care resources to pay very skilled ad-
ministrators and lead teachers, child
development experts to run these day
care centers, with welfare recipients
now being paid to staff them, then we
would in fact have the child care slots
that we need at the money that is cur-
rently available.

So this is simply one step forward,
giving States time and resources to
create really the much greater, broader
child care opportunity, better con-
nected to education, work, and train-
ing that real reform demands.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.
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Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, Members of the
House, we have again a fig leaf on the
other side. They have written the bill,
they have gotten it out here. Then they
did a poll. On Monday they did a poll;
a Republican pollster did a poll, and
found that 67 percent of Americans be-
lieve the Government should help pay
for child care for mothers on welfare.
They found that 54 percent of those
surveyed opposed eliminating require-
ments to State-set minimum health
and safety standards for child care. So
they said, ‘‘This is awful what we did.
We’ve cut 400,000 kids out of child
care.’’

So they have come out here with an
amendment today. It is a fig leaf. It
puts 100,000 back on. There is still
300,000 kids who will not get welfare
child care under this bill.

There should be no mistake about it;
this does not solve the problem. The
gentlewoman from Connecticut [Mrs.
JOHNSON] is absolutely correct. It is a
fig leaf because they got a poll that
said they were in trouble.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Connecticut
[Mrs. KENNELLY].

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Chairman, this
goes right to the heart of the debate,
and the gentlewoman from Connecticut
[Mrs. JOHNSON] and I have worked on
some of these issues over the years, but
we part company today in addressing
day care; the reason is that the Repub-
lican bill block grants and sends every-
thing back to the State. What we
would like to do in the Deal amend-

ment is to make sure some of the pro-
grams that do work stay in the Federal
purview.

H.R. 4 repeals a transitional child
care program which guarantees day
care for the children of parents who
leave welfare. This is needed. It repeals
an AFDC child care program which
provides day care for parents attempt-
ing to get off welfare, and H.R. 4 re-
peals the at-risk child care program for
people that try to stay off and do not
want to go back on, and so we have this
amendment before us which is a good
amendment because it has additional
dollars for day care.

However, Mr. Chairman, the amend-
ment has the correct idea; unfortu-
nately the vehicle is the incorrect ve-
hicle. Block grants will not be able to
provide more with less. If you are seri-
ous about taking people off welfare and
putting them to work, in many cases
you have to see there is adequate day
care. That is what the programs we are
ending tried to do.

One of the best parts of the Federal
program is taking care of three groups
needing child care: The family on wel-
fare trying to get off, the family that
was on welfare and doesn’t want to go
back, and the family in danger of going
on welfare. If you work, want to work,
or need to work, you often need help—
especially if you are a single head of
household. I commend the woman and
Mrs. JOHNSON for putting forth this
amendment.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, before yielding to my col-
league from Ohio, I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I do want to mention
that this amendment was put in well
before that poll. This is not a poll re-
sponse. This was put in after all the
bills came out of committees. We had a
chance to evaluate their interaction
and how the program would work, and
this is the money that then we decided
was needed to be added in order to en-
sure that welfare reform will work for
women and children and provide secu-
rity and opportunity in the future.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms.
PRYCE].

Ms. PRYCE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of this amendment of-
fered by my friend, the gentlewoman
from Connecticut [Mrs. JOHNSON], com-
mend her for her efforts, and in strong
objection to the fact that there was a
statement from the other side that this
was the result of a poll. This is the re-
sult of mostly hard work, consultation
with Governors and working the num-
bers, as the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Mrs. JOHNSON] just alluded
to.

Mr. Chairman, moving people from
welfare to work and toward self-suffi-
ciency is the central goal of welfare re-
form. But only by removing the bar-
riers to work can we achieve this goal.

It is clear that lack of affordable
quality child care is a primary obstacle
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to employment for many parents, espe-
cially single mothers. If we are going
to require work, and we should, our Na-
tion’s children must not be forgotten.
As the work participation require-
ments under H.R. 4 are phased in, the
demand for child care will increase dra-
matically. Federal child care dollars
will need to serve today’s working
poor, as well as the new welfare fami-
lies who will be entering the work-
place.

All Americans have an interest in
meaningful welfare reform that en-
courages work. Our Nation also has an
intense interest in ensuring that our
children are cared for, especially in
their early years so that they can grow
into responsible, productive citizens.
The investment H.R. 4 makes in child
care will contribute to this goal. Young
children watching parents go to work
every day is a lesson in life that cannot
be taught any other way.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to support the Johnson-Pryce-Dunn-
Waldholtz amendment to make sure we
take care of America’s children while
their parents experience the dignity of
work and move into self-sufficiency.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. LEVIN].

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is better than nothing, but
it really is not good enough. Real wel-
fare reform is critical. The status quo
is indeed dead. The key to welfare re-
form is work, and important for get-
ting people off of welfare into work is
child care.

H.R. 4 would gut the child care provi-
sions, and what this does is to try to
retrieve some of that. According to one
estimate, 32 percent of what is cut out
of H.R. 4 would be restored here.

So, Mr. Chairman, a third of a loaf is
better than none, but it is going to
leave many people who are on welfare,
who must get to work, without the pro-
vision of child care. The Deal bill goes
all the way in terms of making work a
reality and making day care available,
and that is why I support the Deal bill.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. GOODLING], chairman of
the Committee on Economic and Edu-
cational Opportunities.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman from Connecti-
cut [Mrs. JOHNSON] for giving me the
time and also for sponsoring the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, when the legislation
left our committee, I said to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means that I had
two concerns about what we had done
in committee. One was that perhaps in
the outyears we did not have sufficient
money. I was not worried about the 1st
year or the 2d year as far as day care
was concerned, but I was worried about
the outyears, and she is taking care of
that. The other concern that I had
dealt with legal aliens, which I believe
will be taken care of later also.

Mr. Chairman, the beauty of the gen-
tlewoman’s amendment is that she
goes way above what the CBO baseline
projects for spending over this 5 years.
CBO baseline says 9,396,000,000. With
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Connecticut [Mrs. JOHN-
SON] we are now up to 10,515,000,000. So
there is a sizable increase over what
the CBO baseline projects, and I am
happy to support the gentlewoman’s
amendment.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. KILDEE], and I ask unan-
imous consent that he be allowed to
control that time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Washington?

There was no objection.
Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in

support of the amendment offered by
the gentlewoman from Connecticut
[Mrs. JOHNSON] because it makes the
bill marginally better. But the struc-
ture that has been changed in this bill
really will not permit me to vote for
the bill itself, but I will support the
amendment in case this bill passes,
that we will have marginally recog-
nized that this child care is very, very
important. Let me give my colleagues
an example.

I have been in public life for 30 years
now, and of course for 30 years, like
many of my colleagues in public life, I
have been asked to try to get people
jobs. I can recall in one instance I got
a woman a job working in a restaurant
in Flint, MI, and she had three chil-
dren, and she was so happy to get that
job, but she really did not have any re-
liable child care. She worked on that
job less than 2 weeks and found that in
less than 2 weeks she had four or five
different arrangements for child care,
with her grandparents, with a sister,
with a neighbor. One day the kids were
left alone—that was the last day she
worked—left home alone, asking a
neighbor to look in once in a while on
them.

Mr. Chairman, that is a cruel choice
to give to women, to tell them that
they should work, and certainly work
is much to be preferred to welfare, but
to force a woman to have no reliable
child care, to rely upon a neighbor, a
sister, a grandparent, and then the
worst choice, to leave them home
alone, and that, for her, was the last
she could choose, and she had to leave
that job. Now we can do better than
that.

Now I support the amendment offered
by the gentlewoman from Connecticut
[Mrs. JOHNSON], but the structure and
the cuts we have here in child care are
enormous. By the year 2000, fiscal year
2000, in Michigan, Michigan will lose
$16.1 million for this and lose almost
10,000 child care slots. Now, albeit the
Johnson amendment does marginally
improve that, under that Michigan, by
the year 2000, will lose $12.1 million and
lose only 7,400 slots. But I am con-
cerned about those 7,400 slots. That is

why I cannot support this bill, but the
gentlewoman from Connecticut [Mrs.
JOHNSON] is marginally improving the
bill with her amendment.

So, Mr. Chairman, I would urge the
support of the amendment offered by
the gentlewoman from Connecticut
[Mrs. JOHNSON] but urge the defeat of
the bill.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, as
the designee of the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. ARCHER], I move to strike
the last word in order to receive the 5
minutes of debate time as provided for
in the rule.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has
that right.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, how much time do I have re-
maining?

The CHAIRMAN. Eight and a half
minutes.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. In-
cluding the 5 minutes just yielded?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman is
correct.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Washington [Ms.
DUNN], a member of the Committee on
Ways and Means and the chief sponsor
of this amendment.

Ms. DUNN of Washington. Mr. Chair-
man, on behalf of some of America’s
neediest and yet valued citizens, we
begin the process of ending welfare as a
way of life and restoring welfare assist-
ance to its original purpose, to provide
temporary help to our neighbors in
need.

Mr. Chairman, Americans are a gen-
erous people who have long dem-
onstrated our commitment to help our
neighbors, families and children in
need, but the American people also ask
for results for our efforts.

To the American taxpayers who
have, so far, spent $5 trillion to support
what has been described by both sides
in this House debate as a failed welfare
system, let me assure them that our
bill is a botton-up review. The Repub-
lican bill will remove the incentives
that encourage welfare dependency and
provide new incentives that encourage
work and lift people from the cycle of
poverty.

As part of providing support to the
soon-to-be working mothers, Mr. Chair-
man, we are offering an amendment
that will provide an additional $750
million in child care funding to these
parents. As people move off welfare the
women with children, especially pre-
school children, could be caught in a
trap. Rightfully they are required to
enter the work force, and yet also
rightfully they are worried about the
safety of their children. Our amend-
ment helps newly working mothers
meet their personal responsibility obli-
gations and address the legitimate con-
cerns for their children.

Last Saturday, Mr. Chairman, at
home in Washington State I met with a
group of welfare mothers at a Head
Start meeting. They were unanimous
and emphatic in their desire to get off
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welfare, but one thing they did ask for
help on was the responsibility of fund-
ing day care. Help them find good day
care, and they will take the respon-
sibility of finding work in the private
sector.

Mr. Chairman, as a single mother
who raised two sons, I know the value
of good day care and the peace of mind
when it is found. I urge my colleagues
to support this amendment.

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from California [Ms.
PELOSI].

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, as the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. KILDEE]
pointed out in his very poignant story
about the mother who had to choose
between leaving her child at home or
going to work to provide for that child,
nothing is more important in moving,
transitioning, poor women from wel-
fare to work than the availability of
quality child care, and that is what is
so sad about H.R. 4, because it elimi-
nates child care assistance to more
than 400,000 low-income children in the
year 2000, it eliminates child care fund-
ing now guaranteed for AFDC recipi-
ents participating in education, train-
ing or work activities. It eliminates
the child funding now guaranteed for 12
months to AFDC recipients making the
transition from welfare to work, and it
cuts more child care services by $2.4
billion over the next 5 years.

Now the amendment offered by our
colleagues, the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Mrs. JOHNSON], the gentle-
woman from Ohio [Ms. PRYCE] and the
gentlewoman from Utah [Mrs.
WALDHOLTZ], is a step in the right di-
rection, and I commend the sponsors
for offering it, but I recall a story by
the former Governor of Texas who said,
‘‘You can put lipstick on a sow and call
it Monique, but it’s still a pig,’’ and
this, I contend, is a cosmetic change to
this terrible bill, H.R. 4.
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In my State of California, H.R. 4 cuts
out 35,000 child care slots. This bill
would restore 9,000 of those. That, as I
said, is a step in the right direction.

It is interesting to me that our col-
leagues keep saying why are you criti-
cizing H.R. 4, it is a great bill, and then
come to the floor with 25 amendments
of their own to make the bill more ac-
ceptable, this being one of them, this
not being enough, because it does not
restore traditional, transitional child
care services that have been proven es-
sential to move mothers with young
children from welfare to work, does not
ensure that the additional funds it au-
thorizes will even be available. It only
raises the authorization level, and
without it being an entitlement, the
funds may never be there, and would
continue to cut, I repeat, cut child care
services for more than 300,000 low-in-
come children in the year 2000. It would
continue to pit poor parents and their
demands to children and to work to
provide for those children. It addresses

the basic fundamental problem with
this bill, it is weak on work, cheats
children, and rewards the rich, all of
this to give a tax break to the wealthi-
est Americans.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to vote against H.R. 4. I commend the
Members for introducing this amend-
ment.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself 15 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, I want to clarify the
RECORD. The Deal bill sets aside $3.5
billion. The CBO baseline estimate is
$4.8 billion, for a total of approxi-
mately $8.3 billion. With the Johnson
amendment, our bill will provide $10.5
billion for day care. So there is abso-
lutely nothing cut.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Utah [Mrs.
WALDHOLTZ], a chief sponsor of this bill
and an esteemed freshman colleague.

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding
time to me.

Mr. Chairman, one of the greatest
failings of our current welfare system
is that it forces people to choose be-
tween work and benefits.

One of the fundamental principles of
this bill is that people should be en-
couraged and rewarded for work, and
this bill gives them that opportunity.

But parents cannot reasonably be ex-
pected to work their way out of de-
pendency if while they are working
their children are not safely cared for.

The dangers of inadequate child care
are obvious. And forcing low-income
parents to make a choice between wel-
fare and work based on their ability to
afford adequate child care is cruel—and
undercuts our efforts to encourage
work and promote self-sufficiency.

This amendment increases the bill’s
child care block grant by $750 million,
so that the States can fund their own
affordable child care programs for low-
income and working welfare parents.

It will help ensure safe care for our
children, and help their parents go to
work and stay at work by giving them
peace of mind that their children are
cared for.

I am proud to join with my col-
leagues in making this important
change, and I strongly urge my col-
leagues to support this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Washington [Mr. MCDERMOTT],
has 1 minute remaining and has the
right to close.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, to
extend the debate I move to strike the
last word, and ask unanimous consent
to merge that additional time with the
time I am presently controlling.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Washington?

There was no objection.
Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I

yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. DEAL].

Mr. DEAL. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, first of all, I commend
the gentlewoman who has offered this
amendment, because I think it does
recognize a movement in the right di-
rection to correct some of the provi-
sions of H.R. 4. It will in fact add back
additional funds. But as I look as the
scoring on this, it appears to me that
we are still talking about cutting the
funding in this category by some $600
million below current levels. I think
that is what places all of us on the
horns of a dilemma in this debate
about welfare reform. On the one hand,
if we are going to try to move people
off of welfare and on to work, espe-
cially is we are talking about mothers,
the availability of child care is an es-
sential ingredient in that formula.

If we are in fact under H.R. 4, even
with the amendment, still cutting
below current levels by $600 million,
and if current levels are not adequate
to change the status quo, then we still
have a problem.

Our Deal substitute, on the other
hand, adds $3.7 billion additional to the
child care fund, and in addition to that
we have some $424 million over a 5-year
period to assist the working poor.

I think we all recognize that this is
an essential ingredient in making the
transformation from welfare to work,
and I commend the gentlewoman for
this effort. I think it is a movement in
the right direction. I would like to
think, however, that our substitute
does a better job.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DEAL. I yield to the gentleman
from Tennessee.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I want to
associate myself with the remarks
made by the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. DEAL] and just point out that in
the Deal bill, putting work first, you
really put mothers into the work force,
and you provide additional child care
dollars for those mothers to go to
work, in change from what current law
would do. The Johnson amendment
would, I guess, bring about some help.
It will reduce the overall package from
400,000 to 300,000 children who will be in
need of child care, but the Deal bill
provides additional resources to ensure
proper child care.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. SHAW], the
chairman of the subcommittee and the
chief author of the welfare reform bill.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding, and
compliment her on a most-needed
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, we have discussed this
in the subcommittee, we have dis-
cussed this in the full committee, that
the success of the jobs program in pro-
viding real jobs in H.R. 4 would require
the necessity for additional money to
be put into child care. I would like to
also point out to the committee that
under the Deal bill, the child care pro-
vision is $8.3 billion over 5 years. That
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is a total over 5 years. With the John-
son amendment, H.R. 4 will be $10.5 bil-
lion.

So these are the figures. The Johnson
amendment brings H.R. 4 far ahead of
the Deal bill in the amount of money
that is put into child care. The figures
are plain, the figures are there, and
you cannot argue with them.

So this bill is much richer in child
care and recognizes the need for addi-
tional child care much more than the
Deal bill. I certainly would urge all the
Members to support the amendment.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I would just point out
to the chairman of the committee that
he is mixing apples and oranges. The
gentleman has taken away the guaran-
tee of child care.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM].

(Mr. STENHOLM asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
again want to come with one set of fig-
ures, only to hear what I believe to be
true is totally wrong. It makes me very
confused. But I do commend the gentle-
woman for offering this amendment,
because in my opinion, she makes a
very badly flawed bill a little bit bet-
ter. But I still believe very strongly
the Deal substitute is much better, and
I believe the debate will show this.

I want to quickly recount a little
conversation that I had with a pastor
in a church in my district. He said to
me, ‘‘Charlie, if you just do one thing
for me, I have five unwed mothers,
teenage mothers, in my church. If you
do just one thing for me, give me the
child care money so that I can provide
child care while I tell that young
mother, go back to school and get an
education. I will tell her you get that
education, you make your grades, if
you will just help me get the money to
take care of her child when we do it.’’

That is what the Deal substitute is
proposing, a workable—a workable sub-
stitute, not what we are being offered
in H.R. 4.

Mr. Chairman, I commend the gentlewoman
for seeking to make improvements in the base
bill. Unfortunately, I fear that even were her
amendment to pass, the child care provisions
would be inadequate. Therefore, I rise in op-
position to the Johnson amendment which
falls far short of the child care provisions con-
tained in Mr. DEAL’s substitute.

The Deal substitute provides sufficient fund-
ing for child care to meet the increased needs
under the plan’s aggressive work require-
ments. H.R. 4, on the other hand, reduces
child care funding $1.4 billion below levels
provided for under current law and does not
ensure that child care will be available to indi-
viduals who need it.

This amendment restores only slightly more
than half of the funding needed to maintain
current law. In addition, it still does not guar-
antee that funding will be available for welfare
recipients who need child care assistance to
move into work.

This lack of funding for child care assistance
could mean that either welfare recipients won’t
move into work, or parents will be forced to
leave their children in unsafe or substandard
care if they do get work.

CBO estimates that the Deal substitute will
provide $3.7 billion in child care spending to
meet the increased demand for child care as
more individuals move into work. The sub-
stitute also increases child care assistance for
the working poor by $424 million over 5 years
above the baseline projections.

The Deal proposal also consolidates child
care programs under a uniform set of rules
and regulations, rather than having to comply
with a patchwork of rules under different pro-
grams.

The primary source of child care assistance
under the Deal consolidated block grant would
be in the form of vouchers that would be used
by parents with the child care provider of their
choice. Having worked on child care in past
Congresses, I strongly believe we must con-
tinue to support parental choice as we have in
the Deal substitute.

In addition, the Deal substitute contains the
most aggressive work requirements of any bill
we will consider today. We also support these
work requirements with funding for the transi-
tional tools recipients need to make the move
from welfare to work. Child care is one of the
most important tools available for working
mothers and I believe we must provide the
necessary funding to see that they are able to
work.

Reluctantly, I urge opposition to the John-
son amendment and enthusiastic support for
the Deal substitute.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Delaware [Mr. CASTLE].

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding, and I
rise in very strong support of her
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I think child care is a
vital function of our welfare reform ef-
forts. If you are going to train people,
have people work, you need to make a
provision for children. But I think we
should straighten out a few facts. One,
is it the welfare reform bill that we are
debating here actually has more money
in it than the Deal bill as far as child
care is concerned. I say that respect-
fully, because I do respect the Deal bill.

Second, a lot of welfare recipients do
not even use State-supported child
care. We need to understand that issue
as we debate this also. Also the struc-
ture of all this has been criticized, the
structure of going to a block grant. I
would point out a few aspects of going
to a block grant which I think help
with respect to the providing of child
care.

First, it provides States maximum
flexibility in developing programs that
best suit the needs of the residents. It
promotes parental choice to help par-
ents make their own decisions on child
care to best suit their needs, and we
get rid of State set-asides which gives
us more money as well. It gives us
flexibility, and I support the amend-
ment.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. I yield 30 seconds
to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
LEVIN].

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I have
tried to check out the figures of the
gentlewoman from Connecticut [Mrs.
JOHNSON] and I truly think they are
wrong. You are discussing just part of
the Deal bill and not all of the pieces
that fall in place under the Deal bill.
Your approach provides less money
when you take into account the whole
picture than would be the entitlement
provision under Deal. The analysis is
that you provide only one-third of
what is cut by H.R. 4, and the Deal bill
would keep all of it. Those are the
facts.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. ROEMER].

(Mr. ROEMER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in reluctant support of this amend-
ment, the Johnson-Pryce amendment. I
think it is like throwing a bucket of
water into Lake Michigan. We need
that bucket of water; we need all the
help we can get in child care. I wish
that it was more.

We have heard countless times in our
Committee on Education and Eco-
nomic Opportunities that child care is
directly connected to getting people to
work. I strongly support a tougher
work requirement. But we want people
moving off welfare onto the work rolls.
We want them to be good parents and
good workers.

That is the way that you connect
this together, by adequate funding in
child care. We do not want them to say
go to work and neglect your family,
you cannot be a good parent. We want
them to do both. This amendment
helps in a small way do that.

I had an amendment before the Com-
mittee on Rules that would have al-
lowed States to match more money
into this program, but that was not al-
lowed.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. DE LA GARZA.]

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, lis-
tening to the debate, a name burns in
my mind and in my soul. Alejandrita
Hernandez, 6 years old, her parents
working in a field in Florida. She is
found raped and killed under a truck.

These were poor working people, and
if you reduce by one the availability of
child care, I want it to burn in your
mind, Alejandrita Hernandez. We are
talking about savings to give tax cred-
its to the rich. We are talking about
not welfare, not revamping. We are
missing the boat altogether.

As good intentioned as all of us
might be, you have not done anything
to help Alejandrita Hernandez. You
cannot bring her back. But it would
burn in my mind and soul that her
name would be forgotten so that we
can give tax credits to $200,000 and
over.
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Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.

Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BILBRAY],
who has had a lot of experience in this
area.

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, I stand
here today not as a Member of Con-
gress, but as somebody who operated a
welfare system for a county that was
larger than 30 States of the Union, San
Diego County. I want to commend my
colleague from Connecticut because
she shows the awareness of the reali-
ties out there that have been ignored
by the Federal Government for too
long.

I appreciate my colleague from Texas
being concerned about the tragedies
that have occurred. Those tragedies
have occurred, Mr. Chairman, because
of the lack of innovative approaches
being allowed by local government.
This amendment will actually allow
women to participate in the child care
process, to be part of the answer rather
than part of the problem. And rather
than what our colleagues on the other
side of the aisle would like to do, al-
ways finance a larger, bigger bureauc-
racy, this allows the recipients to be
part of the answer, to participate, to
actually earn part of their benefits by
participating in child care.

Mr. Chairman, I think that the com-
passionate approach that our col-
leagues from Connecticut have shown
should entice our colleagues on the
other side to join us in this good
amendment.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I have a parliamentary in-
quiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
will state it.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, is it not procedurally cor-
rect that I close?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
from Connecticut is choosing to amend
the committee position. The gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr.
MCDERMOTT] took the committee posi-
tion in opposition. He has the privilege
of closing.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tlewoman from Kansas [Mrs. MEYERS].

b 1130

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in strong support of this
amendment and of the whole concept of
block granting.

We currently have seven different
Federal programs: Child care for
AFDC, Transitional Child Care, At-
Risk Child Care, Child Care Develop-
ment Block Grant, State Dependent
Care Planning and Development Grants
Program, Child Development Associate
Credential Scholarship Program, Na-
tive American Family Centers Pro-
gram.

This is certainly not a seamless pro-
gram. There is a great deal of bureauc-
racy and money spent. It is confusing
to the recipients.

I strongly support the block grant
and the fact that the gentlewoman
from Connecticut [Mrs. JOHNSON] is
adding $150 million which will provide
even more, certainly, that goes to child
care than we are providing now. A
great deal is lost in the confusion
among the various programs. I strong-
ly support the Johnson amendment.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr.
CLEMENT].

(Mr. CLEMENT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the Johnson amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, one of the biggest barriers to
work for welfare recipients is their inability to
provide their child with safe and affordable
care while they work.

H.R. 4 will make it more difficult for single
parents on welfare to move into work than it
is right now.

H.R. 4 reduces child care funding and pro-
vides no guarantee that child care will be
available to individuals who need it.

H.R. 4 as it is currently written reduces
funding for child care services $1.4 billion
below the current levels.

The Johnson amendment restores more
than half the cut but still leaves funding for
child care services $650 million below current
levels.

Supporters of H.R. 4 claim that their bill has
real work requirements and that they will put
people to work. If this is true, they do not have
enough money for child care and these people
will not be able to go to work.

So which is it? Is H.R. 4 weak on work as
we assert, or is it that H.R. 4 is weak on fund-
ing for child care?

Which is it? You cannot have it both ways?
Mr. Chairman, another day of debate, an-

other hole exposed.
Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I

yield myself the balance of my time.
We have talked about numbers here.

The fact is that the bill that came out
of the committee, proposed by the gen-
tlewoman from Connecticut [Mrs.
JOHNSON] and others, repealed $4.6 bil-
lion in child care. That, plus the $8 mil-
lion that the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. DEAL] has, is more than $12 bil-
lion, which is more money than was
presently in this bill. So there is no
question.

The gentlewoman from Connecticut
[Mrs. JOHNSON] assures us that there is
no dealing with polls here, nobody is
worried about polls. Well, I have a
story from the Washington Times on
the 5th of March where the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING]
says, ‘‘The only major area of concern
I have is the area of day care.’’

This has been known since the 5th of
March, when it was in the committee
of the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. GOODLING]. He did absolutely
nothing about it.

When it gets out here on the floor
and the American public figures out
what it is all about, suddenly they say,
in the poll, the Republicans are cutting

child care; they should not be doing
that.

So we suddenly have this little fig
leaf amendment. I urge that Members
vote against this fig leaf amendment
and for the bill of the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. DEAL].

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Mrs. JOHNSON].

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to

consider amendment No. 15 printed in
House Report 104–85.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. ROUKEMA

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mrs. ROUKEMA:
Page 114, strike line 4, and insert the follow-
ing:

‘‘(b) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS WITH RE-
SPECT TO ASSISTANCE FOR PREGNANT,
POSTPARTUM, AND BREASTFEEDING WOMEN,
INFANTS, AND CHILDREN.—

‘‘(1) MINIMUM AMOUNT OF ASSISTANCE.—The
State shall

Page 114, after line 11, insert the following
paragraph:

‘‘(2) COST CONTAINMENT MEASURES REGARD-
ING PROCUREMENT OF INFANT FORMULA—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The State shall, with re-
spect to the provision of food assistance to
economically disadvantaged pregnant
women, postpartum women, breastfeeding
women, infants, and young children under
subsection (a)(1), establish and carry out a
cost containment system for the procure-
ment of infant formula.

‘‘(B) USE OF AMOUNTS RESULTING FROM SAV-
INGS.—The State shall use amounts available
to the State as result of savings in costs to
the State from the implementation of the
cost containment system described in sub-
paragraph (A) for the purpose of providing
the assistance described in paragraphs (1)
through (5) of subsection (a).

‘‘(C) ANNUAL REPORTS.—The State shall
submit to the Secretary for each fiscal year
a report containing—

‘‘(i) a description of the cost containment
system for infant formula implemented by
the State in accordance with subparagraph
(A) for such fiscal year; and

‘‘(ii) the estimated amount of savings in
costs derived by the State in providing food
assistance described in such subparagraph
under such cost containment system for such
fiscal year as compared to the amount of
such savings derived by the State under the
cost containment system for the preceding
fiscal year, where appropriate.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentlewoman from New Jersey [Mrs.
ROUKEMA] will be recognized for 10
minutes, and a Member in opposition
will be recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I am
mildly opposed to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. KILDEE] will be
recognized for 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from New Jersey [Mrs. ROU-
KEMA].
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Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I

yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, as you know, I am of-
fering an amendment to H.R. 4 that
will require States to carry out cost-
containment systems for providing in-
fant formula to WIC participants under
the family nutrition block grant in
H.R. 4.

Mr. Chairman, this issue rightfully
has been the source of considerable de-
bate over the past few months.

During the Opportunities Committee
markup, an amendment was offered by
my colleague from Michigan [Mr. KIL-
DEE], that would have maintained the
current system of competitive bidding
for infant formula for the WIC Pro-
gram. This amendment, which I sup-
ported—the only Republican to do so—
was defeated, which is why I am stand-
ing here today.

Many Members, including myself,
continue to be deeply concerned that,
under the current system in H.R. 4,
which eliminates the existing competi-
tive bidding system for infant formula,
States might no longer choose to carry
out competitive bidding.

Mr. Chairman, under current law,
States are required to have infant for-
mula producers bid competitively for
WIC contracts, or any other cost-con-
tainment measure that yields equal to
or greater savings than those achieved
under competitive bidding. And, cur-
rently, according to the USDA, this
system achieves an estimated savings
of over $1 billion annually which is
used to provide WIC services to 1.6 mil-
lion economically disadvantaged preg-
nant women, postpartum women,
breastfeeding women, infants, and
young children every month. This, of
course, is why I support retaining com-
petitive bidding.

And, although my amendment does
not mandate competitive bidding, I be-
lieve that it takes a big step in ensur-
ing that States achieve the necessary
savings in their infant formula pro-
gram so that eligible individuals can
receive essential WIC services.

Importantly, Mr. Chairman, my
amendment would require that States
use the savings achieved under this
system for the purposes of carrying out
all services under this nutrition block
grant—child and adult care food, sum-
mer food, and homeless children nutri-
tion. As a result, States are given the
flexibility to use these savings where
they see the greatest need.

Moreover, my amendment would
have States report annually to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture on the system
they are using, the savings achieved,
and how this savings compares to that
of the previous fiscal year. This is an
important part of the amendment be-
cause it gives infant formula producers
the incentive to keep their bids low.
Without this safeguard, no one has to
know what, if any, savings are being
achieved. Nor can we assess whether
fraudulent practices are adding to
costs.

Mr. Chairman, I support the block
grant approach. However, some block
grant supporters argue that States are
capable of carrying out their own cost-
containment systems without Federal
involvement, and that States will con-
tinue to carry out cost-containment
systems that best serve those in need.
But we should not assume that States
will do the right thing when this kind
of money is at stake.

That is precisely what this amend-
ment attempts to do, Mr. Chairman.
The Congress has an obligation—a fidu-
ciary one—to evaluate and monitor
how Federal tax dollars are being
spent.

And, I would argue against those who
claim that this would be a mandate on
the States interfering with flexibility
because my amendment neither tells
the State what type of cost-contain-
ment measure to implement, nor does
it tell the State how much savings to
achieve.

Mr. Chairman, this is a good amend-
ment, and a necessary one. I urge my
colleagues to support it.

This amendment would require States to
carry out cost-containment systems for infant
formula included in food packages provided
under the family nutrition block grant.

The State will report to the Secretary of Ag-
riculture on an annual basis: the system it is
using; the savings generated by this system;
and how this savings compares to previous
savings under the Federal system.

The State shall use whatever savings it
achieves for the purpose of providing services
to the programs under the family nutrition
block grant.

While I am about to mention four current al-
ternative cost-containment systems, States are
certainly not limited to these options but can
combine and/or devise new ways to contain
costs.

One, multisource systems—State agencies
procuring infant formula can award contracts
to the lowest bidder as well as other manufac-
turers whose bids fall within a certain price
range of this bid. States can determine how
big this margin should be.

Two, open market rebate systems—State
agencies can negotiate separate rebates with
each infant formula manufacturer so that WIC
participants can choose between those infant
formulas being offered.

These rebates do not increase a manufac-
turers market share nor will choosing not to
offer a rebate prevent a manufacturer from
having less shelf space.

This merely assures smaller or newer infant
formula manufacturers some access to the
WIC infant formula market.

Three multistate systems—cooperative pur-
chasing—States within a region of the U.S.
can join together under one type of rebate
system to procure infant formula.

Rebates tend to be higher in large States
because in those States there are more peo-
ple which means that there will most likely be
more WIC participants and subsequently a
larger market share at stake for which infant
formula manufacturers are willing to pay a
higher price.

Conversely, rebates tend to be lower in
smaller States because these States have
smaller populations most likely translating into

fewer WIC participants which means that the
market is smaller and, subsequently, less of
an incentive for an infant formula manufacturer
to offer a low bid.

It has been suggested that, as evidenced
through past multistate systems, larger States
join with other large States and that small
States join with other small States because,
when they cross over, smaller States will ben-
efit with a higher rebate which might fall below
the rebate that the larger States were origi-
nally receiving.

Four, fixed price procurement systems—
State agencies purchase infant formula di-
rectly from the manufacturer at some type of
discounted fixed price.

The infant formula can then either be distrib-
uted by the appropriate State agency or by the
retail stores.

And, this fixed price could be determined by
all three parties involved—manufacturer, agen-
cy, and retailer.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, to
extend debate, as the designee of the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS],
I move to strike the last word and ask
unanimous consent to merge that addi-
tional time with the time which the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. KILDEE]
is now controlling.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Washington?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-

nizes the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. KILDEE].

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I am very dis-
appointed that the Committee on Rules
would not allow me to offer my amend-
ment to require States to continue to
use competitive bidding when purchas-
ing infant formula for the WIC pro-
gram.

That amendment would have saved $1
billion. Although I will support prob-
ably, if I am persuaded, the amendment
of the gentlewoman from New Jersey
[Mrs. ROUKEMA], as it is well-inten-
tioned, I am skeptical that it will real-
ly do anything. There is a billion dol-
lars worth of difference between the
words ‘‘cost containment’’ and ‘‘com-
petitive bidding.’’ A billion dollars
worth of difference.

The amendment of the gentlewoman
from New Jersey [Mrs. ROUKEMA]
would require States to use cost con-
tainment measures. Prior to the enact-
ment of the 1989 law requiring States
to use competitive bidding, States were
using a variety of cost containment
measures. We found that they just did
not work. The savings were minimal.

That is why in 1989, in a true biparti-
san manner with the help of President
George Bush, we enacted a law to re-
quire States to use competitive bidding
in the WIC program. We found that
when we required States to use that
competitive bidding, Mr. Chairman,
not mere cost containment, that we
saved $1 billion a year, $1 billion, $1 bil-
lion that enabled 11⁄2 million more
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pregnant women and infants to be
served each month under the WIC pro-
gram.

Many of you will say, well, the
States will continue to use competitive
bidding. But only half the States were
doing that before we mandated that by
law. The other half were using indus-
try-favored cost containment systems.

I would like to ask a question of the
gentlewoman from New Jersey, who I
know is the only Republican in com-
mittee who supported my amendment
on competitive bidding.

Let us say that the State enters into
a contract with one of the infant for-
mula companies and gets a $10,000 re-
bate on a $5 million contract.

Would that qualify?
Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, will

the gentleman yield?
Mr. KILDEE. I yield to the gentle-

woman from New Jersey.
Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I did

not hear the gentleman. I could not
hear the gentleman over the din.

Mr. KILDEE. The question is, under
the gentlewoman’s language, if a State
entered into a contract with an infant
formula company and got a $10,000 re-
bate on a $5 million contract, would
that qualify under the gentlewoman’s
language?

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will continue to yield, if
that is the cost containment program,
yes. I believe that money would then
be reinvested back into the WIC pro-
gram. I am sorry. WIC or any other
part of the block grant, as I explained
in my opening statement.

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, $100,000
would qualify then, and $1 million
would certainly qualify, right? If they
entered into a contract with an infant
formula company and say we will get a
million dollars rebate on a $5 million
contract, a fortiori, that would qualify
under the gentlewoman’s language?

Mrs. ROUKEMA. I think I am not
quite sure what the gentleman is get-
ting at, but I think he is talking about
sole-source bidding, and maybe he is
not going to make those same savings.
That, of course, is one of the underly-
ing reasons I supported the gentleman
in committee.

We do not have all those benefits
here, but this is a giant step, it seems
to me, in the right direction of exercis-
ing, maintaining the flexibility of the
States and still exercising our fidu-
ciary responsibility.

Mr. KILDEE. My point is that under
the gentlewoman’s language, a $10,000
rebate would qualify for a $5 million
contract, and a $1 million rebate would
qualify under a $5 million contract.
The fact of the matter is that we would
do better under a competitive bidding
than a $1 million rebate under a $5 mil-
lion contract. We found that out. We
would save much more under competi-
tive bidding.

So the gentlewoman can see the
markup they have on infant formula.
We would do far more than even if we
got a $1 million rebate on a $5 million

contract, if we used the language I
wanted to use and which the gentle-
woman supported in committee, to her
great credit, competitive bidding.

Competitive bidding saves $1 billion a
year. We found that out as soon as we
enacted this in 1989. So the most gener-
ous cost containment that could be
used under the gentlewoman’s lan-
guage would be far less a savings than
competitive bidding. There is a $1 bil-
lion worth of difference between cost
containment and competitive bidding.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.
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Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING], the
chairman of the committee.

Mr. GOODLING. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding me the time.

I want to echo what she said because
it is what I have said since day 1, that
we do not believe in block grants as
revenue sharing. We set the goals and
that is what she is doing. The gen-
tleman from Michigan is correct. Back
in the old days, and it seems we cannot
get beyond the old days. But back in
the olden days, States did not know all
those things. They learned all those
things now. Would it not be kind of
foolish now to walk away from the op-
portunity of getting an extra $1 billion,
or $2 billion if you can get that? So
what she does is give that flexibility to
the States. I cannot imagine any State
anywhere walking away from getting
the biggest amount that they can pos-
sibly get. As I said, they have learned
how to do that now. Ten years ago,
they did not know that. But they have
the experience. So I think the gentle-
woman’s amendment is one that should
be accepted and it will go a long way to
take care of those we wish to take care
in a flexible manner that more can be
served than have been served in the
past. I would hope all would support
her amendment.

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I would say that I certainly would
hope that we all learn from subsequent
actions. But I having served 12 years in
State government know the influence
of the infant formula companies on
State government. They do various
things on cost containment. They will
promise the university hospital so
much infant formula. They will prom-
ise the health department so much.
They work very closely with the legis-
lature too.

I know that there can be other in-
ducements not nearly as advantageous
to the taxpayers and to the women and
the infants as competitive bidding. If
you think they are going to do it, why
are you so reluctant to put it into law?

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. GOODLING] worked with me in 1989.
He, George Bush, and the gentleman
from Oregon [Mr. WYDEN], worked with
me to get that language in. I think we
need that language because I know how

the infant formula companies work in
the various States.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Oregon [Mr.
WYDEN].

Mr. WYDEN. I want to thank the
gentleman for his good work.

Let me start by saying that I brought
to the floor a can of infant formula
which costs a little bit over 30 cents a
can to manufacture and sells retail in
our stores for maybe $2.70 a can. As a
result of the free enterprise system
that we brought to WIC on a bipartisan
basis in 1989, as my colleague has said,
we get 1 billion dollars’ worth of tax-
payer efficiency on this program every
year.

But what I want to say to my col-
leagues is that after all the talk of free
enterprise that we have heard from the
other side this session, as a result of
this bill, even with the Roukema
amendment, we will be going back to
the old days of closed markets and
backroom contracting.

We ought to note that the gentle-
woman from New Jersey wanted to do
this right and to keep competitive bid-
ding. What will happen even with this
amendment is a lot of States will not
have to do sealed bids which is the way
to have real competition. We will also
see the infant formula companies going
about this country offering induce-
ments to the States to reject competi-
tive bidding and go with cost contain-
ment.

I would like to mention that the Fed-
eral Trade Commission, the experts
there, are alarmed not just about the
negative aspects for WIC of eliminating
competitive bidding, they have written
to me and they have said that by elimi-
nating competitive bidding, we will re-
duce competition for infant formula in
our stores and for the general market.

The reason that is the case is the way
these giant infant formula companies
get known is to move into the WIC
market and get the public familiar
with their product.

I just say to my colleagues, particu-
larly on the other side, let us reinvent
Government where it does not work.
This is an example of a program where
free enterprise, that the parties worked
on together in 1989, has worked. As a
result, we are going to be eliminating
competitive bidding. That is going to
take milk from the mouths of poor in-
fants and it is going to give cookies
and cream to the infant formula com-
panies and that is wrong.

Mr. Chairman, I include the following
for the RECORD.

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION,
Washington, DC, March 16, 1995.

Hon. RON WYDEN,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE WYDEN: Chairman
Steiger forwarded a copy of your March 8,
1995 letter to me and asked that I respond to
your inquiries. In that letter, you indicated
that the House Economic and Education Op-
portunities Committee had voted to end the
competitive bidding requirement for infant
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formula contracts that are part of the Spe-
cial Supplemental Food Program for Women,
Infants and Children (‘‘WIC’’). You also
noted that three companies dominate the in-
fant formula industry and you pointed to a
possible effect in the general retail market
from eliminating bidding requirements in
the WIC Program, namely, that it might dis-
courage new companies from entering the in-
fant formula market. In this regard, you
asked that, based on our experience in deal-
ing with competitive issues related to the
WIC and general retail market for infant for-
mula, we respond to a series of questions.

I should point out that while I have not
studied the proposed legislation to which
you referred, I have been involved in lengthy
litigations relating to the WIC and general
retail markets for infant formula, and I am
able to provide you with my views on the
questions you have raised. These views, of
course, are my own and do not necessarily
reflect the views of the Commission or any
individual Commissioner. This response does
not provide any non-public information and,
accordingly, I do not request confidential
treatment.

1. Do you believe that eliminating com-
petitive bidding for infant formula in the
WIC market will discourage competition in
the general market for infant formula?
Please explain.

I agree with your assessment that competi-
tive bidding in the WIC program makes
entry into the infant formula market easier.
I also agree that to the extent that competi-
tive bidding in the WIC market is eliminated
or made less likely, then competition in the
general retail market for infant formula
would be adversely affected.

The infant formula market is highly con-
centrated, with three companies accounting
for the vast majority of sales. As I describe
below, concentrated markets, sometimes re-
ferred to as oligopolies, often result in high-
er prices for consumers whether or not the
companies have engaged in unlawful collu-
sion, particularly where the companies sell a
homogeneous product and there are high bar-
riers to entry.

Entry into a concentrated market can
have significant procompetitive effects in a
variety of ways. First, new entry into a con-
centrated market will make it more difficult
for the existing companies to collude. For
example, in a given market otherwise sus-
ceptible to collusion, a price-fixing agree-
ment among three companies is easier to
achieve and maintain than would be an
agreement among four companies. The
fourth company not only adds a forth party
that must be convinced to violate the law,
but it also is likely to have different incen-
tives than the other companies by virtue of
its smaller market share. Expansion may be
a more profitable strategy than collusion if
the company’s share is small.

Second, even absent collusion, companies
in an oligopoly act interdependently. That
is, each company recognizes that its pricing
decisions affect others in the industry. For
example, if one firm raises prices above the
competitive level in an oligopoly, the other
firms independently recognize that they
have two choices. They can raise prices a
similar amount, resulting in each company
increasing profits. Alternatively, they can
maintain their prices, resulting in the price
leader being forced to withdraw its price in-
crease so as not to lose market share, result-
ing in each of the companies forgoing the op-
portunity for increased profits. Prices in an
oligopoly, accordingly, are often higher than
they would be in a competitive market. If
new entry occurs in such a market, the like-
lihood of the incumbent firms being able to
continue their interdependent conduct is
lessened.

Finally, in general, when additional pro-
ductive capacity and supply created by a new
firm is added to the market, that additional
supply will also have a downward effect on
price. Other things being equal, as the supply
of a product goes up, prices tend to go down.

Competitive bidding in the WIC Program
makes entry into the market easier because
a new or small company can, by winning one
bid, assure itself of a large portion of the
market for an extended period of time. The
WIC segment of the market accounted for
approximately 40% of infant formula sales in
the early 1990’s. Winning a WIC bid also ef-
fectively assures the winning company of ob-
taining significant shelf space at retail out-
lets, which can result in what the industry
refers to as ‘‘spill-over’’ sales in the non-WIC
retail market. The brand name recognition
resulting from the significant shelf space
typically given to the WIC bid winner is a
substantial benefit to the winning company.
Finally, obtaining a large WIC contract also
can help the company achieve economies of
scale in the production of formula, allowing
the company to sell at lower prices to non-
WIC consumers.

2. What is your best estimate of the impact
of eliminating competitive bidding for WIC
infant formula contracts? Please explain the
likely effects on WIC users and federal tax-
payers.

Early in the history of the WIC Program,
the USDA observed that individual state
WIC programs that used sole source competi-
tive bidding systems obtained larger savings
than those that used ‘‘open market’’ systems
preferred by the infant formula companies.
Under an open market system, all companies
can participate in the program, and WIC par-
ticipants can choose any company’s product.

Because of competitive pressures associ-
ated with bidding for a sole source contract,
where sole source bidding was required the
amounts of rebates offered by the formula
companies escalated over time. These re-
bates allowed the states to add additional
families to the WIC Program, thereby serv-
ing more people with the federal grant.

These sole source rebates benefitted people
in other states as well. Under competitive
bid procedures, the states often received re-
bates that were high enough that the state
itself did not need the entire amount of the
rebate. In such cases, rebate funds were re-
turned to USDA where the money was reallo-
cated to other states.

As described below, some state WIC pro-
grams, in the absence of a federal require-
ment that there be competitive bidding, pre-
ferred that open market systems be utilized.
This preference for open market systems in
some states existed despite the understand-
ing that competitive bids resulted in lower
infant formula prices and despite the under-
standing that the federal government pre-
ferred competitive bidding.

Competitive bidding has been shown to re-
sult in many millions of dollars in savings to
the federal taxpayer. If competitive bidding
requirements are eliminated, states may
again choose to forego competitive bid pro-
grams in favor of open market systems that
provide significantly lower levels of rebates.
In other words, states may choose to opt for
programs, paid for by the federal govern-
ment, that result in higher infant formula
prices.

3. What are the factors that tend to in-
crease the likelihood of anti-competitive col-
lusion by companies and are these factors
present in the infant formula market?

Anticompetitive behavior is more likely in
markets where sales are concentrated in the
hands of few sellers, where the product at
issue is relatively homogeneous, where the
firms selling the product are relatively ho-

mogeneous, and where there are high bar-
riers to entry.

The infant formula market has these very
characteristics. The top three firms ac-
counted for in excess of 90% of the market in
the early 1990’s. Federal standards for nutri-
tional quality and safety make infant for-
mula a relatively homogeneous product.
Each of the top three firms selling infant for-
mula is a pharmaceutical company; each is
similarly integrated; and each markets for-
mula in a similar fashion. Finally, barriers
to entry into the manufacture and sale of in-
fant formula are high.

4. Last year, the state of California decided
rather than bid out a new WIC formula cost
containment contract, they would extend
the existing contract for another year. How-
ever, because of the 1987 competitive bidding
statute, the USDA required them to re-bid
the contract at the end of the year.

This process saved the taxpayer $22.4 mil-
lion in the cost of infant formula. A similar
situation in South Carolina ended up saving
taxpayers $8.97 million in the cost of infant
formula.

From past FTC investigations and current
information you may have available, what
pressures and incentives do the infant for-
mula companies use to keep states from bid-
ding out infant formula contracts?

Under the sole source competitive bid pro-
cedures, with exceptions being made for phy-
sician prescriptions, WIC participants must
use one brand of formula. Although all of the
brands meet statutory nutritional require-
ments, some parents prefer one brand over
another and made their feelings known to
the state WIC director. To avoid dissatisfac-
tion of some WIC participants, some WIC di-
rectors prefer the open market system under
which parents can choose any brand of for-
mula.

Because the infant formula companies pre-
ferred the more profitable open market sys-
tem, they were willing to provide the state
WIC programs with rebates under an open
market system. These open market rebates,
though in some cases convincing state WIC
programs to opt for open market programs,
were considerably lower than the rebates
that could be obtained through competitive
bidding.

In addition, formula companies and state
WIC programs can structure open market re-
bates in a way that may meet the state’s
needs but that result in smaller savings for
the federal government. For example, in 1990
in Puerto Rico, a system was put into place
under which an open market was permitted
by the local WIC program as long as the
companies were willing to provide payments,
outside of the WIC program, to the Puerto
Rico health care system. These side pay-
ments were not returnable to the federal
government as would be rebate payments not
used by the program. Under this system, the
formula companies offered WIC rebates equal
to approximately $6.5 million in 1991. In 1992,
after a competitive bid, the winning compa-
ny’s bid was estimated to result in an annual
rebate of approximately $23.4 million.

Thank you for giving me the opportunity
to provide you with my views. If I can be of
further assistance to you, please do not hesi-
tate to call me at (202) 326–2821.

Sincerely,
MICHAEL E. ANTALICS,

Assistant Director for
Non-Merger Litigation.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. BILIRAKIS].

(Mr. BILIRAKIS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Chairman, I

thank the gentlewoman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
Roukema amendment.

Since coming to Congress, I have
been a strong proponent of the Supple-
mental Food Program for Women, In-
fants, and Children [WIC]. WIC funding
buys nutritious foods that are tailored
to the dietary needs of participants and
provides nutrition education for par-
ticipants.

WIC is a cost-effective program that
saves the Government money. Every
dollar spent on pregnant women by
WIC produces between $2 to $4 in Med-
icaid savings for newborns and their
mothers. In 1992, WIC benefits averted
$853 million in health expenditures dur-
ing the first year of life of infants.

Under the current program, States
are required to use a competitive bid-
ding system or other savings mecha-
nisms for the procurement of infant
formula used in WIC packages. In 1994,
$1.1 billion in rebate revenue was gen-
erated from the manufacturers of in-
fant formula, allowing 1.5 million more
participants to be served.

My home State of Florida earned
over $53 million from its infant formula
rebate contract. These funds were used
to provide services to more than 100,000
additional clients. Clearly, cost-con-
tainment is an important component of
the current WIC Program.

The family-based nutrition block
grant does not require States to estab-
lish a cost-containment system. The
Roukema amendment addresses this
important issue and my State of Flor-
ida strongly supports her amendment.

Given the tremendous savings States
are able to achieve through current
cost-containment contracts, it is im-
perative that all States establish cost-
containment systems and apply those
savings to providing more services
under the family nutrition block grant.

Over the last several weeks. I have
heard from many constituents who are
concerned about the impact H.R. 4 will
have on the WIC Program. My con-
stituents are very concerned that fund-
ing for WIC would be drastically re-
duced under a block grant.

Fortunately, the Committee on Eco-
nomic and Educational Opportunities
recognized the effectiveness of the WIC
Program. The family nutrition block
grant requires that 80 percent of avail-
able funds be used for WIC. This means
that under H.R. 4, WIC funding will in-
crease by $500 million more than is pro-
vided under current law.

The WIC Directors in my district also
raised concerns that revisions to cur-
rent nutrition programs will nega-
tively impact the WIC program’s effec-
tiveness. Although H.R. 4 requires
States to set minimum nutritional re-
quirements for food assistance, they
are concerned that under a block
grant, nutrition standards will vary
from State to State.

But as they point out, nutrition
needs do not vary from State to State.

The WIC Directors I have spoken to
feel it is important to preserve the re-
quirement for national nutritional
standards.

WIC Directors are also concerned
that State nutritional standards will
not be based on science. However, H.R.
4 requires the food and nutrition board
of the institute of medicine to develop
model nutrition standards for food as-
sistance provided to women, infants,
and children.

These standards must be developed in
cooperation with pediatricians, nutri-
tionists, and directors of programs pro-
viding nutritional risk assessment, and
nutrition counseling. Hopefully, all
States will adopt these model stand-
ards.

When H.R. 4 is enacted into law, the
Congress must conduct sufficient over-
sight of the implementation of the
family nutrition block grant to ensure
that women, infants, and children re-
ceive proper nutrition assistance.

I have seen what the WIC program
can do for children and their mothers.
We must make sure our reform efforts
do not erode the ability of a proven
program like WIC to provide essential
services to women and children.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Roukema amendment.

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I want
to reiterate, under present law we re-
quire competitive bidding, not just cost
containment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from North Carolina
[Mrs. CLAYTON].

Mrs. CLAYTON. I thank the gen-
tleman for allowing me to have some
time.

I also want to commend the gentle-
woman from New Jersey in her inten-
tion and support her effort and think
that this is a step in the right direction
but it does not correct the problem.

The problem is that the program
works right now. We have competitive
bidding. In fact, if part of the reason
for reforming is to save money, this
bidding process and procedure we have
allows us now to save the money. It al-
lows us to save money and it is fiscally
responsible.

But I ask my colleagues in Congress
to recall that the infant mortality rate
in America before WIC was horrendous.
We need to remind ourselves why the
WIC program is important.

It is important, therefore, to increase
the savings. We had rates much lower
than we have now and in fact we have
increased the rate by reducing the in-
fant mortality by increasing the oppor-
tunity for children to live.

WIC works. We want to do everything
possible to make this successful pro-
gram work.

We also ask Members of Congress to
recall a fact that since the institution
of the nutritional program, we really
have less of a gap between low-income
diets and those who have affluence and
have other means of getting their
funds.

Spending has been increased by some
65 percent. Anemia has been drastically
improved. In fact, low-weight babies
have increased.

I visited my neonatal clinic of the
hospital and found that the cost just of
maintaining a low-weight baby is hor-
rendous, $5,000 and $10,000.

Yet the investment we make in WIC
makes all the sense. It saves lives. It
saves money.

I urge my colleagues to note that
what we are doing here really does not
correct the issue. It is a movement in
the right direction, but how we should
correct it is keep the current bidding
sealed.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, one
thing I would like to say before I yield,
there seems to be a pattern in the Com-
mittee on Rules on this bill. One Mem-
ber goes up, asking for a substantive
amendment, an amendment that
makes a real difference, competitive
bidding. Another Member asks what
really is a cosmetic amendment and
the Committee on Rules in every in-
stance has granted the amendment for
the cosmetic amendment, not the sub-
stantive. I object to that.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
FOGLIETTA].

Mr. FOGLIETTA. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me the time.

I would like to have permission to be
a little bit more general in my ap-
proach to the discussion today. There
has been lots of talk today and in the
last couple of days about the block
grant approach as was quoted by our
gentlewoman from New Jersey as being
the proper way to administer these
programs for the unfortunate and the
poor.

Let me tell Members about a commu-
nity in the Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania who had that option on a local
level. This community had a substan-
tial number of poor people living below
the poverty line, but this community
decided not to accept the School Lunch
Program. Instead, I will tell you what
they did. This community established a
sharing table. They established a shar-
ing table, a table in the middle of the
lunchroom where the more affluent
children would come in. If they did not
finish their sandwiches, if they did not
finish their cokes, they would leave
what was left over on the sharing table
for the poorer children. So that they
could come in and eat the scraps of the
sandwiches and what was left over of
the sodas.

Could you think of anything more de-
humanizing? Could you think of any-
thing more destructive of self-esteem,
of self-pride, and of self-worth than
that kind of a program? There may be
many things wrong with these pro-
grams, and we should be fixing them,
and we should be correcting them. But
sending them back to the States is not
the answer.
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Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I

yield myself the balance of my time.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman

from New Jersey is recognized for 11⁄2
minutes.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to summarize what we have
said here. This is a good amendment, it
allows the States the maximum flexi-
bility. It requires reporting to the De-
partment of Agriculture so that Con-
gress can continue their oversight re-
sponsibility here. I must say that I
think if we had inquired with all the
States that are represented here today,
we would have found something similar
to the endorsement that we got from
our colleague the gentleman from Flor-
ida, namely that 100,000 more clients
are served in the State of Florida using
these types of cost containment meas-
ures.

I urge support. I think that it mar-
ries the best of the block grant ap-
proach with the accountability stand-
ards that we as a Congress must en-
sure.

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, only be-
cause the gentlewoman from New Jer-
sey had the courage to vote for my
amendment in committee, the only Re-
publican who had that courage to do
so, I will support her amendment even
though it is grossly inadequate.

Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of
my time to the gentlewoman from Col-
orado [Mrs. SCHROEDER].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
from Colorado is recognized for 11⁄2
minutes.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I thank the gen-
tleman from Michigan for yielding me
the time.

I say many will reluctantly support
that amendment because I guess that
is all that side could do.

I think the gentleman from Michigan
made a very good point, that these are
really cosmetic amendments that do
not go to the core of real competitive
bidding, but it is all they could get
agreement on.

b 1200

In a way you feel it is almost like we
are putting lipstick on pigs here, but
when you get all done you still got a
pig and that is what the other bill is.

We know that we desperately need
competitive bidding. I have spent 22
years on the Committee on Armed
Services and believe me, that is where
we got the $900 toilet seats. If you do
not want that in infant formula, then
what we really have to do is be voting
for the Democratic bill because you are
not going to get there with this.

We have letters written to Congress-
man WYDEN from the Federal Trade
Commission talking about the experi-
ence of the State of California and the
experience of the State of South Caro-
lina in competitive bidding. I do not
have time to go into it, but we have
got data all over the place that is
showing regretfully some of these com-
panies who should have better inten-
tions. If they think they can get away
with spending more, they will.

Remember, we had $25 million worth
of WIC cuts and rescissions, and here
we go again; if we do not have competi-
tive bidding fully, one more time we
will be having another cut because we
will be knocking people out.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, as
the designee of Chairman ARCHER, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words in order to receive an additional
5 minutes of debate time as provided
under the rule.

I yield myself the first 30 seconds. I
want to assure my colleague from
Pennsylvania that under our program
he can be assured that that will never
happen in his community again, be-
cause we have the rules and regula-
tions on how they have to spend the
money.

I would say to my friend from Michi-
gan, cosmetics is a good term I sup-
pose. The old Committee on Rules al-
ways used to say, ‘‘Well, that makes
good sense,’’ and then you knew posi-
tively it would not be made in order.

So it is a little different from cos-
metic that it makes good sense; it is
not in order.

Mr. Chairman, I yield the remaining
41⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. CUNNINGHAM].

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES

Mr. MCDERMOTT. A parliamentary
inquiry, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, is
this amendment time on the amend-
ment we are discussing or is this on the
next amendment?

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. It is on the next
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING]
struck the last word on the Roukema
amendment. The Chair would like to
point out to the gentleman from Wash-
ington that most of the debate has not
been on that amendment; it has been
on the bill.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
yield my time to the gentleman from
California [Mr. CUNNINGHAM].

Mr. VOLKMER. A parliamentary in-
quiry, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. VOLKMER. Even though the de-
bate in the past has not been on the
amendment, is not the rule of the
House, regular order, that the debate
that follows would still be on the
amendment even though others have
not debated the amendment?

The CHAIRMAN. Unless a point of
order is raised, since the Chair has
been lenient with those who seek to ad-
dress the bill rather than the amend-
ment, the Chair is going to continue to
be lenient.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I un-
derstand this is coming out of my time,
so I do not yield to any parliamentary
inquiry if it is coming out of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. It is not coming out
of the gentleman’s time.

The gentleman from California [Mr.
CUNNINGHAM] is recognized for 41⁄2 min-
utes.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
am not going to offer the next amend-
ment, I would say to the gentleman,
and I want to explain I had an amend-
ment in the subcommittee. The illegal
immigration, we cut out all 23 pro-
grams. This deals with legal immigra-
tion. I felt that a person, once they
sign up to become an American citizen,
should have the rights of American
citizens, because the process is often
delayed.

I have been told by the other side if
I make a unanimous consent to have
that improved it would be objected to.
So I am not going to offer the amend-
ment. It would go down.

But the gentleman from California
[Mr. KIM] and myself have some con-
cerns and I would like to yield to the
gentleman from California [Mr. KIM].

Mr. KIM. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. KIM. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman for yielding. I presume the
gentleman is yielding to me because he
thinks I am a expert in this area. I am.
Before I explain what my amendment
will do, let me tell just a brief back-
ground story.

Under this bill there is one provision
which prohibits all of the benefits to
noncitizens. Who are the noncitizens?
It could be anyone; it could be refu-
gees, could be anyone staying here
temporarily.

But my amendment is carefully
crafted to those folks who are here le-
gally and receive permanent
residentship, those folks who came to
this country in search of the American
dream. Those folks took a long time to
follow the legal process to come here
and finally received a permanent
residentship, and they are waiting for
citizenship. Presumably they are soon
going to be a citizen, they are citizens-
elect.

Denying benefits to those folks, I can
understand that. We are in a financial
crisis with a $4 trillion deficit. I can
understand that. Yes, we have to treat
our citizens first before we deal with
other noncitizens. I accept that.

But let me tell my colleagues, once
those folks who are permanent resi-
dents and waited 5 to 6 years to finally
apply for citizenship and that applica-
tion is accepted, he or she should not
be treated as a second-class citizen.

All my amendment does is to treat
them just like the citizens, and not de-
nying all of the benefits to those folks.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. If the gentleman
will yield back, he and I would like to
enter in a colloquy with the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. SMITH], the chairman
of the Subcommittee on Immigration
and Claims, and I would ask if the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. SMITH] would
agree to work with the gentleman from
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California [Mr. KIM ] and myself in the
committee to resolve the problem,to
make an amendment in order so that
we can deal with this issue? And it is
bipartisan. We have the task force
which is made up of Republicans and
Democrats, and we will be happy to
work with the gentleman on this issue
[Mr. KIM] and myself, if the gentleman
would make that in order.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the
gentleman from Texas.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to reassure my friends from
California, Mr. CUNNINGHAM and Mr.
KIM, that if the amendment that they
were planning to offer today is not ac-
cepted and if that amendment is of-
fered in the Subcommittee on Immi-
gration and Claims, of which I am
chairman, when we, in the next several
months, are considering other com-
prehensive legislation regarding immi-
gration, we will certainly consider
their amendment. If that amendment
is not approved on the subcommittee
level, I will certainly work with them
and guarantee them that I will ask
that it be considered on the House
floor.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I agree with this
approach, and I think Mr. KIM does,
too.

I yield back to the gentleman from
California [Mr. KIM].

Mr. KIM. I thank the gentleman for
giving me his assurance. And I agree
with this approach, and I think my
amendment will ensure all permanent
residents and aliens would be legal at
the time of the acceptance of the appli-
cation, and I think that is an impor-
tant message we have to send to those
folks out there. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I think this is
one issue I think we can work very well
with the leadership on the Democratic
side as well as ours, and I yield back
the balance of our time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from New Jersey [Mrs. ROU-
KEMA].

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to

consider amendment No. 18 printed in
House Report 104–85.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. ROS-LEHTINEN

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman,
I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN:
Page 157, after line 4, insert the following
new paragraph:

(6) CERTAIN PERMANENT RESIDENT AND DIS-
ABLED ALIENS.—Subsection (a) shall not
apply to an alien who—

(A) has been lawfully admitted to the Unit-
ed States for permanent residence; and

(B) is unable because of physical or devel-
opmental disability or mental impairment
(including Alzheimer’s disease) to comply
with the naturalization requirements of sec-
tion 312(a) of the Immigration and Natu-
ralization Act.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the gentlewoman from Florida
[Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN] and a Member op-
posed will each control 10 minutes.

Does the gentleman from Washington
rise in opposition?

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
have a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, are
we now doing amendment No. 18?

The CHAIRMAN. Amendment No. 18,
that is correct.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. As printed in the
RECORD?

The CHAIRMAN. As printed in the
Rules Committee report.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Texas [Mr. ARCHER] may control
the 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Florida, [Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN].

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, my amendment is a
straightforward, simple humanitarian
amendment, which would exempt any
U.S. legal permanent residents who
cannot take the naturalization exam
because they suffer from mental dis-
orders and physical impairments or
disabilities.

Under title IV of H.R. 4 these people
would be cut off from Federal benefits
simply because they are not American
citizens. These individuals would not
be able to resolve this problem because
of their inability to take the natu-
ralization exam.

H.R. 4 currently makes no exemption
for these individuals who would be the
most affected by the elimination of
these benefits. The elderly who suffer
from Alzheimer’s disease cannot pos-
sibly pass the citizenship exam given
their debilitating disease. They cannot
remember or memorize questions, nor
are they physically able to present
themselves many times before the citi-
zenship examination.

Under this legislation these people
unfortunately would be unfairly cut
off. The same goes for a person who be-
cause of a physical disability cannot
leave his or her home to take the natu-
ralization exam. These individuals,
many of whom have contributed years
of hard work and labor to this country,
would now be denied benefits simply
because they cannot because of phys-
ically tormenting disabilities take the
citizenship exam. Under my amend-
ment the Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service will be able to have the
ability to determine if the person is
unfit to take the naturalization exam
due to this serious disability.

Mr. Speaker, in my south Florida
community and indeed around our
great Nation, many U.S. permanent
residents, especially the elderly, suffer-
ing from such terrible diseases as Alz-

heimer’s are unable to take the citizen-
ship test because of their illnesses.
This amendment would help these most
vulnerable permanent residents, many
of whom after years of hard work and
making wonderful contributions to our
great Nation rely on these benefits for
their well-being.

This humanitarian amendment would
exempt those who are the most vulner-
able by allowing them in a calculated
and limited manner to not have to take
the unfair exam that they are unable
to take. This will allow them to not be
cut from the benefits they need in
order to survive.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I reluctantly rise in
opposition to the amendment. I under-
stand what the gentlewoman is trying
to accomplish, and I am very sympa-
thetic to her.

Mr. Chairman, the problem is that
the definition of disability or impair-
ment is too broad, that like so many
other areas where we have run into
problems when we talk about disability
within the welfare programs, we have
found that it has been tremendously
abused. We have tried to work with the
gentlewoman for tightening up this
language and have been unable to
reach that conclusion at this time.

However, I would say to the gentle-
woman from Florida [Mrs. ROS-
LEHTINEN], that if it is possible to get
more precise language that is not so
general in conference, I would be more
than happy to consider that.

There is the additional problem that
CBO has not issued an estimate, a reve-
nue estimate on this amendment. The
rough understanding that we have been
given because of the broadness of the
definition is that it could cost $1 bil-
lion.

So, I would, as I said, reluctantly
urge the Members to oppose this
amendment and give us an opportunity
to try to work on the language in the
conference committee.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the re-
marks of the chairman. We have in fact
been working with the staff this after-
noon to try to work up the language
that specifically tracks section 312(a)
of the Immigration an Naturalization
Act, which already gives such waivers
to those individuals who are suffering
from disabilities.

Our attempt is not to broaden that
current waiver any more than it is al-
ready on the books. It is not to say
that anyone who is a drug addict and
anyone who is an alcoholic would not
be exempt from taking the exam and
would then be able to apply for bene-
fits. That is not the intent, nor does
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our language I think in any way allow
that to happen.

I think that the scourge has been un-
fair in the way they were calculating
the effects, and in fact in our last dis-
cussion the calculations were that that
scourge was going to come down con-
siderably once they understood that
section 312(a) already has similar lan-
guage which exempts these individuals.

This amendment merely puts it in
this welfare reform package so that it
is clear to the INS officials that these
individuals are also going to be exempt
from the citizenship requirement if
their disabilities are such that it will
render them unable, physically, men-
tally unable, to take the exam.

We have an amendment already
drawn up which would be acceptable,
that we hope in conference would be
accepted, to further specify that this is
a very narrow limitation, and that the
budget considerations are not as ex-
treme as some would have us believe,
and we are very confident that that is
true because section 312(a) refers to
naturalization.

What we want to do is make sure
that we have it refer now to the exemp-
tion from welfare benefits for those
people who suffer from these debilitat-
ing diseases.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. I yield to the
gentleman from Florida.

Mr. SHAW. I know you have been
working on this for sometime and you
and I may have spoken with regard to
the noncitizen portion of the bill,
which I know gives you and a few other
Members great concern. I would just
like to echo the words of my chairman,
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. AR-
CHER], in saying we will be working
closely during the conference process,
and hopefully this is something that
we can work together on.
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I see that our colleague from south
Florida has also come onto the floor,
who has expressed great concern with
regard to this portion of the bill, and I
can assure you that we will do every-
thing we can to be cooperative during
the conference process. I am sorry that
we were unable to change the amend-
ment by unanimous consent, but we
did run it by the minority, and they
were not inclined to allow the change
at this point.

So we will continue to work with you
and the minority and the Senate in
trying to resolve this problem.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. I thank the
gentleman. Yes, it is a shame; we had
the language drawn up. I think it
would have addressed the concerns that
some individuals had about who spe-
cifically would be exempt from this
exam.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from California [Mr. MINETA].

(Mr. MINETA asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I really
appreciate my colleague yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong
support of the amendment offered by
our colleagues from Florida—and in
strong disappointment that it has to be
offered.

To me, it is absolutely reprehensible
that this bill contains an attack on im-
migrants who were lawfully admitted
to this country.

As the Chair of the Congressional
Asian Pacific American Caucus, I can
tell my colleagues that I have seldom
seen an issue that has generated so
much concern among the Asian Pacific
American communities around the
country.

The rhetoric surrounding this issue
has been frightening to many in our
community—61 percent are immigrants
who arrived in this country since 1970
alone.

We began to fear where things were
heading last year when Proposition 187
was being debated in California.

Asian Pacific Americans in Califor-
nia are second to none in our frustra-
tion with illegal immigration. Many in
the community have waited patiently
for years for spouses and children to
join them through the legal process.

But it quickly became clear to us
that the rhetoric and the emotion went
far beyond the issue of illegal immigra-
tion alone.

Those who supported Proposition 187
told us repeatedly that legal immi-
grants had nothing to worry about.

But sure enough, here we are today,
debating on the floor of the House of
Representatives whether taxpaying,
lawfully admitted immigrants will be
eligible for the services their taxes pay
for.

Many in our community, particularly
those who arrived here fleeing Com-
munist oppression and civil war, are
frightened of where this will lead.

Already, the rhetoric surrounding
this issue has been filled with asser-
tions that we should ‘‘take care of
Americans first.’’ When did we change
the definition of American? When did
this happen?

Mr. Chairman, my parents were born
in Japan, but they chose to make
America their home.

I can tell you that never in the his-
tory of this country have there been
two finer Americans. They chose Amer-
ica to build a future for their children.
There is no decision they ever made for
which I am more grateful.

From Albert Einstein to Martina
Navratilova; from An Wang, the found-
er of Wang computers, to Elie Wiesel,
winner of the Nobel Peace Prize—all
have come to this country and been ac-
cepted as Americans.

H.R. 4 flies in the face of that prin-
ciple, and to me it’s a sad commentary
on the state of national debate in this
country.

I urge my colleagues to join with me
in opposing H.R. 4.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 2 minutes to my colleague, the

gentleman from Florida [Mr. DIAZ-
BALART], who is a cosponsor of this
amendment.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Chairman, I
think that it is very important that I
commend my colleague, the gentle-
woman from Florida [Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN], for having introduced this
amendment that I have cosponsored. It
is very important that at the very
least those who are physically or men-
tally disabled not be excludable from
benefits even after being legally in this
country because of their disability, and
that is what this amendment, this very
fine amendment, seeks to do.

I am very disappointed that a ban on
SSI and AFDC and food stamps and
Medicaid remains in the legislation, in
the bill, with regard to legal residents.
I think that ban is unfair. I think it is
unnecessary. I think there is somewhat
of an element of irrationality involved
because a great percentage of those
who may be ineligible, because they
are not citizens, will become citizens,
so the savings will be minimal at best
from the point of view of those who say
this ban will save the Government
money.

So it is unfortunate it is in. We will
continue fighting against the ban,
against legal residents of the United
States, from services and will continue
working with the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. SHAW] and the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. ARCHER] and, of course,
Members on the other side of the aisle
to remedy this in the conference proc-
ess.

But this inclusion, the ban’s inclu-
sion in the bill, makes it imperative
certainly that people that feel like I
do, as strongly as I do, and I know the
gentlewoman from Florida [Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN] does on this issue, it is im-
perative that we oppose this legislation
in its current form.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, as
the designee of the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. GIBBONS], I move to strike
the last word, and I ask unanimous
consent to be allowed to yield blocks of
time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Washington?

There was no objection.
Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I

yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman and Members of the
House, this is another one of the fig-
leaf amendments. Now, this place is
starting to look like a fig tree. Every
time they bring the bill out, people
look at it and say, ‘‘Well, this needs a
figleaf.’’

We took benefits away from legal im-
migrants in this country.

Now, I went to the Committee on
Rules and asked for the right to give
those benefits to legal immigrants, and
I was joined by the gentlewoman from
Florida [Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN] and the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. DIAZ-
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Balart]. But the Rules Committee de-
nied that. So we get this little figleaf
that does not do anything.

It knocks a half a million people off
the aged and disabled rolls. It is a help
for a few pitiful people who cannot
walk into the office and file. Now, that,
in my opinion, is about 1 inch when we
ought to go a mile.

If you are a legal immigrant in this
country, you are working here, you are
paying taxes, and bad times come to
you, you ought to be entitled to every-
thing else that every American is, and
I think that this is only a half a loaf.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
BERMAN].

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. BERMAN].

(Mr. BERMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I won-
der if I could get the attention of the
manager of the bill for one moment,
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. AR-
CHER]. I wanted to ask you to explain
what I find to be one of the most aston-
ishing features of this particular provi-
sion which the issue is raised by this
amendment.

The majority has decided to deny a
series of very important benefit pro-
grams to legal, taxpaying resident im-
migrants in this country, and has made
one exception, that foreign farm work-
ers, guest workers, H(2)(a)’s, people
who come here on a temporary basis,
will remain and will be the only group
of immigrants that will remain eligible
for Medicaid, housing, SSI, AFDC, and
all of these programs. So that while
you have thousands of domestic farm
workers, many of them here as legal
immigrants who are paying taxes and
are ineligible for these benefits and are
among the lowest-paid workers in
American society, the agribusiness lob-
byists will be able to, and their clients
will be able to, bring in foreign guest
workers to harvest crops instead of
using the available domestic farm
worker supply and still be subsidized
for the health care and the housing and
other benefits for these workers.

How could this bill contain such an
exception to this provision?

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BERMAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. ARCHER. Are you talking about
farm workers?

Mr. BERMAN. I am talking about
foreign guest workers, farm workers,
are the only group of immigrants left
eligible for these benefits.

Mr. ARCHER. If the gentleman will
yield, I would respond by saying these
people come into this country under
very special circumstances, under spe-
cial provisions in the law, are invited
in here to help the economy——

Mr. BERMAN. To work.
Mr. ARCHER. Under those special

provisions. The average immigrant who

comes to this country agrees, on entry,
not the guest workers, but the other
resident immigrants legally admitted
to this country agree, when coming in,
to be self-supporting. The guest worker
does not make that agreement.

Mr. BERMAN. Reclaiming my time.
Mr. ARCHER. The gentleman does

not wish a response?
Mr. BERMAN. I heard the response.
Mr. ARCHER. The response is more

lengthy than that. If the gentleman
wants to cut me off, he may.

Mr. BERMAN. The problem is I only
have 31⁄2 minutes. But I will yield as
long as I have a little time to respond
to your response.

Mr. ARCHER. Well, on your time.
The immigration law of this country
provides that when you seek residency
here as a legal alien that you are
agreeing to support yourself. If you do
not and you become a charge of the
taxpayers of this country, you are sub-
ject to deportation legally under the
law today. A guest worker comes under
a very different circumstance into this
country and is protected by the law
that relates to guest workers, and the
gentleman should understand this.

Mr. BERMAN. I suggest a very dif-
ferent reason. I suggest that some-
where agribusiness stuck into this pro-
vision a bill to help subsidize the work-
ers they want to import because they
do not want to hire the domestic farm
workers, and I find it just unbelievable
that in a bill designed to encourage
work you are helping to displace and
subsidize foreign guest workers and
displace American workers.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
like to point out that he has tried to be
lenient on Members who go over their
allotted time. If we start abusing it,
the Chair is going to charge it against
the manager’s time.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute, the remainder of my
time, to the gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. PASTOR].

Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Chairman, I would
ask my colleagues that, as they con-
sider this amendment, they would
think of legal immigrants not as some-
one who recently arrived, not someone
who only came over to receive benefits,
but to think of the legal immigrant as
a person who has been here for many
years, who has worked, has paid their
taxes, has raised their family and has
been responsible.

The only thing that they do not have
is the right to vote and are not citi-
zens. But this amendment talks about
a person who cannot take the examina-
tion, cannot be naturalized because
they are physically or developmentally
disabled or mentally impaired to take
the test. So we are talking about a
safety net for those legal immigrants
who cannot take the exam because of
their disabilities.

I would think that Members of this
House on both sides of the aisle would
show compassion to these people and
support this amendment.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 15 seconds to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. DE LA GARZA].

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the amendment of-
fered by the gentlewoman and hope-
fully, when we have more time, we will
be able to address the underlying mo-
tives behind this issue in this legisla-
tion.

I thank the gentlewoman.
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman,

I yield 15 seconds to my colleague, the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
MENENDEZ].

(Mr. MENENDEZ asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, let me
just say these people are the mothers
and fathers, brothers, sisters, and sons
and daughters of American citizens
who came here and should not be de-
nied. They work, they contribute, and
they should not be denied simply be-
cause of their status when they have
contributed all along, and at least in
the gentlewoman’s case, which I
strongly support. We carve out a small
exception to those people who should
not simply be denied.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 15 seconds to the gentleman
from California [Mr. BECERRA].

(Mr. BECERRA asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding a
moment of time.

I also support this amendment. I
think she is trying to do the right
thing. We should not be denying people
who do their darndest to work hard in
this country and do the best they can
ultimately to become U.S. citizens.
They should have that opportunity.

I urge Members to support this
amendment.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself the remainder of my
time.

Mr. Chairman, I hope the Members
will support this humanitariian amend-
ment to at least allow those individ-
uals who are physically and mentally
disabled to take their benefits that
they deserve that they have worked
hard to get.

I hope we can see clearly through
this anti-immigrant, anti-refugee feel-
ing and get on with the real issue of
helping those people regardless of their
citizenship status.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, again, as I mentioned
earlier, I understand what the gentle-
woman from Florida is trying to do. I
still have a great concern for the
broader definition. I think that she ac-
tually believes the definition to be
more constricted than it is.

What came out of the Committee on
rules is so broad in what can be a dis-
ability or a impairment that I believe
we will find the very same things hap-
pen there that we have already found
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under ‘‘disability’’ in other parts of the
welfare code of this country today. I do
not want to see that happen with na-
tional TV exposés down the line for
abuses under this definition.

I would hope that the members of
this committee will vote this amend-
ment down, that in conference we
might have the opportunity to con-
struct more constrictive language, but
I would further say relative to this and
any other amendments of this type,
that the law of this land, the immigra-
tion law of this land, since the late
1800’s, provides that anyone coming
into this country as a legal alien un-
derstands that they cannot become a
public ward.
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They cannot throw themselves into
the hands of the taxpayers of this
country, and if they do, if they go on
welfare, they legally, today, can be de-
ported.

In addition, where they come in
under the sponsorship of other rel-
atives, those relatives take on the re-
sponsibility of maintaining and sup-
porting their immigrating relatives
into this country so that they will not
become a burden on the taxpayers of
this country.

Mr. Chairman, my ancestors and
most of our ancestors came to this
country not with their hands out for
welfare checks, even if they were will-
ing to work, they came here for the op-
portunity for freedom and the oppor-
tunity to work and to achieve the suc-
cesses that this country offers more
than any other country in the world.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support
of the Ros-Lehtinen/Diaz-Balart amendment to
exempt legal permanent residents who cannot
take the U.S. naturalization exam because of
a physical or mental disability.

Certainly the denial of benefits under this bill
to legal noncitizens is unjust and unwarranted.
This denial has nothing to do with sponsor
support. In addition the measures to strength-
en and extend deeming should be carefully
considered.

The policy in the GOP bill denies benefits to
people who have legally been in the United
States 5 years and have not achieved citizen-
ship, even though they may have paid taxes
and rent or maybe even own a home and
have children, who are U.S. citizens. In St.
Paul, MN, we have a significant settlement of
Southeast Asians, the Hmong, who fled Laos
after fighting along with United States troops
against the Communist forces of North Viet-
nam. Because the Hmong did not have a writ-
ten language, many adults have had great dif-
ficulty learning English. Under the provisions
of the GOP measure before the House, they
would be denied most benefits; $20 billion of
the anticipated cuts made by this GOP bill
come from just such limits.

This amendment before the House would
provide some modest relief to the harsh GOP
bill which unfairly and arbitrarily discriminates
against legal noncitizens. The circumstances
in St. Paul, MN for the Hmong are extraor-
dinary, but individuals who have not become
citizens and remain in the United States gen-
erally are subject to unusual factors. Under

what logic are they being denied benefits? I
heard someone raise the notion of fraud and
abuse but is there a demonstrated record of
such a problem? Are legal noncitizens any dif-
ferent in this regard than citizens?

The policy being advanced in this GOP
measure is inappropriate and while I com-
mend this amendment to my colleagues, the
GOP bill is not much changed by this amend-
ment. We do not even have an up or down
vote on the subject of benefits for noncitizens
due to the restrictive Republican rule and
these piecemeal amendments will not remedy
this punitive measure.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired. The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentlewoman from
Florida [Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, further proceedings on the amend-
ment offered by the gentlewoman from
Florida [Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN] will be
postponed until after the disposition of
amendment No. 20.

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 19, printed in House Report
104–85.

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 20, printed in Report 104–85.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MORAN

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
amendment No. 20, printed in House
Report 104–85.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of amendment No. 20 is as
follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MORAN: Page
170, after line 12, insert the following new
section:
SEC. 442. PREFERENCE FOR FEDERAL HOUSING

BENEFITS FOR FAMILIES PARTICI-
PATING IN WELFARE ASSISTANCE
WORK PROGRAMS.

Section 2 of the United States Housing Act
of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437) is amended—

(1) by striking the section heading and in-
serting the following new section heading:

‘‘DECLARATION OF POLICY AND PREFERENCE
FOR ASSISTANCE’’;

(2) by inserting ‘‘(a) DECLARATION OF POL-
ICY.—’’ after ‘‘SEC. 2’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

‘‘(b) PREFERENCE FOR FAMILIES PARTICIPAT-
ING IN WELFARE ASSISTANCE WORK PRO-
GRAMS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In selecting eligible fam-
ilies for available dwelling units in public
housing and for available assistance under
section 8, each public housing agency shall
give preference to any family who, at the
time that such occupancy or assistance is
initially provided for the family—

‘‘(A)(i) is participating in a work or job
training program that is a condition for the
receipt of welfare or public assistance bene-
fits for which the family is otherwise eligi-
ble, or (ii) is eligible for and has agreed to
participate in such a program as a condition
for receipt of such assistance; and

‘‘(B) has agreed, as the Secretary shall re-
quire, to maintain and complete such par-
ticipation and to occupancy or assistance

subject to the limitations under paragraph
(3).

‘‘(2) PRECEDENCE OVER OTHER FEDERAL AND

LOCAL PREFERENCES.—Occupancy in public
housing dwelling units and assistance under
section 8 shall be made available to eligible
families qualifying for the preference under
paragraph (1) before such occupancy or as-
sistance is made available pursuant to any
preference under section 6(c)(4)(A) or
8(d)(1)(A), respectively.

‘‘(3) 5-YEAR LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE.—
Notwithstanding any other provision of this
Act, the occupancy of any family in public
housing or the provision of assistance under
section 8, pursuant to the preference under
paragraph (1), shall be terminated upon the
expiration of the 5-year period that begins
upon the initial provision of such occupancy
or assistance to the family.

‘‘(4) FAILURE TO PARTICIPATE.—If the appli-
cable public housing agency determines that
any family who is provided occupancy in
public housing or assistance under section 8,
pursuant to the preference under paragraph
(1), has ceased participating in the program
referred to in paragraph (1)(A) before com-
pletion of the program or failed substan-
tially to comply with the requirements of
the program, such cessation or failure shall
be considered adequate cause for the termi-
nation of the tenancy or the assistance for
the family and the public housing agency
shall immediately take action to terminate
the tenancy of such family in public housing
or the provision of assistance under section 8
on behalf of family, as applicable.

‘‘(5) LIMITATION ON AVAILABILITY OF PREF-
ERENCE.—The preference under paragraph (1)
shall not apply to any family that includes a
member who—

‘‘(A) has occupied a public housing dwell-
ing unit or received assistance under section
8 as a member of a family provided pref-
erence pursuant to paragraph (1), which oc-
cupancy or assistance has been terminated
pursuant to paragraph (3), or (4); and

‘‘(B) was personally required to participate
in the program referred to in paragraph
(1)(A).’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
MORAN] will be recognized for 10 min-
utes, and a Member opposed will be rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Is there a Member in opposition
claiming the 10 minutes?

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I have
not been informed of anyone opposed.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I am
unaware of opposition, but I would like
to control the 10 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. MORAN] will be rec-
ognized for 10 minutes and, without ob-
jection, the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
ARCHER] will be recognized for 10 min-
utes.

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-

nizes the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
MORAN].

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, what this amendment
would do, depending upon whatever
welfare bill is enacted—I happen to
support the Deal amendment—but
what this amendment would do is to
say that when you enter a work pro-
gram, then in fact you go to the top of
the waiting list for public and publicly
assisted housing, so there would be an
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incentive for people who seek work to
be able to enjoy the support of sub-
sidized housing.

Currently, there is very little turn-
over in any subsidized housing. In fact,
there are 13 million people who are eli-
gible for subsidized housing. And less
than 3.5 million actually receive it.

Mr. Chairman, the original intent of
subsidized housing was that it be tran-
sitional, that people who needed some
help to get their feet on the ground
would be able to take advantage of sub-
sidized housing in the interim until
they achieved economic self-suffi-
ciency.

What this is doing is providing a sig-
nificant incentive for people to find
work, to get themselves on the ground,
so to speak, and then after 5 years they
would lose their eligibility for this as-
sisted housing.

So that it will create some turnover
in assisted housing as well.

I would suggest to the Members they
consider this with regard to welfare re-
form.

I will bet that Members are not
aware of this.

Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MORAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. PASTOR. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I support the gentle-
man’s amendment. I think what he
wants to do is great because we need a
little bit of assistance to the people
getting off welfare.

But with the rescissions and the new
budget that is coming up and the budg-
et for section 8 and the budget for pub-
lic housing almost being destroyed,
does the gentleman think it is really
going to happen that you will be able
to implement his amendment, knowing
that the Republicans are going to de-
stroy section 8 and public housing?

Mr. MORAN. I would respond to my
friend, the gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. PASTOR], the fact is this is a good
amendment, regardless of what hap-
pens to section 8 or public housing. We
cannot throw in the towel and ignore
any improvements possible under the
assumption that ultimately all housing
subsidies programs are going to be
eliminated. I do not think that is going
to be the case.

In fact, those programs that continue
to exist, we have all the more reason to
prioritize who gets the advantage of
them. This does not affect elderly or
disabled people, because families need
more than one-bedroom efficiencies,
which is what is available to elderly
and disabled.

I think many people may not be
aware of fact that in terms of eligi-
bility for housing subsidies, AFDC is
counted as income. When welfare re-
form passes and people who choose not
to go into a work program lose their
AFDC, the other part of the Federal
Government, HUD, is going to make it
up for them. HUD is going to reduce
their cost of subsidized housing so that

there will be a reverse, a perverse in-
centive, if you are in public housing,
not to participate in the work partici-
pation program.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MORAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. VENTO. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I too share some of
the concerns raised by the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. PASTOR] with regard
to the gentleman’s amendment. I note
he suggests it does not explicitly, does
not affect the elderly and disabled, but
there is no explicit exclusion in the
amendment that the gentleman is of-
fering.

Furthermore, as the gentleman from
Arizona [Mr. PASTOR], our colleague,
raised, the new proposals in terms of
HUD, the reinvention blueprint actu-
ally asks to mix more people into hous-
ing. Of course, it normally leaves the
preference decisions, with their long
waiting lists, to the local control in
many instances. This is contrary to
that.

Furthermore, I think if this were
to—it needs some work, I am sure—but
it sets up a two-tier system for resi-
dents of public and assisted housing. It
could displace many families currently
on waiting lists or who are not enrolled
in training programs, for a variety of
reasons.

The gentleman mentioned the obvi-
ous ones in terms of age or disability.
But others who have been waiting who
are not on training programs and who
have been on the list for years could be
displaced. If the gentleman would con-
tinue to yield, and I appreciate his
doing so, it makes no exceptions for
families who may lose their jobs or
whose economic situation changed
within a 5-year period.

It makes no exceptions for families
who go to work at jobs with wage lev-
els that make them ineligible for hous-
ing.

I know the gentleman’s contention is
if they receive the income, that they
would not be so affected in terms of
still not being impacted. We would like
to keep those benefits in place.

I think the intent of it is good. The
effect of the amendment though, in
terms of existing housing polices raises
many questions.

Mr. MORAN. I say in response to my
friend, the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. VENTO], who has been very active
in the housing area on the Subcommit-
tee on Housing, it does not specifically
exclude the elderly and disabled, but
families looking for subsidized housing
are not looking for one-bedroom effi-
ciencies. They are not in competition
with the elderly or disabled.

I would also say to my friend that
one of the biggest problems in terms of
subsidized housing being used for the
people in greatest need is that the only
area that most jurisdictions are willing
to provide subsidized housing is for the
elderly and disabled because they make

more profit. The developer makes more
profit in building a high-rise. They do
not like to provide subsidized housing
for families. That is where the greatest
need is; that is, those who compose
most of the waiting list, families with
children, not the elderly or disabled,
because most jurisdictions are more
than happy to provide for the elderly
and disabled. They do not want fami-
lies with kids. They assume they are
unruly, with kids and so on, when they
come from a family of poverty. That is
our biggest problem in making the best
use of the limited subsidized dollars
that we have.

But I would also suggest that those
families that are on this waiting list,
they ought to have an incentive to get
a job, to pursue the ultimate objectives
of welfare reform, which in fact both
Democrats and Republicans agree is
self-sufficiency. There ought to be an
incentive. This is one of the most sub-
stantial incentives we can provide.

If you go out and search for a job and
find a job, we are going to provide sub-
sidized housing for a limited period of
time, 5 years, so you can get on your
feet. This is consistent with both Re-
publican and Democratic philosophy. It
also would make much greater priority
use of the limited subsidized housing
funds we have available.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MORAN. Is the gentleman speak-
ing in opposition?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
Yes.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, 10 min-
utes is reserved on the other side, none
of which has been used as yet. I would
suggest the gentleman seek time there.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WALKER].

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, what I wanted to talk
about is more the general rhetoric that
we have heard on the floor in the last
few days about this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I have been astounded
and astonished to hear the harsh,
unreal, and irresponsible talk coming
from the Democrats about welfare re-
form. To do as they have done, call
State and local governments cruel and
heartless, is irresponsible. To do as the
Democrats have done, call our neigh-
bors and neighborhoods mean and in-
sensitive, is harsh to the extreme.

To do as the Democrats have done,
refer to the work of our churches and
charities as uncompassionate, is out of
touch with reality.

Mr. BAESLER. Mr. Chairman, I have
a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] yield
for the purpose of a parliamentary in-
quiry?

Mr. WALKER. I do not, Mr. Chair-
man.
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman does

not yield.
Mr. WALKER. Oh, the Democratic

opponents of welfare reform will say
they have called none of those Ameri-
cans these names. They claim to be at-
tacking the Republican welfare reform
bill or the Contract With America.

But the underlying facts belie their
caterwauling. We Republicans are not
empowered by our welfare reform bill.
The legislation turns power back to
States and localities, to neighborhoods,
to churches, and to charities. The only
way that the results can be cruel and
harsh, insensitive and mean, and
uncompassionate is if you do not be-
lieve in the basic goodness of the
American people and the American so-
ciety. And the fact is—confirmed by
this debate—the liberals do not believe
in the basic goodness of the American
people and American society.

The Democrats long ago came to the
conclusion that goodness and mercy
flow through Federal bureaucrats. Op-
ponents of welfare reform truly believe
in taxing working people more so that
they can have more money to spend on
spreading good will through Washing-
ton solutions.

That’s why liberals are opposed to
this legislation. It changes things.
Democrats are in favor of keeping the
present welfare system. They derive
much of their political standing and
power from the present welfare system.
Their talk of meanness and insensitiv-
ity is status quo talk.

The opponents of welfare reform have
done everything they can for 40 years
to build the present system. It is the
symbol of all they believe. They do not
want to see it changed by a new major-
ity.

That is the real choice before us in
the bill on this House floor.

Do you agree with the present sys-
tem that robs working people of the
treasure of their work in order to sup-
port people who refuse to work?

Do you believe the Food Stamp Pro-
gram is the best way to feed the needy
or are you disgusted to see food stamps
abused as you walk through the gro-
cery store check out line?

Do you believe the School Lunch
Program works well or are you dis-
turbed to see the garbage truck haul
away half the food, food the kids have
thrown away?

What the Democrats are defending
with their harsh, unreal, and irrespon-
sible talk are programs that are im-
moral and corrupt. It is immoral to
take money from decent, middle-class
Americans who work for everything
they have and give it to people who
think they are owed the money for
doing nothing.

It is immoral to run up our debt leav-
ing our children and grandchildren to
pay the costs of federally apportioned
compassion.

It is immoral to consign poor people
to lives of living hell as government
dependents so that politicians and bu-
reaucrats can maintain power.

It is corrupt to keep a system that is
best known for its waste, fraud, and
abuse.

It is corrupt to give money to Fed-
eral bureaucrats that should be going
to truly needy people and call the
spending compassionate.

It is corrupt to pick on the most vul-
nerable people in our society, the chil-
dren and the poor, to maintain ones
own political power base.

Yet that is what this debate has re-
vealed about the opponents of welfare
reform. They cannot accept good wel-
fare reform because it changes the pat-
tern of power in America. The immoral
and corrupt system they have fostered
comes to an end. What the Democrats
speak on this floor is the language of
fear—fear of the future, fear of change,
and fear of the loss of their political
power. The system no matter how cor-
rupt is their system and they want to
keep it. The system no matter now im-
moral is their system and they want to
keep it.

What the rhetoric of the Democrats
have spoken on this floor tells us is
that anyone who wants the welfare sys-
tem changed should support the wel-
fare reform legislation that we have be-
fore us.

Sixty years ago, Franklin Delano
Roosevelt told us that all we had to
fear was fear itself. Today, Democrats
tell us clearly in this debate that all
they have left is fear itself.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WALKER. Sure, I would be happy
to yield to the gentleman.

Mr. RANGEL. I thank the gentleman
from Pennsylvania for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, is it not a fact that
the Republicans are not driven to re-
form the system which Democrats
want to reform too but they are driven
in order to save the money in order to
pay for this horrendous tax bill that
you have introduced on the Contract
With America?

Mr. WALKER. The gentleman is ab-
solutely wrong. What we are attempt-
ing to do is have economic growth and
at the same time make certain we
bring down the debt and deficit. It is
corrupt and immoral what the Demo-
crats are out here on the floor defend-
ing, I say to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. RANGEL].

Defending this welfare system is ac-
tually corrupt and it is immoral.
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This system is absolutely one of the
most corrupt and immoral systems,
and it is about time we reform it.

Mr. RANGEL. It is tax reduction, not
welfare reform, and the gentleman
knows it.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. BAESLER].

Mr. BAESLER. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to rise in support of the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. MORAN]. It does pro-
vide incentives, and I do think it recog-

nizes the importance of work over
those who do not work, and I hope we
pass it.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, to
extend debate, as Mr. GIBBONS’ des-
ignee, I move to strike the last word,
and I ask unanimous consent to be al-
lowed to yield blocks of time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Washington?

There was no objection.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I have a
parliamentary inquiry of the Chair as
to the effect of granting the last re-
quest.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. MORAN. In other words, Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] have a
block of time to explain his position?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Washington [Mr. MCDERMOTT]
will control 5 minutes and be able to
yield it, and the gentleman has 11⁄2
minutes remaining in his time.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
have a parliamentary inquiry, Mr.
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I am trying to understand.
If we have a Democrat and a Repub-
lican that are both in favor of the
amendment and we have a Democrat, a
group of Democrats, that are opposed
to the amendment, how has the Chair
divided the time in aggregate?

The CHAIRMAN. Ten minutes went
to the proponent of the amendment, 10
minutes to an opponent of the amend-
ment——

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. The
trouble is, Mr. Chairman, that the
chairman of the committee is not op-
posed to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. He claimed the
time by unanimous consent because no
one else claimed it, and no one com-
plained about it; no one objected to his
unanimous-consent request, so the gen-
tleman——

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Did
he ask for the unanimous-consent re-
quest, Mr. Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, he did, and the
gentleman from Washington [Mr.
MCDERMOTT], as the designee of the
ranking minority member, has the
privilege of striking the last word, and
having 5 minutes, and controlling it,
and he just did that under unanimous
consent.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
understand.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY].

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I speak in strong opposition
to this amendment, not for the inten-
tion that the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. MORAN] has for offering it, but
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rather for some of the bizarre and un-
anticipated results that I think will
occur if the amendment were accepted.

First of all, let us recognize that
there in fact would be a disincentive to
have families get into this program if
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. MORAN] goes
through as it is currently written with
a 5-year time limitation. Why would
any family want to get into a program
that is going to limit them to 5 years
in one of these housing programs when,
if they do not go into the housing pro-
gram under the 5-year provision, they
would be able to stay in for a much
longer period of time? This amendment
only affects new section 8’s that be-
come available. There are very few new
section 8’s that are going to become
available in this country in the next
few years, particularly as a result of
the budget process.

Second, it seems to me that we al-
ready have a situation where we are
creating preference after preference.
We have preference for victims of
AIDS. We have preference for elderly.
We have preference for disabled. I say
to my colleagues, If you’re just a regu-
lar poor person in this country, you
can’t get on any section 8 voucher list
that actually will get you a section 8.

The fact is, in Massachusetts today,
we have 17,000 people waiting on sec-
tion 8. The only people that ever get a
section 8 voucher are those at the very
top who end up continuing to trade off
between the special groups that have
gotten these preferences, so it seems to
me that what we ought to be doing is
looking, as this housing committee is
going to be doing in the next few
weeks, not linking housing to the wel-
fare debate, as this amendment unin-
tentionally does, but let us review.

President Clinton has provided a
blueprint through Secretary Cisneros
to have a complete revision of the
housing programs. The Republicans
have done the same. The gentleman
from New York [Mr. LAZIO] and I have
an opportunity to look through these
issues and get this issue resolved once
and for all.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK].

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I hope the amendment is de-
feated. We fall into an unfortunate pat-
tern when we do things like this. We,
outside the context of an overall con-
sideration of a program, say this par-
ticular group is very worthy, and we
give them a preference over everybody
else, and Members vote on that think-
ing of the worthiness of the particular
recipients of the preference. What they
do not realize is that giving a pref-
erence to group A means giving a dis-
advantage to every other group.

So I say to my colleagues, You’re not
voting now, if you vote on this, as to
whether or not this particular group is
worthy of a preference. The question is:
Is every other group in need of housing
unworthy? Should every other group be

put down? In fact, you have people who
are very poor. You have people who
have been working and not quite mak-
ing enough wages to make it in the pri-
vate market. Both groups get disadvan-
taged by this. It simply falls into a pat-
tern that we have fallen into before.
You hinder the law with a set of pref-
erences that are often inconsistent,
that don’t harmonize, that don’t, in
fact, represent a rational preference
system because you simply say this
one group, and this one group is all you
can deal with here because we’re deal-
ing with welfare. So this says this one
particular group will be deemed by us
more worthy than everybody else, and
this is not a basis on which we should
be deciding who everybody else is.

Mr. Chairman, I have served on the
Housing Subcommittee, and I could not
tell my colleagues who everybody else
is, and I am sure other Members could
not either. So the question is not
whether we should do something for
the people in this program. It is should
we disadvantage everybody who is not
in this program, should we decide that
everybody not in this program is not
worthy of getting housing or not wor-
thy of a preference because, as the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts pointed
out saying, ‘‘No, you get pushed down
the list,’’ meaning they do not get
housing at all. I do not understand why
we would say, without the ability to
make comparisons, that we are going
to single out one group to the inevi-
table disadvantage of every other.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. LAZIO].

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the distinguished chair-
man of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. Chairman, this is the where we
are about to be introduced to the law
of unintended consequences. I think
that the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
MORAN] has the most noble of inten-
tions, and I share his concern in regard
to the general preferences, but I want
to outline two things.

First of all, the area of preferences
in, tenant preferences in particular, in
housing will be addressed by the com-
mittee when we do the rewrite. It will
be done in a very fundamental way,
and it will be affecting many different
people, many different groups, not just
those people who are, say, victims of
AIDS and the elderly, those people who
have been dislocated as a result of Fed-
eral action. That will all be addressed
in a more fundamental, more com-
prehensive, hopefully more thoughtful
approach during the housing rewrite.

I also would like to say that we are
going to be involved in placing seniors
and disabled people who do not have
the ability to go out to work who are
disproportionately on the waiting lists.
They are going to be bumped as a re-
sult of this amendment if it is offered.

So I would ask the gentleman if he
would consider speaking with me and
working with the committee to ensure

that we target the area that he wants
to target. I understand what he is try-
ing to do, I think, and we would like to
work with the gentleman in terms of
addressing it in the housing bill. We
think maybe he is dealing with some
unintended consequences here in par-
ticular when it comes to single bed-
room units and say that there are fam-
ilies interested in that. As a matter of
fact, right now we are having families
put in place in one bedroom units.
Those are the same one bedroom units
that the disabled, who cannot go out
and work, or seniors who cannot go out
and work, are seeking and are going to
be bumped off the waiting lists, so I
just simply ask the gentleman if he
would consider possibly withdrawing it
and working with me to ensure that we
target the population that he is con-
cerned with.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LAZIO of New York. I yield to
the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
LAZIO] for his statement, and I think
the same questions that he is raising
are questions that are raised pre-
viously with the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. MORAN], and the good inten-
tions of the amendment has to be
looked at. As my colleagues know, con-
tent without context is pretext, and we
got a problem here in terms of how this
all fits together in terms of what we
are trying to accomplish, and I would
hope that I think the suggestion of try-
ing to either withdraw this or at least
address the concerns raised with the
gentleman from New York [Mr. LAZIO],
myself, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. KENNEDY] and others, would
be possible, and I hope the author
would consider that.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield
just briefly?

Mr. LAZIO of New York. I yield to
the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
just also want to make the point that
one of the difficulties with this issue is
the whole notion of a 5-year sunset on
all housing. I think the sunset that the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. MORAN]
has written into this is a very different
housing policy than we have ever had
in this country, and I think to do this
without having debate—as my col-
leagues know, I just found out about
this amendment earlier today. I think
this a very substantive change in our
Nation’s housing policy. It might make
some sense under some circumstances,
but let us have an opportunity to talk
about it, to discuss it and to try to de-
termine what the consequences are
going to be. I want to just make sure
that the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
MORAN] understands that there are
going to be tens of thousands of people
that are getting section 8 vouchers
today that will have to get over $11 an
hour in order to pay for 30 percent of
their income that would qualify them
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for housing in the private market-
places.

So I say to my colleague, you’re
making a very big leap that somehow
you’re going to get from welfare to an
$11 an hour job within 5 years. I don’t
know that we’re going to be able to do
that for the tens of thousands of people
that could ultimately be affected as a
result of this amendment. I think that
it’s well-intended, but I think it’s
shortsighted in terms of some of the
perverse consequences that could re-
sult because of the way the amendment
has been written.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I just want to expound on that
again, what the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] is saying again
and the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
MORAN] I think again with the most
noble of intentions, but we are talking
about time limitations and upon the
broad population, and I know this is
not the intention, to possibly raise it
in this context possibly some other
time. We are dealing with people that
do not have the ability to go out and
go to work. The behavioral changes
that we are seeking to adjust through
welfare reform are not applicable when
we talk about the disabled, the seniors.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LAZIO of New York. I yield to
the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I would
join in asking the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. MORAN] to withdraw the
amendment and let the committee
work on it. I do not know what its im-
pact on senior housing is, plus in our
community we have a very unique
project with Indian preference, and I
think this amendment would override
what has been very difficult negotia-
tions.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Cleveland, OH [Mr. STOKES].

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I, too,
would hope that the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. MORAN] would consider
withdrawing this amendment. I know
he is well intentioned in this amend-
ment, but it is really a bad amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment
would impact every individual in pub-
lic housing. Public housing recipients
include the most vulnerable persons in
this Nation, our elderly and children.
There are nearly half a million elder-
ly—predominantly single and disabled
women—and almost a million and a
half children living in public housing.
The effects of the Moran amendment
on their lives would most certainly be
severe. Under this measure, partici-
pants in welfare-to-work programs
have preference over all other eligible
households. Thus, many of the elderly
and children in families with nonable-
bodied adults would be in jeopardy of
having their assistance terminated.

In addition, setting an arbitrary time
limit on housing assistance is mis-
guided and, while families receiving

housing assistance should be encour-
aged, this amendment really discour-
ages them from doing so.

Mr. Chairman, I would hope the gen-
tleman would withdraw his amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. MORAN] is recog-
nized for the remaining 11⁄2 minutes.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, let me
respond to my friends with whom I
share many public policy objectives,
but I would strongly disagree with the
suggestion that we ought to stick with
the status quo. Let me tell my col-
leagues about a family in Alexandria
right across the bridge.

Mr. Chairman, the mother whose
husband left her 4 years ago is sleeping
in an automobile. Her 6-year-old is
with her in the back seat. The 4-year-
old is in the front seat. They have been
on the waiting list for 4 years. She has
no hope of ever getting subsidized
housing, and she is not unique.
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Because subsidized housing goes to
people who have contacts, and in many
urban areas, as it is in the District of
Columbia, it went to people who were
willing to bribe housing officials. In
most suburban jurisdictions, subsidized
housing goes to the elderly and the dis-
abled, because that is where the profit
margin is for building high-rise apart-
ment buildings, and they are no threat
to the community.

Families with children are in great
need of subsidized housing today, and
those families who are willing to par-
ticipate in a work participation pro-
gram ought to get some incentive and
ought to get some support. There are 13
million families today who qualify for
housing and people in housing have no
incentive to leave it, and we have no
regulation that requires them to leave
it. They are in there for life.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in
opposition to this amendment that would grant
preference for obtaining Federal housing as-
sistance to families that participate in required
State welfare work programs.

While I share the goal of my colleague, the
gentleman from Virginia—to assure that work-
ing people are rewarded for playing by the
rules, I have concerns about the unintended
consequences of this amendment as drafted.

By providing a housing preference for peo-
ple participating in the State welfare work pro-
grams, this amendment will create a bias
against women with young children. It should
come as no surprise that when young children
are involved, the primary caregiver often stays
at home—especially when safe, affordable,
child care is not available. If this amendment
were to pass, those parents who are at home
with their children for whatever reason—would
be penalized—and could be denied of appro-
priate, affordable housing.

Furthermore, in discussing this amendment
with housing officials in my district, I have
heard serious concerns that this amendment
might undermine preferences which have
been carefully developed. For example, some
communities have given preference for section
8 housing for residents of their own commu-

nities. I do not want to see this House run
roughshod over reasonable requirements that
have often been in place for some time.

While I know the intention of the amend-
ment is to reward people who work, the unin-
tended effect would be to penalize a parent
who stays home with a young child. It could
also damage perfectly appropriate locally es-
tablished preferences. I urge my colleagues to
vote ‘‘no’’ on this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. MORAN].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, further proceedings on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. MORAN] will be postponed
until after the vote on amendment No.
18.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, proceedings will now resume on
those amendments on which further
proceedings were postponed, in the fol-
lowing order: Amendment No. 18 of-
fered by the gentlewoman from Florida
[Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN] and amendment
No. 20, offered by the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. MORAN].

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. ROS-LEHTINEN

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on amendment No. 18 printed in House
Report 104–85 offered by the gentle-
woman from Florida [Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN] on which further proceed-
ings were postponed and on which the
ayes prevailed by voice vote.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my demand for a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment
stands as agreed to.

So the amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MORAN

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on amendment No. 20 printed in House
Report 104–85 offered by the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. MORAN] on which
further proceedings were postponed and
on which the noes prevailed by voice
vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 35, noes 395,
not voting 4, as follows:

[Roll No. 262]

AYES—35

Baesler
Baker (LA)
Beilenson
Brownback
Bryant (TX)

Condit
Cooley
Cramer
Davis
Deal

Emerson
Geren
Gilman
Green
Hall (TX)
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Hansen
Hayes
Klink
Lincoln
McCrery
Montgomery
Moran

Myers
Myrick
Norwood
Orton
Parker
Pastor
Payne (VA)

Pelosi
Roth
Souder
Stenholm
Tanner
Thornton

NOES—395

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Combest
Conyers
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
de la Garza
DeFazio
DeLauro
DeLay
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett

Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Durbin
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Engel
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Fields (TX)
Filner
Flake
Flanagan
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Hancock
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)

Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Johnston
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum
McDade
McDermott
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mfume
Mica
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Moorhead
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens

Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Paxon
Payne (NJ)
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Reed
Regula
Reynolds
Richardson
Riggs
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton

Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Solomon
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stockman
Stokes
Studds
Stump
Stupak
Talent
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thurman

Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Tucker
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Williams
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

NOT VOTING—4

Clay
Roukema

Salmon
Smith (WA)
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Messrs. ROBERTS, GOSS, and
SMITH of Michigan, Mrs. FOWLER,
and Messrs. FOLEY, MILLER of Cali-
fornia, WICKER, and TIAHRT changed
their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Mr. HANSEN changed his vote from
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I just
wanted to say that I did miss rollcall
No. 262. If I had been here, I would have
voted ‘‘no.’’

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to
consider amendment No. 21 printed in
House Report 104–85.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. TRAFICANT: In
section 7(i)(1)(B) of the Food Stamp Act of
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2016(i)), as added by section 556
of the bill, insert ‘‘, except that each elec-
tronic benefit transfer card shall bear a pho-
tograph of the members of the household to
which such card is issued’’ before the period.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT]
will be recognized for 10 minutes, and a
Member opposed will be recognized for
10 minutes.

Is there a Member in opposition to
the amendment?

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS] will be rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT].

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, we have a system
right now with food stamps that has
become street currency. Hard-earned
taxpayers’ dollars going to provide food
and nutrition for programs will end up
being trafficked on the streets of our
cities in many cases.

But as Members know, there are
abuses not only on the street. Citibank
has just moved to incorporate a photo-
graph in their credit card. If you go to
Sam’s Club now, Sam’s Club requires a
photograph on that transaction card.
All the States in the union now require
a photograph on their driver’s license.

There was a time when individuals
would take a driver’s license and use a
fraudulent driver’s license in the wrong
capacity. As a result, the States were
moved to put that photograph on there.

The Traficant amendment requires
that if a State opts for the electronic
benefit transfer system, they can use
that money, but the Congress of the
United States says, That card shall
have a photograph of the head of the
household.

There has been some question if, in
fact, my amendment would require ev-
erybody in the household to have a
photograph. No, it would not. That
would be up to the States and legisla-
tive history to date shall determine
that.

But the point is, many times you will
see a police car at an intersection and
the police officer does not have a radar
gun on anybody. Maybe he or she may
be doing their paperwork. People ap-
proach that intersection, see that po-
lice car, they take added caution.

Everybody in this House is concerned
about the limited dollars we have to
apply to the needy people of our coun-
try. Let me say this, every dollar that
can be saved by preventing abuse and
fraud and the unintended purpose of
the expenditures of these moneys is
that much more for the people of our
country who depend upon their food
and nutrition from programs such as
this.

I am not going to use up all my time
in the beginning on this. I am saddened
to see there are some in the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, bureaucrats that
oppose it. Well, those bureaucrats
could not commit Sam’s Club not to do
it. They could not commit Citibank
not to do it. The private sector is start-
ing to put those photographs in be-
cause in the final analysis, they are
cost effective. They save money. They
stop abuse.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself much time as I may consume.
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Mr. Chairman, I rise in reluctant op-

position to the gentleman’s amend-
ment. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
TRAFICANT], as every Member knows, is
the Buy American amendment cham-
pion of the House of Representatives
and does yeoman work in that regard.

I agree with the gentleman’s intent
of the amendment. And the gentleman
does describe a real problem we have in
the Food Stamp Program where ap-
proximately $3 billion in expenditures,
as itemized by the inspector general of
the Department of Agriculture, is
going to fraud, abuse, and organized
crime.
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We have stores in big cities that are
not stores, they are just clearing
houses in regard to using the Food
Stamp Programs and the coupons as a
second currency to bankroll organized
crime.

We have a strong antifraud provision
in this bill. It is bipartisan. The distin-
guished ranking minority member, the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. DE LA
GARZA], chairman emeritus of the
House Committee on Agriculture, has
contributed to that effort, and the ad-
ministration has contributed to that
effort.

We asked the inspector general of the
Department of Agriculture whether or
not the amendment of the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT], from a
practical standpoint, would be of help.
I think from a perception standpoint
there is no question that gentleman’s
amendment in terms of intent is very
positive, but the amendment requires
that the EBT cards contain a photo-
graph of the family receiving food
stamps.

In the first place, we have a problem
here with an unfunded mandate, since
the States pay half the cost of the
EBT, or that card. By this amendment,
they would be required to pay addi-
tional amounts for a system that in-
cludes the photographs.

In addition, in contacting the Inspec-
tor General, there is very little if any
evidence, there is no evidence that hav-
ing a photograph of the entire family
of the EBT card will stop any kind of
trafficking.

In order to traffic in Food Stamp
Programs with an EBT card, there
must be a willing participant and a
willing person in the grocery store.
Having a photograph on that card will
not deter the trafficking, because the
grocery store person is a willing partic-
ipant. That certainly would not stop
the case. Without a willing partner in
the grocery store, there would be no
trafficking with the EBT cards.

I want to make it clear that the EBT
cards are instrumental in reducing the
incidences of street trafficking of food
stamps, but it does not eliminate the
trafficking. However, EBT does provide
a trail, so that law enforcement per-
sonnel can trace these violations, and
then really prosecute all who violate
the act.

I would say to my colleagues, Mr.
Chairman, that while I admire the gen-
tleman’s intent, and I admire the gen-
tleman, the cost of placing a photo-
graph of a family on the EBT card,
while unknown, is unlikely to pay off.
I think it is going to slow down our ef-
forts to have States adopt a criteria to
put in place the entire system is regard
to EBT.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. EMERSON], the distin-
guished chairman of the subcommittee
in charge of food stamp reform.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding to
me.

Mr. Chairman, I, too rise in reluctant
opposition to the amendment of the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT].
I wonder if he might consider with-
drawing it, and for this reason. We do
create here an unfunded mandate.

The subsequent amendment is going
to allow the States, if they wish, in
pursuit of an EBT system to do what
the gentleman wishes. I personally con-
sider, I have been interested in the
EBT approach to the management of
our welfare system for a long time. I
think it has very unique potential.

I intend, as the chairman of the rel-
evant subcommittee on the Committee
on Agriculture, to hold early oversight
hearings into this subject, and I would
like to work with the gentleman from
Ohio and cooperate with him in seeing
that his concerns are addressed. I
would simply like to explore the issue
that the gentleman raises here before
we lock ourselves into doing it, and I
am willing to pledge to him my co-
operation in pursuing this idea.

There are a lot of aspects to EBT
that in an oversight sense are going to
need to be addressed. We will be back
at the subject again in the farm bill,
when that is before us in the commit-
tee in May. There are going to be op-
portunities this year to address the
concerns of the gentleman from Ohio. I
appreciate his interest and look for-
ward to working with him as an ally in
pursing the goals that he has in mind
here.

Mr. Chairman, I just think there is a
better way to do it down the road.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for his contribu-
tion, and I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Let me see if I understand this. The
inspector general who has been respon-
sible for a food stamp program that is
the laughingstock of the free world is
now going to advise us as to what is
evidence and what may prove to be a
system that would provide some pre-
ventive mechanisms from fraud and
abuse?

If the Congress of the United States,
after the track record of food stamp
programs, is going to accept advice of
counsel, some bureaucrat in some of-

fice downtown who never had to cash a
food stamp and does not know how im-
portant they are to the family, if we
are going to follow their advice and
counsel, we have made a great mistake.

Second of all, let me say this. There
is a lot of technology coming into play.
The Coburn amendment adds to that.
The Traficant amendment deals with
the streets. People on the streets do
not have computers, they do have fin-
gerprint scans, but one thing they
know: If there is a photograph on that
card, and they do not have permission
to have that card, and they are at any
time apprehended with that card, they
are subject to problems.

I do not need evidence from the in-
spector general, who screwed up the
food stamp program. If the food stamp
program was OK, we would not have
the EBT here being discussed on the
floor.

Citibank, Sam’s Club, driver’s li-
cense; when you go to vote on the
Traficant amendment, look at your
voting card. My God, are we worried
about trafficking in voting cards? The
truth of the matter is, the Congress of
the United States is saying ‘‘Look, you
do not have to adopt an EBT system. If
you do, there are block grants. Go
ahead and implement it.’’ However, the
Congress of the United States is saying
as an added safeguard, to make sure
that money that we are putting into
food and nutrition goes to the people
who need it, the Congress is saying we
want a picture on it.

At Sam’s Club they have a computer-
ized system. You go in, they take your
picture, and you get a computer print-
out card with a photograph on it. We
are not reinventing the wheel here.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr.
MCINNIS].

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for an opportunity to
address this.

I think the gentleman is absolutely
right, Mr. Chairman. He used to be a
sheriff. I used to be a police officer. Let
me tell the Members, it makes a dif-
ference on the streets. I think the gen-
tleman from Ohio brings up a good
point, that hey, it may not thrill the
inspector general, but when is the last
time the inspector general rode out
there in a squad unit or was out on the
streets? It is going to make a dif-
ference.

We have huge amounts of fraud going
out there with food stamps. The food
stamp program has lost its credibility
across this country because of the
fraud, and frankly, not only because of
the fraud, but the failure of somebody
to do something about the fraud.

This is a very simple maneuver. It is
not going to require a lot. It is not
going to require big cost. It did not re-
quire us much to put that picture on
our voting card. That is our picture. I
can bet the Members money none of
them are going to take this. This is a
small crowd.
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We know that out on the streets you

get that picture, and it is like the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT]
says, it is like an empty squad car.
When we would go out for our coffee
breaks we never parked our squad cars
behind the building. We parked them
right out on the street, because every-
body coming up thought they were get-
ting radared. It is the perception that
counts.

The perception will count in cutting
down on food stamp program fraud. I
stand in strong support of the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
TRAFICANT]. I think we have to move
this argument to the street. What is
the streets’ perception?

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, it is always interest-
ing to note in a debate when somebody
starts to pillory another individual,
when they do not know anything about
the other individual.

The new inspector general of the De-
partment of Agriculture is Roger
Viadero. He has been on board for 4
months. He is the gentleman who took
the tape and provided the House Com-
mittee on Agriculture the first hearing
on fraud and abuse in years and years
and years. It was the 1st of February.

Prior to 4 months ago, he spent a ca-
reer in the FBI and as a street cop;
street, street, I would tell the gen-
tleman from Colorado [Mr. MCINNIS]
and the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
TRAFICANT], he was a street cop. He
knows full well what will happen in re-
gard to this particular effort.

Let me remind the gentleman that
an EBT card is not an ID card. I hope
nobody around here is voting with an
EBT card. It is not a driver’s license. It
is not a bank card. In addition to that,
Mr. Chairman, in terms of the inspec-
tor general’s advice, and he is in charge
of it, he has indicated that it will not
stop the trafficking that my colleagues
hope would take place.

If you have an EBT card and you
cheat, you have to have a willing par-
ticipant on the other side. It will take
more time for States to meet the cri-
teria of an EBT system to provide an
audit trail to stop fraud if we put a pic-
ture on the EBT card.

If we require it, it is an unfunded
mandate. States will have to pay half
of the cost. In addition, the gentle-
man’s amendment is structured, and he
cannot amend it, according to the rule,
that the entire family has to be on the
card. What do we do with a 10-member
family, or 9 or 8 or 7 or 6? The picture
would have to be larger than the card.

This does not serve any practical,
useful purpose. It may send a message
in terms of perception, but in terms of
food stamp program reform and stop-
ping crime and fraud, we should not
use perception, we should use the best
advice of a street cop, an FBI expert,
and a gentleman who has come to the
inspector general’s office after it has
been absent. The administration did

not fill that position for the better part
of 2 years.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, if the Members will
read the amendment, it stays ‘‘The
transfer card shall bear a photograph
of the members of the household to
which such card is issued.’’ The States
who enact that will make that deter-
mination. It does not necessarily mean
they will have to have a photograph of
everybody in that family. That is a
misrepresentation.

I commend the fine background of
this new inspector general, but let me
say this, anybody who says this photo-
graph will not be a deterrent is either
smoking dope or never did work on the
street, because the gentleman himself
has said in his comments that it would
take a willing participant, a willing
second party, and a willing second
party knows that they are holding,
now, a transfer card with someone
else’s picture on it.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield 30 seconds
to the gentleman from Colorado.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Chairman, I agree
with the gentleman, and I agree with
the inspector general, whoever per-
petrates the fraud walks into the store
and has a willing participant on the
other side of the counter. What we are
talking about is before they walk into
the store, there are people who will
take that card with fraud intended, and
with the photos on there, they are not
going to go into the store.

Of course it is going to have savings.
Of course it will cut down on fraud.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, might
I inquire of the Chair how much time
we have remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS] has 11⁄2
minutes remaining, and the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] has 11⁄2 min-
utes remaining. The gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS] has the privilege
of closing.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 30 seconds to the former sheriff,
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
HOLDEN].

Mr. HOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

First, I want to commend the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. EMERSON]
and the chairman, the gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS], for the work
they did on this. I, too, have 14 spent
years in law enforcement, 7 as a sheriff,
and I support the amendment of the
gentleman from Ohio.

We have pictures on drivers licenses,
we have pictures on ID’s, to identify
people for alcohol. It works as a deter-
rent. The first EBT project program in
the whole country was in Reading, PA,
in my district.

I just hung up with the director of
public welfare in Berks County, PA.

They tell me this will work as an added
deterrent to people trying to defraud
the welfare system through EBT. I
urge everyone to support this.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
30 seconds to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. EMERSON].

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

I simply want to point out we are a
little into an apples and oranges argu-
ment here. The point of opposition that
I have to the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] is
that it is an unfunded mandate.

A few weeks ago we passed an un-
funded mandate bill and said States,
we are not going to do this to you any-
more. We are going to give you broad
flexibility to figure things out. Here
are the broad parameters of the pro-
gram. Now, you devise it as best you
can.

The next amendment to be offered is
one that allows States to pursue the
gentleman’s idea, but does not man-
date it.
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Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from Okla-
homa [Mr. LARGENT].

Mr. LARGENT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to this amendment as
well.

My opposition is simply based upon
the fact that the subsequent amend-
ment that we are going to be address-
ing introduced by the gentleman from
Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN], who has done
extensive work on this, really yields
the opportunity, as my colleague the
gentleman from Missouri just said, to
the States.

If we are about anything in H.R. 4, it
is about granting the authority and the
power to make decisions like this back
to the States where people really are
on the street dealing with this issue.

I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on this amend-
ment on the basis that it will be ad-
dressed later.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Ohio is recognized for 30 seconds.

Mr. TRAFICANT. I am going to sup-
port the Coburn amendment, but re-
member this: The Coburn amendment
does not say there has to be a photo-
graph.

The Traficant amendment says the
Congress of the United States gives
you the option of having this new sys-
tem.

But the Congress of the United
States says you can opt to use that
block grant money for it. But the Con-
gress of the United States wants a pho-
tograph on that card, because the Con-
gress of the United States wants to en-
sure that the limited dollars that we
have go to the hungry children in the
families that we are here trying to help
with the limited moneys that we have.
I appreciate your support.
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Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield

myself the balance of my time.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from Kansas is recognized for 30 sec-
onds.

Mr. ROBERTS. Well, if we could
lower our voice a little bit and indicate
that Members who oppose the amend-
ment are not smoking dope, it would be
helpful. Maybe corn silk at one time
but certainly not dope.

I would hope the gentleman would
withdraw the amendment, that we
could deal with this in regards to the
farm bill when we reauthorize the Food
Stamp Program. That is the appro-
priate time. It is an unfunded mandate.

The Inspector General of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture who has done more
to sift out fraud and point out the
problem says from a perception stand-
point maybe, from a practical effect
no.

Consequently, I would hope that
Members would oppose the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, further proceedings on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] will be postponed
until after the debate on the amend-
ment numbered 25.

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 22 printed in House Report
104–85.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. COBURN

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. COBURN:
In section 556(a) of the bill, strike para-

graph (2) and insert the following:
(2) in paragraph (2)—
(A) by striking ‘‘effective no later than

April 1, 1992,’’;
(B) by striking ‘‘the approval of’’;
(C) in subparagraph (A) by striking ‘‘, in

any 1 year,’’; and
(D) by amending subparagraph (D) to read

as follows:
‘‘(D)(i) measures to maximize the security

of such system using the most recent tech-
nology available that the State considers ap-
propriate and cost-effective and which may
include (but is not limited to) personal iden-
tification number (PIN), photographic iden-
tification on electronic benefit transfer
cards, and other measures to protect against
fraud and abuse; and

‘‘(ii) effective not later than 2 years after
the date of the enactment of the Food Stamp
Simplification and Reform Act of 1995, meas-
ures that permit such system to differentiate
items of food that may be acquired with an
allotment from items of food that may not
be acquired with an allotment.’’; and

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the gentleman from Oklahoma
[Mr. COBURN] and a Member opposed
will each control 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN].

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

After listening to the discussion that
we just had, I think it is important
that we bear in mind that the objec-
tives of the gentleman from Ohio and
my objectives are the same. That is, to
try to return integrity to the Food
Stamp Program at the point at which
food stamps are used.

Several gentlemen have shown their
congressional voting card here today
that does have a photo ID on it. This
amendment will allow that if a State
so chooses to have a photo ID.

The Food Stamp Program was estab-
lished to provide a level of nutritional
sustenance for people who cannot af-
ford to feed themselves. Oftentimes
this does not seem to be the case when
we observe how food stamps are used.

Everyone knows that the current sys-
tem has loopholes that have allowed
fraud, waste, and abuse to become
rampant. Many States, including my
home State of Oklahoma, are looking
at electronic benefit transfer systems
as an alternative way which have prov-
en to be effective at saving administra-
tive costs and cutting down on waste,
fraud, and abuse.

H.R. 4 encourages States to establish
EBT systems for distributing food
stamp benefits. For this reason I
wholeheartedly agree.

My amendment is intended to further
help States make the transition to an
EBT system while strengthening the
ability of States to cut out the waste
in the system.

The first part of the amendment ad-
dresses a concern that many States
have voiced in setting up an EBT sys-
tem. Current law states that an EBT
system must demonstrate lower admin-
istrative cost than paper coupons in
any one year.

Although costs have been shown to
be considerably lower with EBT sys-
tems over time, the first-year cost may
be higher in order to set up this new
system.

The amendment drops the ‘‘any one
year’’ phrase to give States the flexi-
bility to set up a system that works
properly while still keeping adminis-
trative costs far lower than the current
system.

The second part of the amendment
addresses one of the most common
forms of food stamp abuse, their use by
unauthorized persons.

With paper coupons or even EBT
cards, there is danger that someone
could steal the benefits we have pro-
vided.

There is also nothing to prevent a re-
cipient from giving his coupons or EBT
card to a noneligible person. We should
ensure that the person to whom we
have given the food stamp benefits is
the only person who can use those ben-
efits.

The Traficant amendment addresses
this in one fashion, although the State
should be allowed to determine how

best to achieve security in their sys-
tem, whether it is a photo ID, a PIN
number, a fingerprint or a retinal scan,
all of which companies are readily
available to provide. The State can de-
termine how to do it. But the system
must be secure.

The most important part of the
amendment, however, addresses the
most visible problem people have with
the current Food Stamp Program—peo-
ple using food stamps for things other
than food.

I cannot tell you how many times I
have had people in my district talk to
me about the abuse of food stamps. The
whole purpose of this program is to
make sure food stamps are used for
their intended purpose, for nutrition
and support, and not for items other
than that.

Current law provides certain guide-
lines as to what can and cannot be pro-
vided. This system is intended to elec-
tronically and through computer tech-
nology force that into happening. It
has a wide range of time on it, up to 2
years, and we will have a discussion
about the benefits associated with this.

I would urge all of my colleagues to
vote for this amendment.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COBURN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Kansas.

Mr. ROBERTS. I thank the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma for yielding. I
thank him for his amendment. I would
like to engage him in a colloquy if I
might.

There could be a situation here when
States are able to define the food items
that are eligible, that conceivably that
could slow down the conversion by
States to the EBT system.

I know that that is not the outcome
that the gentleman anticipates or
wants and the body should understand
that if it looks like this could occur,
that the 2-year time frame can be ex-
tended to 5 years. I think the gen-
tleman has stated this, but I wanted to
make sure that that was the gentle-
man’s intent.

Mr. COBURN. That is my intent, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. ROBERTS. I thank the gen-
tleman for his contribution, and I sup-
port the amendment.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COBURN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee.

Mr. FORD. To the author of the
amendment, I want to support the
amendment, but would the gentleman
respond to a couple of questions if you
do not mind?

The electronic transfer benefit,
would this apply to food stamps as well
as the block grant cash benefits of the
AFDC recipients as well?

Mr. COBURN. This amendment does
not address that, but it could be used
in that fashion if a State wanted to use
it. But it would be under a completely
different set of circumstances. But this
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amendment addresses only food stamp
benefits.

Mr. FORD. But this electronic trans-
fer would be through some sort of card;
is that correct?

Mr. COBURN. That is correct.
Mr. FORD. States are going on-line

now with the electronic benefit trans-
fer; is that correct?

Mr. COBURN. That is correct.
Mr. FORD. With the Personal Re-

sponsibility Act, we are talking about
block-granting the cash benefit to
AFDC recipients and then in most
cases they are recipients of food
stamps as well.

With that, should we authorize or say
to those States that the cash benefit
should also be a part of this electronic
card?

Mr. COBURN. We have not tried to
make that a focus of this amendment
and that has not been addressed. We
were specifically addressing food
stamps because of the significant
amount of fraud that is seen and used
with food stamps, both on the black
market, the use of purchasing even
cars or drugs.

The whole goal of the amendment is
to eliminate the fraud in the Food
Stamp Program and not address the
other issues, although it is entirely
possible that it could be used in that
manner.

Mr. FORD. We just want to make
sure that we can also look at this in-
formation superhighway, that we make
sure that the cost savings that might
be involved with the cash benefits. Now
that we are only allocating the 1994
level under the formula of $15.4 billion,
we want to make sure that States can
also have savings here, that they will
not have to mail out a check monthly
to the AFDC recipients.

Mr. COBURN. Reclaiming my time,
that is entirely possible with this sys-
tem and States could do that.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to
the gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
SHADEGG].

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of the amendment of-
fered by my colleague the gentleman
from Oklahoma.

The Coburn amendment makes very
modest changes to this legislation
which will do a tremendous amount to
solve the real threat to the credibility
of the Food Stamp Program which is
posed by fraud, waste, and abuse. Be-
yond that, it will save taxpayers dol-
lars. We have to all be about that task.

The electronic benefit transfer cards
save money over the current paper food
stamps. Distributing food stamps by
this method will also enable us to
eliminate a great deal of the fraud.

There is indeed, today, a regrettable
amount of black market in food
stamps. Hundreds of millions of dollars
of our taxpayers’ money are going to
be used right now not for food for the
hungry but to buy drugs from black-
marketed stamps and to buy beer and
drugs that do not help the families who
are supposed to be benefited. This pro-

gram will give us an opportunity to
stop that kind of fraud and abuse. But
more importantly, it will let the States
decide.

In the debate we just heard on the
Traficant amendment, we saw the men-
tality of Washington, DC, that for too
long, we, in the Congress, know the an-
swer. Certainly a photograph is a right
step in the direction of stopping fraud.
But there are other mechanisms. There
are retina testers, there are thumb-
print screeners. There are lots of dif-
ferent devices. Technology moves fast-
er than the U.S. Congress.

What the Coburn amendment does is
it said, we don’t have all that wisdom
here. We should let the States, charged
with the responsibility of administer-
ing this program, make those deci-
sions.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Coburn amendment.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. FOLEY].

Mr. FOLEY. I want to commend my
colleague on this very good amend-
ment.

We have talked about it a lot in Flor-
ida and we have talked about it in
other States. In fact, Maryland is going
quickly to the EBT system. This
amendment gives the States the flexi-
bility to implement what I think is the
most important aspect of reform in the
Food Stamp Program; $1.8 billion has
been shown to be wasted at least in the
Food Stamp Program. This very good
amendment will now strike some of
that and bring the dollars to truly ben-
efit the needy of our communities.

The Republican Party is about feed-
ing the poor. We want to make certain
they get basic nutrition.

This bill also provides that we can
exclude cigarettes, alcohol, and hope-
fully ice cream, hopefully popcorn,
hopefully junk foods that are taking
our precious tax dollars and giving peo-
ple food that is not nutritious in value.

I strongly support the Coburn amend-
ment. I urge my colleagues to do the
same.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN] is recog-
nized for 1 minute.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I urge
my colleagues to support the amend-
ment.

If there is an emotional issue, it is
that the money that we spend to help
those who need it should go for what
we intend it to do. This amendment
goes very far in that regard.

I would urge all to support this
amendment.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, to ex-
tend the debate, I move to strike the
last word, and I yield to the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. FORD].

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, let me try
a couple of questions to the author of
the amendment.

The way I read your amendment is
that you require the States which

would mean that this would be a man-
date on the States to put in place. I am
not opposed to your amendment at all.
I am just trying to make sure that we
clearly understand that we would re-
quire the States to do this which would
mean that this would be a mandate; is
that correct?

Mr. COBURN. If the gentleman will
yield, what we are requiring is the
States to be responsible for how they
spend the money in terms of using the
available technology that is available
to them at any one period of time. It is
our intention, and if you will see in the
rest of the bill, that there is no man-
date on States other than having the
call. They can use any one they want,
the cheapest one or the most expen-
sive.

The most expensive happens to be
retinal images presently. If they want
to use that, they can. They are just re-
quired if they want to have block-
granted food stamps that within a 2-
year period, if the technology is avail-
able, which we think it will be, that
they are going to use a system that se-
cures it for the very purpose that the
food stamp was intended for, that sup-
plement.

Mr. FORD. I think it is a good
amendment. I guess an amendment to
your amendment would not be in order
under the rule of the House today, but
if this bill does go to the Senate in con-
ference, hopefully the provision with
the electronic transfer would be part of
the cash benefit for the AFDC recipi-
ents as well that would be included at
some point.
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Mr. COBURN. I would very much
agree with the gentleman on that. I
think that is a good way to make sure
those benefits are intended and spent,
and intended in a direction. They can-
not be spent on things we would not
want, our support dollars going to sup-
port.

That is not part of this amendment
and I think it is a wonderful sugges-
tion. If the gentleman would bring that
up when we do go to conference, we
could do that.

Mr. FORD. Before I yield to my other
colleagues, let me say that it is very
clear that this is an area that we need
to look at, the electronic on-line sys-
tem with food stamps as well as AFDC.

Fraud, waste, and abuse is something
we all are in opposition to and we want
to do everything possible to cut it out,
but we certainly do not want to con-
fuse it with the vast majority of these
recipients and try to suggest for one
minute that people who are trying to
make ends meet and to feed their chil-
dren every day, and it is difficult for
food stamps and other benefits to carry
them through the month, that we want
to lump everybody into some type of
waste, fraud, and abuse situation. That
is not the case. Those who are doing it,
we want to stop it certainly, but we
want to stop it immediately.
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Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, will the

gentleman yield?
Mr. FORD. I yield to the gentleman

from North Carolina.
Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I thank

the gentleman for yielding, and I agree
with the gentleman’s amendment. But
make no mistake about it, this is not
going to get to the problem of the peo-
ple that do the massive abuses in auto-
mobiles and traffic in this. I say to the
gentleman from Kansas City, you have
to have a willing counterpart to engage
in this, and I think what you have to
do is go even further than this and get
some real strong restrictions from the
inspector general to get to the root be-
cause of the people that are ripping off
the food stamp program. It is not the
little old lady trying to get by and feed
her children that is ripping off the food
stamp program. And as noble as this is,
you are not going to solve the big prob-
lems of ripping off the hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars until you get to some
real strict enforcement like the gen-
tleman from Kansas is talking about.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, I would just re-
mind the gentleman 10 days ago using
the system in Houston, several gen-
tleman were found through the use of
the EBT securities system and will be
making restitution of some $300,000 to
$500,000 because we can now with the
EBT system track for fraud and indi-
vidual abusers. And the technology is
there. There is technology to eliminate
this fraud and abuse, even to eliminate
willing providers because the computer
chip will be hard to beat.

Mr. HEFNER. Good for them.
Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield the

remainder of the time to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. DE LA GARZA],
who serves on the Committee on Agri-
culture.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding the time, and
thank our colleague, the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS].

Let me say everyone is in favor of
cutting fraud and waste and abuse, and
saving money. There is not problem in
that. How we address it is part of the
problem.

And I basically am in accord with
what the gentleman is attempting to
do.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s
time has expired. All time has expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Okla-
homa [Mr. COBURN].

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to

consider amendment No. 24 printed in
House Report 104–85.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. UPTON

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 24 offered by Mr. UPTON:
At the end of subtitle B of title V, insert the

following (and make such technical and con-
forming changes as may be appropriate):
SEC. 581. DISQUALIFICATION RELATING OF

CHILD SUPPORT ARREARS.
Section 6 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7

U.S.C. 2015) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(i) No individual is eligible to participate
in the food stamp program as a member of
any household during any period such indi-
vidual has any unpaid liability under a court
order for the support of a child of such indi-
vidual.’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. UPTON] will be recognized for 10
minutes, and a Member opposed will be
recognized for 10 minutes.

Does any Member seek control of the
time in opposition?

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. UPTON].

AMENDMENT, AS MODIFIED, OFFERED BY MR.
UPTON

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent for a very small
modification in the amendment which,
as I understand, the ranking member of
the committee has agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment, as modified.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment No. 24, as modified, offered by

Mr. UPTON: At the end of subtitle B of title
V, insert the following (and make such tech-
nical and conforming changes as may be ap-
propriate):
SEC. 581. DISQUALIFICATION RELATING OF

CHILD SUPPORT ARREARS.
Section 6 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7

U.S.C. 2015) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(i) No individual is eligible to participate
in the food stamp program as a member of
any household during any period such indi-
vidual has any unpaid liability that is both—

‘‘(1) under a court order for the support of
a child of such individual; and

‘‘(2) for which the court is not allowing
such individual to delay payment.’’.

Mr. UPTON (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment, as modified, be
considered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection

to the modification?
There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from Michigan [Mr. UPTON] is recog-
nized for 10 minutes.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I am very encouraged
by the child support enforcement pro-
visions that are part of this welfare re-
form bill. But we need to do more.

I have spent considerable time with a
number of 14- and 15-year-old mothers
who face a very hard life juggling
school work, work and the demands of
parenthood as well. Many of us take
that responsibility very seriously, as
we live for our kids and we want them
to have a better life, and we are taken
aback by parents who shirk this re-
sponsibility and refuse to make even a

modest payment to help support their
child. The result is that both the child
and the attending parent suffer and are
penalized.

This amendment will no longer re-
ward parents who fail to fulfill their
obligations to pay child support but
continue to receive Government assist-
ance through the Food Stamp Pro-
gram.

Today there is $34 billion in unpaid
child support due to more than 23 mil-
lion children. More specifically, more
than 30 percent of women with kids in
poverty receive no child support what-
soever.

A survey of income and program par-
ticipation found that of the 525,000
noncustodial parents receiving food
stamps, 79 percent or 415,000 were not
paying child support.

It is time to stop the free lunch. We
are asking custodial single parents,
who happen to be primarily mothers,
to cover a lot of bases and carry the
load, but what about the other parent?
Where is the equity? We cannot forget
that parenting is the responsibility of
two people, and we certainly cannot
forget the children who are in des-
perate need of assistance.

If this amendment passes, I fully in-
tend to work to ensure that this
amendment targets those who are
dodging their parental responsibilities,
not those who are making an honest ef-
fort to care for their child.

Mr. Chairman, we cannot continue to
support deadbeat parents, and I urge
Members to vote ‘‘yes’’ on this amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. MAR-
TINI].

Mr. MARTINI. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding the
time, and I congratulate him for the
fine effort on this amendment.

To me, this amendment is a clear
statement of right and wrong.

If there is one overriding message in
our overhaul of the welfare system, it
is that we as a government and as
members of a compassionate society
demand that all of us act as responsible
citizens.

Well, as most of my colleagues know,
parenthood demands responsibility.

Any person who brings a child into
this world and then refuses to do every-
thing in his or her power to ensure that
child’s well-being deserves punishment,
not the taxpayers’ generosity.

In Maine, it has been the case that
the very threat of such sanctions as li-
cense forfeiture has produced a huge
increase in the amount of child support
that state has collected.

I would expect that the very threat
of withholding food stamps from dead-
beat parents would do the same.

I once again commend the gentleman
from Michigan for his excellent idea,
and urge my colleagues to support this
measure.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
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Texas [Mr. DE LA GARZA], former chair-
man and now ranking member of the
committee.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding the
time, and I appreciate his interest and
his effort. All of us are of course in
favor of reducing fraud, waste and
abuse, and certainly this is an area of
very strong interest to us.

What I would like to ask of the gen-
tleman is that there is concern that
there needs to be further refinement of
his amendment. Am I correct in that?

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DE LA GARZA. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding back. I
would like to say I want to work very
closely with the chairman and others
on his side, as well as our side, to make
sure that the intent of this legislation,
or that the actual language follows the
intent.

In some cases, of course, an individ-
ual not making child support payments
may be doing so in conjunction with
the court, and those we do not want to
penalize. We want to make sure those
individuals who are in fact in arrears
at the subjugation, I guess, of the
courts, are in fact those who are penal-
ized. This language does not permit
that.

I would like to work with the gen-
tleman and others as the bill moves
forward to make sure we get the best
language available.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, we
appreciate that. We support the gentle-
man’s intent and motive, and hopefully
we will be able to craft it in an appro-
priate manner so it can address effec-
tively the intent. And I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. ROBERTS].

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me. I will not take the 2 minutes.

As indicated, the gentleman’s amend-
ment does require that no person can
receive food stamps if that person is re-
quired by a court order to pay child
support, and then dealt with the un-
paid liability issue. The gentleman has
amended his amendment so that be-
comes more flexible and certainly more
practical.

Let me seek the gentleman’s assur-
ance that the effective date of this
amendment will coincide with the im-
plementation of the new child support
enforcement system as described in
H.R. 4.

Mr. UPTON. I accept that.
Mr. ROBERTS. I support the gentle-

man’s amendment and I thank him for
his contribution.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, in
order to extend the time of debate, I
move to strike the last word.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
wish to control the 5 minutes?

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent, if the occasion

arises, that I be allowed to allocate
blocks of time to Members.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.
Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Chairman, this is about the most

tepid debate I have seen around here in
years, and I think it is really by de-
sign.

Yesterday it was obvious that the Re-
publicans wanted to move this bill
quickly through the House without
anybody really seeing what was in it
and what it really did. But they have
succeeded in cutting off all of the real-
ly spirited debate by what they have
done here.

I wish the cameras would please pan
the floor. I think there are 12 Members,
maybe 13. Two just came in. Fourteen
Members here on this debate, 14 Mem-
bers out of 435 Members on this debate
on the most important piece of legisla-
tion that will come before this body, a
piece of legislation that takes about
$70 billion from poor children to use in
the crown jewel of the contract to give
tax cuts that are not needed to people
who do not deserve them.

There are 12 or 14 of us here. And the
Committee on Rules I think did this
deliberately. The amendments we have
had have been nothing amendments. I
do not impugn anybody’s integrity
about them, but they have just been
nothing amendments. We have not
even called for rollcalls on any of
them. They do nothing. They could
have been done by unanimous consent.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GIBBONS. No, I am not going to
yield. But why did the Committee on
Rules do that?

I have the floor and I would like to
continue using it. If I have any time
left over, I may yield it to you, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida has the time.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, the
Committee on Rules had 164 requests
for amendments up there. They grant-
ed 31 amendments, 5 of which came
from the Democrats, and 2 of our
amendments they stole from us and
gave to the Republicans because they
sounded so good that they could not re-
sist that. I have a list of 13 really im-
portant amendments here that they
turned down and would not even let be
debated here, and yet there are 12 or 14
of us here on the floor to carry on this
nothing debate today.

The Committee on Rules did not
allow the Stenholm amendment to re-
strict the 70 billion dollars’ worth of
savings here to budget deficit reduc-
tion and not to spend it on tax cuts.
They did not allow another 12 amend-
ments, all sponsored by Democrats,
that were good, substantive amend-
ments, that were controversial. They
put in all of these nothing amendments
that we have had here all day.

You know, I do not blame the Repub-
licans for wanting to duck this bill. I

know they are embarrassed that they
had to bring this dog to the floor. But
that is the only way they could raise a
part of the money so they can give it
back to tax cuts that the Nation itself
does not need, tax cuts that come at
the wrong time in the American eco-
nomic history.
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America is at full employment right
now. America is at maximum factory
capacity utilization right now. The
American dollar is unstable because
the world currency traders are betting
we do not have the guts to balance or
reduce our budget deficit.

And so we come into this debate
today on these nothing amendments so
that people will be bored to death and
so that 10 or 12 of us here will be here
to take part in it. It is a travesty. It is
a travesty that the time of Congress is
wasted on what we have here before us
today. It was deliberately done to bore
the audience to death and the Members
to death so that they would have no op-
portunity to make any important deci-
sions.

The Committee on Rules did not
allow the Matsui-Kennedy amendment.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I appreciate the gentleman yield-
ing.

And I want to say good job to the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. UPTON],
good amendment.

You know, the breakdown of the fam-
ily is a national tragedy, and when we
do have time to discuss the amend-
ments, let us discuss what is happen-
ing.

This is another notch. This is an-
other foot forward in trying to control
irresponsibility of parents that forsake
their kids.

I just want to, in the U.S. News, read
a couple of quotes out of it. It says:

More than virtually any other factor, a bi-
ological father’s presence in the family will
determine the child’s success and happiness.

Rich or poor, white or black, the children
of divorce and those born outside of marriage
struggle through life at a measurable dis-
advantage. The absence of fathers is linked
to the most social nightmares from boys
with guns to girls with babies.

This is a step forward. We have the
ability within H.R. 4 to identify these
individuals. It is reasonable that we do
not reward the individuals that have
forsaken their responsibilities for their
kids by giving them additional Federal
handouts.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to my friend, the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS].

Mr. ROBERTS. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Ah, memories are made of this. It
was just the other day when the gen-
tleman from Florida was requesting of
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the House in decibels a little higher
than the ones he just used everybody
to sit down and cease and desist, let us
have a rational debate.

I would suggest that the amendments
that we are considering are not noth-
ing amendments. I would suggest the
policy debate we had in the House Ag-
riculture Committee that went 15
hours did not involve nothing. It in-
volved tremendous policy decision in
regards to food stamp reform.

Might I remind the gentleman from
Florida that in October 1987 the Demo-
crats first attempted to self-execute
the adoption of their welfare reform
bill into the reconciliation bill without
a separate vote. The adoption of the
rule was considered to be the adoption
of the welfare reform amendment. That
rule was rejected by the House. A sec-
ond legislative day was created that
same day by Speaker Wright. Memories
are made of this.

And we brought forward a new rule
for reconciliation minus the welfare re-
form component. The Committee on
Rules subsequently reported a separate
rule for the welfare reform bill making
in order just one amendment, one
amendment, not a series of amend-
ments or nothing amendments that we
are talking about here, in the nature of
a substitute by the minority leader,
but that rule was withdrawn from lack
of support by the Democrats.

Finally we had a third rule.
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the

gentleman from Kansas has expired.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, I have a parliamentary in-
quiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. At what
point can I be recognized to offer an
amendment so that whatever savings
come from this bill, possibly $70 bil-
lion, would be dedicated for deficit re-
duction?

Mr. ROBERTS. Regular order, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. I am
making a parliamentary inquiry, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. The rule does not
allow amendments to these amend-
ments.

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. How did
that happen, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. It is in the rule.
Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. And a

majority of Members voted to keep a
Member from offering an amendment
so that the savings from this bill could
be placed towards deficit reduction?

Mr. ROBERTS. Regular order.
The CHAIRMAN. When the House

adopted House Resolution 119, the rule
governing this debate, the rule de-
clared there were no amendments to be
offered to these amendments being of-
fered today.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, as the
designee of the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, I move to
strike the last word.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has
that right.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS] for 5 min-
utes.

Without objection, the gentleman
may control the time.

There was no objection.
Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Chairman, so finally, a third

rule, Mr. Chairman, as I continue with
memories are made of this, and would
call for the attention of the gentleman
from Florida if he might, was reported
which provided for 4 hours of general
debate, only minority substitute, and a
set of en bloc amendments by the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. ANDREWS].
Both the Michel and Andrews amend-
ments were subject to 1 hour of debate
each. The rule made in order a com-
promise and reported bill put together
by the four committees of jurisdiction,
1 hour, four committees, not what we
are having here today, as the base text
for the amendment purposes.

The rule was adopted 213 to 206, so
there was just a tad bit of controversy
in regards to that rule back in 1987 on
the very same subject.

The manager of the rule, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. FROST], said
that was a modified closed rule, and so
here we are today after hours of de-
bate, many hours of debate.

I would remind the gentleman from
Florida that Members are in their of-
fices. Members have heard this debate
on and on and on, 15 hours in the Ag
Committee, many, many hearings. I
think the commentary is specious. I
think it ill serves the House. I think it
ill serves the intent of Members who
brought to this title of the bill impor-
tant amendments that they thought
were important.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. UPTON] if he chooses to
comment.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield,
to close the debate on this amendment,
to my friend, the gentleman from Ari-
zona [Mr. KOLBE].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. UPTON] has 30 sec-
onds remaining. The gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS] has 3 minutes re-
maining. That is all the time remain-
ing.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I have
a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. VOLKMER. Has someone claimed
time in opposition to the amendment?

The CHAIRMAN. No one has.
Mr. VOLKMER. I do so.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has

that right. The gentleman controls 10
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. VOLKMER].

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as she may consume,
but no longer than 5 minutes, to the

gentlewoman from Florida [Mrs.
THURMAN].

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

I know that the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. DE LA GARZA] has spoken
with the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. UPTON] about this amendment,
and I understand that he was given an
opportunity to try to perfect the
amendment without any opposition
from the minority side, because we rec-
ognize how important it is to make
this correct.

But I do want to make some points,
because I think it is very important
that we understand what we are trying
to do and get this on the record.

When the amendment was drafted, it
failed to distinguish between a parent
who fell behind in payments but was
making a good-faith effort to make
payments, and a deadbeat dad who re-
fuses to pay support even though he
had the money. And if you denied food
stamps to these individuals who were
trying to make their payments, recipi-
ents would have likely spent their
money on food than on child support
payments, which is why we have tried
to correct that, and I suggest the gen-
tleman was correct in doing that, and I
appreciate it, and I hope that if this
language is not correct, that we con-
tinue to work on this.

However, let me just say to you all
that I want to point out here on the
table about the Deal substitute again.

Because I think it is important that
we understand we even have a stronger
child support enforcement where we
are demanding an uncompromising, pu-
nitive measure for deadbeat dads. It is
basically a stronger version of legisla-
tion than was even introduced by Rep-
resentatives JOHNSON, KENNELLY, and
others, and that the Deal substitute
will strongly enforce income withhold-
ing and allow States to revoke licenses,
and the substitute also enhances the
paternity establishment by simplifying
procedures in hospitals.

What I would like to just suggest is
that while we all agree that this is a
very, very, very important part of this
debate, that if you have questions and
you are not pleased with what is hap-
pening on the other side right now with
strong enforcement, I would hope that
you would all, please, support the Deal
amendment.

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman from
Florida earlier had pointed out, this
amendment, even though it may be
somewhat meritorious on its face, but
actually has very little to do with food
stamp fraud. Very few people fit the
category that the gentleman from
Michigan is attempting to address to
say to deny them food stamps, every
benefit from food stamps, and yet we
have within the proposal by the major-
ity on that side provisions to reduce
food stamps for needy families, people
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out there that need it, by USDA, says
by $24 billion. Even CBO says $21 bil-
lion we are cutting back.

And this little amendment is sup-
posed to help it? This little amendment
does not help those people who are
going to be denied.

How are they going to be denied?
Well, they are going to be denied be-
cause their proposal under the thrifty
food plan does not give you 103 percent
of the thrifty food plan. Oh, no, it says
2-percent increase a year, and as had
been pointed out by USDA, that means
by 1999 people are going to be getting
less than they are getting today. Ev-
erybody, the working poor, are going
to get less. Children at home are going
to get less than under the lunch pro-
gram. They cannot eat at school. They
cannot get their breakfast food for
breakfast. They cannot get food stamps
at home.

Now, we were told in the Committee
on Agriculture when we marked up this
bill on this part of the welfare bill that
it was only going to cost $16.5 billion.
That is all they were going to take
away. It is not through reform that
money is taken away from people. It is
through the thrifty food plan and the
cap that they put on. They put a cap on
there so that you cannot in times of re-
cession, you are not going to have any
increase. People are going to do away
with food.

Here we are talking about an amend-
ment that does very little to correct
the situation. There were amendments
that this gentleman and others on this
side tried to offer to this bill so that
hungry kids could eat. We were denied
the opportunity to offer that amend-
ment.

What is more important, to say that
someone cannot get good stamps be-
cause he is not supporting the chil-
dren? Yes, I agree, that is a good idea.
But, gentlemen, that does not help the
kids that are going to go hungry be-
cause of the cuts in this bill. That does
not give them any more. You are not
helping them a bit.

Our amendments that we wanted to
do to help, we did not get to offer. We
were denied those, to take the cap off.
We were denied to put the thrifty food
plan back in in whole. We were denied.
Why? Because they need that $21 or $24
billion to give to millionaires, to give
to the big corporations. That is where
the money is going to go, out of the
mouths of babes. That is where it is
going to go, gentleman from Michigan.

This is where you are going to vote
to put the money. Between now and 2
weeks from now you will have voted to
say take away from them and give it
over here.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. VOLKMER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, my
amendment, the gentleman talked a
little bit about fraud and how my
amendment does not go after fraud.
The gentleman is right. What my

amendment does is this, it indicates
that if there is a deadbeat parent that
is out there that is not paying child
support by order of the court and re-
ceiving food stamps, that is what it
does.

Mr. VOLKMER. He should not get
the food stamps.

Mr. UPTON. It does not go after
fraud. It does not address a whole num-
ber of things you talked about. I was
not able to add 100 amendments as
someone would have perhaps liked on
this bill.

Mine is a very small amendment that
goes after folks who abuse the system
who are trying to get a free lunch at
the expense of the taxpayers, and I say
enough is enough.

Mr. VOLKMER. Reclaiming my time,
you are addressing more than one-
tenth of 1 percent of the problem. You
were given 20 minutes of the time of
the House to do it. I cannot get 1
minute to address problems.
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I would like to address one other
problem here, that I took to the Com-
mittee on Rules an amendment which I
was not given the opportunity to offer,
and that is, under the language of the
working requirements in this bill that
you have before you today you could
have people that are on welfare today
that are not working, that should be
working but they are not working,
maybe they could not find a job, and if
they have been on welfare for 90 days
they do not meet the criteria in order
to continue on welfare. They are off be-
cause they are not working 20 hours a
week. They are given some time to find
a job after this bill becomes law.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. VOLKMER. No, I will not yield. I
tried to talk to the gentleman about
this. We tried to talk to his staff and
discussed the amendment with him. We
were not even allowed a colloquy on
those who were sick and ill and because
they got laid off by the employer invol-
untarily and could not work 20 hours a
week. We tried to discuss this. We
could not even get a colloquy on that.
We could not get a colloquy worked out
with the gentleman’s staff.

So I will not yield. They will not
even address the problem. What hap-
pens to the working poor, the man be-
tween 18 and 50 who is out there work-
ing trying to make it but for some rea-
son or other he gets laid off by the em-
ployer, not because of his own fault, he
could not work 20 hours a week. They
say you do not get it anymore. Now, is
that more important than this amend-
ment we have here today? I think so, I
think so. At least as important. But
they say ‘‘no.’’

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. ROBERTS. I yield 1 minute to
the distinguished chairman of the Sub-
committee on Human Resources of the
Committee of the Ways and Means, the
man who is most responsible for this
welfare reform proposal, Mr. SHAW.

Mr. SHAW. I thank the chairman for
yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, I would say to my
friend from Missouri, who has just
consumed a great deal of time, do not
trivialize the amendment that is pres-
ently on the floor. This is a very im-
portant amendment. There is nothing
more frightening today than what is
going on of the trend toward fathers
not taking care of their children; fa-
thers would have kids with unwed
mothers and then disappear. In fact, we
find they are having kids with a num-
ber of women and then disappearing
and leaving the poor mothers to fend
for themselves, to depend upon the life
of dependence on welfare.

This is an important amendment,
and this deserves the time of this com-
mittee, and I am proud to support it.

I say to my friend, the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS] that this
amendment process, these are not un-
important amendments. We just passed
an amendment a few hours ago on a
voice vote, I might say, that was very
important, in which we put $750 million
more in child care. If you need child
care, that is an important amendment.
It is an important amendment, and
that is why we supported it.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS] has 2 min-
utes remaining, the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. UPTON] 11⁄2 minutes re-
maining, and the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. VOLKMER] 11⁄2 minutes re-
maining.

The gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
VOLKMER] has the right to close.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
35.2 seconds to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. UPTON].

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I will add
my 30 seconds to that which the gen-
tleman just yielded to me, and I yield
the balance of my time to my good
friend, the gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. KOLBE], to close in support of the
amendment.

Mr. KOLBE. I thank the gentleman
for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, a lot of things have
been said here on the floor today. It re-
minds me of a bloodhound who is sent
out after a convict out there but some-
body gave him the wrong piece of
clothing. So we are chasing up the
wrong tree, we are going after the
wrong thing here.

What we have heard is not what this
amendment is about. It is very simple,
as the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
UPTON] explained just a few minutes
ago.

It is a good amendment. It says if an
individual is getting food stamps now
and under a court order to pay child
support and he has not gone to court to
get a delay because he cannot afford to
make the payments under the court
order, not having done that, no delay
from the court, if he is not making
payments, he should not be getting
food stamps. The taxpayers should not
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be subsidizing him. They are trying,
but they cannot afford to. They have
not done that. They are under an order
from the court, they are supposed to be
making payments, they should not be
getting food stamps. The rest of the
taxpayers should not be subsidizing
them. They are supposed to be making
child support payments to support
their kids. That is what this says. They
do not get the food stamps if they are
not current in their child support pay-
ments.

It is as simple as that. It clearly fills
a loophole, fills a gap in the bill. Some-
thing should be done. I do not know
why all the discussion about other
things.

Mr. ROBERTS. I yield the balance of
my time to the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. EMERSON].

Mr. EMERSON. I thank the chairman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I am somewhat puz-
zled here because the distinguished
ranking member of the Committee on
Ways and Means, who controls the de-
bate on the other side, was up making
the speech complaining about the qual-
ity of debate. Surely having made such
a complaint, he should insure that at
least his side follows his admonition.
The gentleman from Missouri made a
lot of very baseless allegations, rhetor-
ical statements that have absolutely
nothing to do with the point of debate
here.

The gentleman says our staff denied
him the right to find out some matters
involved here. The gentleman’s staff,
so the record will be straight, the gen-
tleman’s staff discussed with our staff
some questions relating to work re-
quirements. The majority staff an-
swered them. They added some lan-
guage to a report which the gentleman
was concerned about, in cooperation
with the staff of the gentleman from
Missouri, relating to retroactive work
requirements.

So let us be clear between sub-
stantive debate and rhetorical flour-
ishes here. I wish the gentleman from
Florida, having admonished us to stick
to quality, would get his own troops in
line.

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, In
order to have the outstanding quality
in this debate, I yield the time remain-
ing to the outstanding member of the
Committee on Agriculture, the former
chairman, now the ranking member of
the full committee, the great gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. DE LA GARZA].

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman,
yes, perhaps we have gone a little
astray of the debate on the amend-
ment. But—and not in defense, but
feeling the same way as the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS]—the issue
is the way that the rule is crafted, the
inability for a ranking member to have
sufficient time to discuss an issue.

But the underlying theme here is the
motive and the reason. We are going
about with little amendments that cut
a little bit here, save a little bit there.
What for? So that we can pay for tax

breaks for the rich. That is what this is
all about.

It is not what the chairman of the
committee is intending to do. We have
a good chairman. We have good mem-
bers on this committee. But the under-
lying motive of the leadership is
money to pay for tax breaks for the
rich and take it from the children and
take it from the elderly and take it
from those that cannot defend them-
selves.

So, getting back to the amendment, I
commend the gentleman for his amend-
ment. I think it is a good amendment.
But I disagree with what we are going
to do with the funds: Give it to the
rich.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment,
as modified, offered by the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. UPTON].

The amendment, as modified, was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to
consider amendment No. 25, printed in
House Report 104–85.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HOSTETTLER

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, I
offer amendment No. 25, printed in
House Report 104–85.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HOSTETTLER:
In title V of the bill, strike subtitle B and

insert the following:
Subtitle B—Consolidating Food Assistance

Programs
SEC. 531. FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM.

(a) AUTHORITY TO MAKE BLOCK GRANTS.—
The Secretary of Agriculture shall make
grants in accordance with this section to
States to provide food assistance to individ-
uals who are economically disadvantaged
and to individuals who are members of eco-
nomically disadvantaged families.

(b) DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS.—The funds ap-
propriated to carry out this section for any
fiscal year shall be allotted among the
States as follows:

(1) Of the aggregate amount to be distrib-
uted under this section, .21 percent shall be
reserved for grants to Guam, the Virgin Is-
lands of the United States, American Samoa,
the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana
Islands, the Republic of the Marshall Islands,
the Federated States of Micronesia, and
Palau.

(2) Of the aggregate amount to be distrib-
uted under this section, .24 percent shall be
reserved for grants to tribal organizations
that have governmental jurisdiction over
geographically defined areas and shall be al-
located equitably by the Secretary among
such organizations.

(3) The remainder of such aggregate
amount shall be allocated among the re-
maining States. The amount allocated to
each of the remaining States shall bear the
same proportion to such remainder as the
number of resident individuals in such State
who are economically disadvantaged sepa-
rately or as members of economically dis-
advantaged families bears to the aggregate
number of resident individuals in all such re-
maining States who are economically dis-
advantaged separately or as members of eco-
nomically disadvantaged families.

(c) ELIGIBILITY TO RECEIVE GRANTS.—To be
eligible to receive a grant in the amount al-

lotted to a State for a fiscal year, such State
shall submit to the Secretary an application
in such form, and containing such informa-
tion and assurances, as the Secretary may
require by rule, including—

(1) an assurance that such grant will be ex-
pended by the State to provide food assist-
ance to resident individuals in such State
who are economically disadvantaged sepa-
rately or as members of economically dis-
advantaged families,

(2) an assurance that not more than 5 per-
cent of such grant will be expended by the
State for administrative costs incurred to
provide assistance under this section, and

(3) an assurance that an individual who has
not worked 32 hours in a calendar month
shall be ineligible to received food assistance
under this subtitle during the succeeding
month unless such individual is—

(A) disabled,
(B) has attained 60 years of age, or
(C) residing with one or more of such indi-

vidual’s children who have not attained 18
years of age, but is not residing with any
other parent of any of such children, unless
that other parent is disabled.

(d) ANNUAL REPORT.—Each State that re-
ceives funds appropriated to carry out this
section for a fiscal year shall submit the Sec-
retary, not later than May 1 following such
fiscal year, a report—

(1) specifying the number of families who
received food assistance under this section
provided by such State in such fiscal year;

(2) specifying the number of individuals
who received food assistance under this sec-
tion provided by such State in such fiscal
year;

(3) the amount of such funds expended in
such fiscal year by such State to provide
food assistance; and

(4) the administrative costs incurred in
such fiscal year by such State to provide
food assistance.

(e) LIMITATION.—No State or political sub-
division of a State that receives funds pro-
vided under this title shall replace any em-
ployed worker with an individual who is par-
ticipating in a work program for the purpose
of complying with subsection (c)(3). Such an
individual may be placed in any position of-
fered by the State or political subdivision
that—

(A) is a new position,
(B) is a position that became available in

the normal course of conducting the business
of the State or political subdivision,

(C) involves performing work that would
otherwise be performed on an overtime basis
by a worker who is not an individual partici-
pating in such program, or

(D) that is a position which became avail-
able by shifting a current employee to an al-
ternate position.

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—(1)
There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $26,245,000,000 for each
of the fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, and
2000.

(2) For the purpose of affording adequate
notice of funding available under this sec-
tion, an appropriation to carry out this sec-
tion is authorized to be included in an appro-
priation Act for the fiscal year preceding the
fiscal year for which such appropriation is
available for obligation.

SEC. 532. AVAILABILITY OF FEDERAL COUPON
SYSTEM TO STATES.

(a) ISSUANCE, PURCHASE, AND USE OF COU-
PONS.—The Secretary shall issue, and make
available for purchase by States, coupons for
the retail purchase of food from retail food
stores that are approved in accordance with
subsection (b). Coupons issued, purchased,
and used as provided in this section shall be
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redeemable at face value by the Secretary
through the facilities of the Treasury of the
United States. The purchase price of each
coupon issued under this subsection shall be
the face value of such coupon.

(b) APPROVAL OF RETAIL FOOD STORES AND
WHOLESALE FOOD CONCERNS.—(1) Regulations
issued pursuant to this section shall provide
for the submission of applications for ap-
proval by retail food stores and wholesale
food concerns which desire to be authorized
to accept and redeem coupons under this sec-
tion. In determining the qualifications of ap-
plicants, there shall be considered among
such other factors as may be appropriate,
the following:

(A) The nature and extent of the food busi-
ness conducted by the applicant.

(B) The volume of coupon business which
may reasonably be expected to be conducted
by the applicant food store or wholesale food
concern.

(C) The business integrity and reputation
of the applicant.

Approval of an applicant shall be evidenced
by the issuance to such applicant of a
nontransferable certificate of approval. The
Secretary is authorized to issue regulations
providing for a periodic reauthorization of
retail food stores and wholesale food con-
cerns.

(2) A buyer or transferee (other than a
bona fide buyer or transferee) of a retail food
store or wholesale food concern that has
been disqualified under subsection (d) may
not accept or redeem coupons until the Sec-
retary receives full payment of any penalty
imposed on such store or concern.

(3) Regulations issued pursuant to this sec-
tion shall require an applicant retail food
store or wholesale food concern to submit in-
formation which will permit a determination
to be made as to whether such applicant
qualifies, or continues to qualify, for ap-
proval under this section or the regulations
issued pursuant to this section. Regulations
issued pursuant to this section shall provide
for safeguards which limit the use or disclo-
sure of information obtained under the au-
thority granted by this subsection to pur-
poses directly connected with administra-
tion and enforcement of this section or the
regulations issued pursuant to this section,
except that such information may be dis-
closed to and used by States that purchase
such coupons.

(4) Any retail food store or wholesale food
concern which has failed upon application to
receive approval to participate in the pro-
gram under this sectionmay obtain a hearing
on such refusal as provided in subsection (f).

(c) REDEMPTION OF COUPONS.—Regulations
issued under this section shall provide for
the redemption of coupons accepted by retail
food stores through approved wholesale food
concerns or through financial institutions
which are insured by the Federal Deposit In-
surance Corporation, or which are insured
under the Federal Credit Union Act (12
U.S.C. 1751 et seq.) and have retail food
stores or wholesale food concerns in their
field of membership, with the cooperation of
the Treasury Department, except that retail
food stores defined in section 533(9)(D) shall
be authorized to redeem their members’ food
coupons prior to receipt by the members of
the food so purchased, and publicly operated
community mental health centers or private
nonprofit organizations or institutions
which serve meals to narcotics addicts or al-
coholics in drug addiction or alcoholic treat-
ment and rehabilitation programs, public
and private nonprofit shelters that prepare
and serve meals for battered women and chil-
dren, public or private nonprofit group living
arrangements that serve meals to disabled or
blind residents, and public or private non-

profit establishments, or public or private
nonprofit shelters that feed individuals who
do not reside in permanent dwellings and in-
dividuals who have no fixed mailing address-
es shall not be authorized to redeem coupons
through financial institutions which are in-
sured by the Federal Deposit Insurance Cor-
poration or the Federal Credit Union Act. No
financial institution may impose on or col-
lect from a retail food store a fee or other
charge for the redemption of coupons that
are submitted to the financial institution in
a manner consistent with the requirements,
other than any requirements relating to can-
cellation of coupons, for the presentation of
coupons by financial institutions to the Fed-
eral Reserve banks.

(d) CIVIL MONEY PENALTIES AND DISQUALI-
FICATION OF RETAIL FOOD STORES AND WHOLE-
SALE FOOD CONCERNS.—(1) Any approved re-
tail food store or wholesale food concern
may be disqualified for a specified period of
time from further participation in the cou-
pon program under this section, or subjected
to a civil money penalty of up to $10,000 for
each violation if the Secretary determines
that its disqualification would cause hard-
ship to individuals who receive coupons, on a
finding, made as specified in the regulations,
that such store or concern has violated this
section or the regulations issued pursuant to
this section.

(2) Disqualification under paragraph (1)
shall be—

(A) for a reasonable period of time, of no
less than 6 months nor more than 5 years,
upon the first occasion of disqualification,

(B) for a reasonable period of time, of no
less than 12 months nor more than 10 years,
upon the second occasion of disqualification,
and

(C) permanent upon—
(i) the third occasion of disqualification,
(ii) the first occasion or any subsequent oc-

casion of a disqualification based on the pur-
chase of coupons or trafficking in coupons by
a retail food store or wholesale food concern,
except that the Secretary shall have the dis-
cretion to impose a civil money penalty of
up to $20,000 for each violation (except that
the amount of civil money penalties imposed
for violations occurring during a single in-
vestigation may not exceed $40,000) in lieu of
disqualification under this subparagraph, for
such purchase of coupons or trafficking in
coupons that constitutes a violation of this
section or the regulations issued pursuant to
this section, if the Secretary determines
that there is substantial evidence (including
evidence that neither the ownership nor
management of the store or food concern was
aware of, approved, benefited from, or was
involved in the conduct or approval of the
violation) that such store or food concern
had an effective policy and program in effect
to prevent violations of this section and such
regulations, or

(iii) a finding of the sale of firearms, am-
munition, explosives, or controlled sub-
stance (as defined in section 802 of title 21,
United States Code) for coupons, except that
the Secretary shall have the discretion to
impose a civil money penalty of up to $20,000
for each violation (except that the amount of
civil money penalties imposed for violations
occurring during a single investigation may
not exceed $40,000) in lieu of disqualification
under this subparagraph if the Secretary de-
termines that there is substantial evidence
(including evidence that neither the owner-
ship nor management of the store or food
concern was aware of, approved, benefited
from, or was involved in the conduct or ap-
proval of the violation) that the store or food
concern had an effective policy and program
in effect to prevent violations of this section.

(3) The action of disqualification or the im-
position of a civil money penalty shall be

subject to review as provided in subsection
(f).

(4) As a condition of authorization to ac-
cept and redeem coupons issued under sub-
section (a), the Secretary may require a re-
tail food store or wholesale food concern
which has been disqualified or subjected to a
civil penalty pursuant to paragraph (1) to
furnish a bond to cover the value of coupons
which such store or concern may in the fu-
ture accept and redeem in violation of this
section. The Secretary shall, by regulation,
prescribe the amount, terms, and conditions
of such bond. If the Secretary finds that such
store or concern has accepted and redeemed
coupons in violation of this section after fur-
nishing such bond, such store or concern
shall forfeit to the Secretary an amount of
such bond which is equal to the value of cou-
pons accepted and redeemed by such store or
concern in violation of this section. Such
store or concern may obtain a hearing on
such forfeiture pursuant to subsection (f).

(5)(A) In the event any retail food store or
wholesale food concern that has been dis-
qualified under paragraph (1) is sold or the
ownership thereof is otherwise transferred to
a purchaser or transferee, the person or per-
sons who sell or otherwise transfer owner-
ship of the retail food store or wholesale food
concern shall be subjected to a civil money
penalty in an amount established by the Sec-
retary through regulations to reflect that
portion of the disqualification period that
has not yet expired. If the retail food store
or wholesale food concern has been disquali-
fied permanently, the civil money penalty
shall be double the penalty for a 10-year dis-
qualification period, as calculated under reg-
ulations issued by the Secretary. The dis-
qualification period imposed under para-
graph (2) shall continue in effect as to the
person or persons who sell or otherwise
transfer ownership of the retail food store or
wholesale food concern notwithstanding the
imposition of a civil money penalty under
this paragraph.

(B) At any time after a civil money pen-
alty imposed under subparagraph (A) has be-
come final under subsection (f)(1), the Sec-
retary may request the Attorney General of
the United States to institute a civil action
against the person or persons subject to the
penalty in a district court of the United
States for any district in which such person
or persons are found, reside, or transact busi-
ness to collect the penalty and such court
shall have jurisdiction to hear and decide
such action. In such action, the validity and
amount of such penalty shall not be subject
to review.

(C) The Secretary may impose a fine
against any retail food store or wholesale
food concern that accepts coupons that are
not accompanied by the corresponding book
cover, other than the denomination of cou-
pons used for making change as specified in
regulations issued under this section. The
amount of any such fine shall be established
by the Secretary and may be assessed and
collected separately in accordance with reg-
ulations issued under this section or in com-
bination with any fiscal claim established by
the Secretary. The Attorney General of the
United States may institute judicial action
in any court of competent jurisdiction
against the store or concern to collect the
fine.

(6) The Secretary may impose a fine
against any person not approved by the Sec-
retary to accept and redeem coupons who
violates this section or a regulation issued
under this section, including violations con-
cerning the acceptance of coupons. The
amount of any such fine shall be established
by the Secretary and may be assessed and
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collected in accordance with regulations is-
sued under this section separately or in com-
bination with any fiscal claim established by
the Secretary. The Attorney General of the
United States may institute judicial action
in any court of competent jurisdiction
against the person to collect the fine.

(e) COLLECTION AND DISPOSITION OF
CLAIMS.—The Secretary shall have the power
to determine the amount of and settle and
adjust any claim and to compromise or deny
all or part of any such claim or claims aris-
ing under this section or the regulations is-
sued pursuant to this section, including, but
not limited to, claims arising from fraudu-
lent and nonfraudulent overissuances to re-
cipients, including the power to waive claims
if the Secretary determines that to do so
would serve the purposes of this section.
Such powers with respect to claims against
recipients may be delegated by the Secretary
to State agencies.

(f) ADMINISTRATIVE AND JUDICIAL REVIEW.—
(1) Whenever—

(A) an application of a retail food store or
wholesale food concern for approval to ac-
cept and redeem coupons issued under sub-
section (a) is denied pursuant to this section,

(B) a retail food store or wholesale food
concern is disqualified or subjected to a civil
money penalty under subsection (d),

(C) all or part of any claim of a retail food
store or wholesale food concern is denied
under subsection (e), or

(D) a claim against a State is stated pursu-
ant to subsection (e),
notice of such administrative action shall be
issued to the retail food store, wholesale food
concern, or State involved. Such notice shall
be delivered by certified mail or personal
service. If such store, concern, or State is ag-
grieved by such action, it may, in accordance
with regulations promulgated under this sec-
tion, within 10 days of the date of delivery of
such notice, file a written request for an op-
portunity to submit information in support
of its position to such person or persons as
the regulations may designate. If such a re-
quest is not made or if such store, concern,
or State fails to submit information in sup-
port of its position after filing a request, the
administrative determination shall be final.
If such request is made by such store, con-
cern, or State such information as may be
submitted by such store, concern, or State as
well as such other information as may be
available, shall be reviewed by the person or
persons designated by the Secretary, who
shall, subject to the right of judicial review
hereinafter provided, make a determination
which shall be final and which shall take ef-
fect 30 days after the date of the delivery or
service of such final notice of determination.
If such store, concern, or State feels ag-
grieved by such final determination, it may
obtain judicial review thereof by filing a
complaint against the United States in the
United States court for the district in which
it resides or is engaged in business, or, in the
case of a retail food store or wholesale food
concern, in any court of record of the State
having competent jurisdiction, within 30
days after the date of delivery or service of
the final notice of determination upon it, re-
questing the court to set aside such deter-
mination. The copy of the summons and
complaint required to be delivered to the of-
ficial or agency whose order is being at-
tacked shall be sent to the Secretary or such
person or persons as the Secretary may des-
ignate to receive service of process. The suit
in the United States district court or State
court shall be a trial de novo by the court in
which the court shall determine the validity
of the questioned administrative action in
issue. If the court determines that such ad-
ministrative action is invalid, it shall enter
such judgment or order as it determines is in

accordance with the law and the evidence.
During the pendency of such judicial review,
or any appeal therefrom, the administrative
action under review shall be and remain in
full force and effect, unless on application to
the court on not less than ten days’ notice,
and after hearing thereon and a consider-
ation by the court of the applicant’s likeli-
hood of prevailing on the merits and of irrep-
arable injury, the court temporarily stays
such administrative action pending disposi-
tion of such trial or appeal.

(g) VIOLATIONS AND ENFORCEMENT.—(1)
Subject to paragraph (2), whoever knowingly
uses, transfers, acquires, alters, or possesses
coupons in any manner contrary to this sec-
tion or the regulations issued pursuant to
this section shall, if such coupons are of a
value of $5,000 or more, be guilty of a felony
and shall be fined not more than $250,000 or
imprisoned for not more than 20 years, or
both, and shall, if such coupons are of a
value of $100 or more, but less than $5,000, be
guilty of a felony and shall, upon the first
conviction thereof, be fined not more than
$10,000 or imprisoned for not more than 5
years, or both, and, upon the second and any
subsequent conviction thereof, shall be im-
prisoned for not less than 6 months nor more
than 5 years and may also be fined not more
than $10,000 or, if such coupons are of a value
of less than $100, shall be guilty of a mis-
demeanor, and, upon the first conviction
thereof, shall be fined not more than $1,000
or imprisoned for not more than one year, or
both, and upon the second and any subse-
quent conviction thereof, shall be impris-
oned for not more than one year and may
also be fined not more than $1,000.

(2) In the case of any individual convicted
of an offense under paragraph (1), the court
may permit such individual to perform work
approved by the court for the purpose of pro-
viding restitution for losses incurred by the
United States and the State as a result of
the offense for which such individual was
convicted. If the court permits such individ-
ual to perform such work and such individ-
ual agrees thereto, the court shall withhold
the imposition of the sentence on the condi-
tion that such individual perform the as-
signed work. Upon the successful completion
of the assigned work the court may suspend
such sentence.

(3) Whoever presents, or causes to be pre-
sented, coupons for payment or redemption
of the value of $100 or more, knowing the
same to have been received, transferred, or
used in any manner in violation of this sec-
tion or the regulations issued under this sec-
tion, shall be guilty of a felony and, upon the
first conviction thereof, shall be fined not
more than $20,000 or imprisoned for not more
than 5 years, or both, and, upon the second
and any subsequent conviction thereof, shall
be imprisoned for not less than one year nor
more than 5 years and may also be fined not
more than $20,000, or, if such coupons are of
a value of less than $100, shall be guilty of a
misdemeanor and, upon the first conviction
thereof, shall be fined not more than $1,000
or imprisoned for not more than one year, or
both, and, upon the second and any subse-
quent conviction thereof, shall be impris-
oned for not more than one year and may
also be fined not more than $1,000.
SEC. 533. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this subtitle—
(1) the term ‘‘coupon’’ means any coupon,

stamp, or type of certificate, but does not in-
clude currency,

(2) the term ‘‘economically disadvantaged’’
means an individual or a family, as the case
may be, whose income does not exceed the
most recent lower living standard income
level published by the Department of Labor,

(3) the term ‘‘elderly or disabled individ-
ual’’ means an individual who—

(A) is 60 years of age or older,
(B)(i) receives supplemental security in-

come benefits under title XVI of the Social
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1381 et seq.), or Fed-
erally or State administered supplemental
benefits of the type described in section
212(a) of Public Law 93–66 (42 U.S.C. 1382
note), or

(ii) receives Federally or State adminis-
tered supplemental assistance of the type de-
scribed in section 1616(a) of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1382e(a)), interim assist-
ance pending receipt of supplemental secu-
rity income, disability-related medical as-
sistance under title XIX of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1396 et seq.), or disability-
based State general assistance benefits, if
the Secretary determines that such benefits
are conditioned on meeting disability or
blindness criteria at least as stringent as
those used under title XVI of the Social Se-
curity Act,

(C) receives disability or blindness pay-
ments under title I, II, X, XIV, or XVI of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 301 et seq.) or
receives disability retirement benefits from
a governmental agency because of a disabil-
ity considered permanent under section 221(i)
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 421(i)),

(D) is a veteran who—
(i) has a service-connected or non-service-

connected disability which is rated as total
under title 38, United States Code, or

(ii) is considered in need of regular aid and
attendance or permanently housebound
under such title,

(E) is a surviving spouse of a veteran and—
(i) is considered in need of regular aid and

attendance or permanently housebound
under title 38, United States Code, or

(ii) is entitled to compensation for a serv-
ice-connected death or pension benefits for a
non-service-connected death under title 38,
United States Code, and has a disability con-
sidered permanent under section 221(i) of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 421(i)),

(F) is a child of a veteran and—
(i) is considered permanently incapable of

self-support under section 414 of title 38,
United States Code, or

(ii) is entitled to compensation for a serv-
ice-connected death or pension benefits for a
non-service-connected death under title 38,
United States Code, and has a disability con-
sidered permanent under section 221(i) of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 421(i)), or

(G) is an individual receiving an annuity
under section 2(a)(1)(iv) or 2(a)(1)(v) of the
Railroad Retirement Act of 1974 (45 U.S.C.
231a(a)(1)(iv) or 231a(a)(1)(v)), if the individ-
ual’s service as an employee under the Rail-
road Retirement Act of 1974, after December
31, 1936, had been included in the term ‘‘em-
ployment’’ as defined in the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 301 et seq.), and if an applica-
tion for disability benefits had been filed,

(4) the term ‘‘food’’ means, for purposes of
section 532(a) only—

(A) any food or food product for home con-
sumption except alcoholic beverages, to-
bacco, and hot foods or hot food products
ready for immediate consumption other than
those authorized pursuant to subparagraphs
(C), (D), (E), (G), (H), and (I),

(B) seeds and plants for use in gardens to
produce food for the personal consumption of
the eligible individuals,

(C) in the case of those persons who are 60
years of age or over or who receive supple-
mental security income benefits or disability
or blindness payments under title I, II, X,
XIV, or XVI of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 301 et seq.), and their spouses, meals
prepared by and served in senior citizens’
centers, apartment buildings occupied pri-
marily by such persons, public or private
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nonprofit establishments (eating or other-
wise) that feed such persons, private estab-
lishments that contract with the appropriate
agency of the State to offer meals for such
persons at concessional prices, and meals
prepared for and served to residents of feder-
ally subsidized housing for the elderly,

(D) in the case of persons 60 years of age or
over and persons who are physically or men-
tally handicapped or otherwise so disabled
that they are unable adequately to prepare
all of their meals, meals prepared for and de-
livered to them (and their spouses) at their
home by a public or private nonprofit organi-
zation or by a private establishment that
contracts with the appropriate State agency
to perform such services at concessional
prices,

(E) in the case of narcotics addicts or alco-
holics, and their children, served by drug ad-
diction or alcoholic treatment and rehabili-
tation programs, meals prepared and served
under such programs,

(F) in the case of eligible individuals living
in Alaska, equipment for procuring food by
hunting and fishing, such as nets, hooks,
rods, harpoons, and knives (but not equip-
ment for purposes of transportation, cloth-
ing, or shelter, and not firearms, ammuni-
tion, and explosives) if the Secretary deter-
mines that such individuals are located in an
area of the State where it is extremely dif-
ficult to reach stores selling food and that
such individuals depend to a substantial ex-
tent upon hunting and fishing for subsist-
ence,

(G) in the case of disabled or blind recipi-
ents of benefits under title I, II, X, XIV, or
XVI of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 301
et seq.), or are individuals described in sub-
paragraphs (B) through (G) of paragraph (4),
who are residents in a public or private non-
profit group living arrangement that serves
no more than 16 residents and is certified by
the appropriate State agency or agencies
under regulations issued under section
1616(e) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.
1382e(e)) or under standards determined by
the Secretary to be comparable to standards
implemented by appropriate State agencies
under such section, meals prepared and
served under such arrangement,

(H) in the case of women and children tem-
porarily residing in public or private non-
profit shelters for battered women and chil-
dren, meals prepared and served, by such
shelters, and

(I) in the case of individuals that do not re-
side in permanent dwellings and individuals
that have no fixed mailing addresses, meals
prepared for and served by a public or pri-
vate nonprofit establishment (approved by
an appropriate State or local agency) that
feeds such individuals and by private estab-
lishments that contract with the appropriate
agency of the State to offer meals for such
individuals at concessional prices,

(5) the term ‘‘retail food store’’ means—
(A) an establishment or recognized depart-

ment thereof or house-to-house trade route,
over 50 percent of whose food sales volume,
as determined by visual inspection, sales
records, purchase records, or other inventory
or accounting recordkeeping methods that
are customary or reasonable in the retail
food industry, consists of staple food items
for home preparation and consumption, such
as meat, poultry, fish, bread, cereals, vegeta-
bles, fruits, dairy products, and the like, but
not including accessory food items, such as
coffee, tea, cocoa, carbonated and
uncarbonated drinks, candy, condiments,
and spices,

(B) an establishment, organization, pro-
gram, or group living arrangement referred
to in subparagraph (C), (D), (E), (G), (H), or
(I) of paragraph (5),

(C) a store purveying the hunting and fish-
ing equipment described in paragraph (5)(F),
or

(D) any private nonprofit cooperative food
purchasing venture, including those in which
the members pay for food purchased prior to
the receipt of such food,

(6) the term ‘‘school’’ means an elemen-
tary, intermediate, or secondary school,

(7) the term ‘‘Secretary’’ means the Sec-
retary of Agriculture,

(8) the term ‘‘State’’ means any of the sev-
eral States, the District of Columbia, the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, the
Virgin Islands of the United States, Amer-
ican Samoa, the Commonwealth of the
Northern Mariana Islands, the Republic of
the Marshall Islands, the Federated States of
Micronesia, Palau, or a tribal organization
that exercises governmental jurisdiction
over a geographically defined area, and

(9) the term ‘‘tribal organization’’ has the
meaning given it in section 4(l) of the Indian
Self-Determination and Education Assist-
ance Act (25 U.S.C. 450b(l)).
SEC. 534. REPEALER.

The Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2011
et seq.) is repealed.

Strike section 591 of the bill and insert the
following:
SEC. 591. EFFECTIVE DATE; APPLICATION OF RE-

PEALER.
(a) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) GENERAL EFFECTIVE DATE OF SUBTITLE

A.Subtitle A shall take effect on October 1,
1995.

(2) GENERAL EFFECTIVE DATE OF SUBTITLE
B.—Except as provided in subsection (b), sub-
title B and the repeal made by section 534
shall take effect on the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

(3) SPECIAL EFFECTIVE DATE.—The repeal
made by section 534 shall not take effect
until the first day of the first fiscal year for
which funds are appropriated more than 180
days in advance of such fiscal year to carry
out section 531.

(b) APPLICATION OF REPEALER.—The repeal
made by section 534 shall not apply with re-
spect to—

(1) powers, duties, functions, rights,
claims, penalties, or obligations applicable
to financial assistance provided under the
Food Stamp Act of 1977 before the effective
date of such repeal, and

(2) administrative actions and proceedings
commenced before such date, or authorized
before such date to be commenced, under
such Act.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
HOSTETTLER] will be recognized for 10
minutes, and a Member opposed will be
recognized for 10 minutes.

Is there a Member in opposition?
Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I

rise to oppose the amendment and seek
the time allotted.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Texas [Mr. DE LA GARZA] will be
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, in
order to extend debate time, I move to
strike the last word and ask unani-
mous consent that I may yield that
time to the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
DE LA GARZA], the former chairman of
the Committee on Agriculture, and
that he be allowed to control the time
and yield it in blocks.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Texas [Mr. DE LA GARZA] will be
recognized for 15 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. HOSTETTLER].

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman,
for the past 30 years in this country we
have conducted a social experiment.
More than $5 trillion has been spent on
this experiment, aimed at exterminat-
ing poverty in the United States. De-
spite this massive outpouring of tax-
payer dollars, poverty actually has in-
creased. The people sitting in the cof-
fee shops in Vincennes, IN, understand
from this data that letting Washing-
ton, DC, handle it is a bad idea. The
people on the job site in French Lick
understand that taking more and more
of their tax dollars is not only bad for
them, but it does not help the people it
is supposed to help. The people drop-
ping off their kids at school in Chan-
dler understand the local officials and
other residents of communities have a
far better perspective on dealing with
the problems of the economically dis-
advantaged than do career bureaucrats
in a Washington, DC, office. Washing-
ton, DC, does not have the answers; the
people of the eighth District of Indiana
and all the other districts in the U.S.
do.

This is why I am introducing an
amendment calling for repeal of the
Food Stamp Act of 1977 and block
granting cash to be used by the States
for food assistance to the economically
disadvantaged. Funding would be fro-
zen at fiscal year 1995 levels, around
$26.25 billion. This would bring a sav-
ings of $18.6 billion over current Con-
gressional Budget Office baseline lev-
els. The savings come from ending the
individual entitlements status of the
programs. The amendment also in-
cludes a work provision calling for
able-bodied individuals who are under
the age of 60 and who are not at home
alone with a dependent child to work
at least 32 hours each month. Only 5
percent of the grant funds can be used
for administrative costs, meaning 95
percent of the funds go to food assist-
ance.

I signed the Contract With America,
Mr. Chairman, not for political gain,
but because I though the policies it es-
poused were good policies. This amend-
ment returns to the original concept of
H.R. 4, which included the block grant-
ing of food stamps. There are concerns
raised by some about how well the
States will administer the program.
While I resist the temptation to answer
this with ‘‘They can’t do any worse
than has the federal government,’’ I
think the testimony from Ag Commit-
tee hearings, the track record of the
Federal Government and the feeling of
the public at large bear testament to
the fact that it is time to give this pro-
gram to the States—as the other com-
mittees have decided to do with many
of the other programs.

It seems we need to be reminded that
the taxpayers providing funding for
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food stamps are residents of the States.
It is the taxpayers’ money, not money
belonging to the Agriculture Commit-
tee or to the Congress or to the Federal
Government. It belongs to the people.
We should, therefore, take the adminis-
tration of the program closer to the
people. Governor Thompson and Gov-
ernor Engler among others have shown
just how innovative and effective wel-
fare reform at the State level can be.

I do not question the sincerity of my
Republican colleagues’ belief that they
can reform the program at the Federal
level, rather I sincerely disagree with
the policy itself. Under Federal guid-
ance, food stamp spending has in-
creased nearly 300 percent since 1979.
Today more than 28 million people in
the United States receive food stamps.

For true and comprehensive welfare
reform to take place, we at the Federal
level must let go and let the more local
bodies of government—along with the
private sector responsibility. This is
what has been done in much of this
welfare reform bill, and this is what
should be done with food stamps.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that I may
yield en bloc half of my time to the
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS],
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.
Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I

yield 2 minutes to our distinguished
colleague, the gentleman from North
Dakota [Mr. POMEROY].

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Chairman, you
know, the gentleman who is sponsoring
the amendment is absolutely correct in
his desire to cut spending. He just hap-
pens to be incorrect in the method
which his amendment seeks to accom-
plish that end. The amendment under
consideration, like the bill it amends,
fails to take into account something
pretty basic, something any consumer
in any corner of any of our neighbor-
hoods could tell us: The cost of food
goes up.

Mr. Chairman, for goodness sakes,
the cost of a box of cereal now is in ex-
cess of $4. That is more than it was last
year, quite a bit more than it was the
year before that. That is why the cost
of the Food Stamp Program has to
track the increasing costs in groceries.
Food costs go up for all of us, including
those on food stamps.

The amendment under consideration,
like the bill it seeks to amend, fails to
take into account another fact: If you
have more people on food stamps, you
are going to have to have more funds
available for those people’s needs. Only
Jesus can feed the multitude from a
single little boy’s portion. For us mere
mortals, if we are going to have more
people, we are going to need more por-
tions, it is as simple as that.
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Mr. Chairman, this is critically im-
portant, not for the people presently on
assistance, presently on welfare, who
have been so denigrated in the debate
that has taken place, but working fam-
ilies hanging in there, standing on
their own, but one recession away from
losing their job, losing their pay check
and needing the assistance of food
stamps. A critical part of this Nation’s
safety net is the ability of programs to
rise and shrink depending on economic
cycles. We have had recessions before,
and we will certainly have them again.

This chart indicates the difference
between the Deal substitute and the
bill that it seeks to amend relative to
the costs of food. The red line shows
that in years to come, under the bill
before us, we do not keep up with the
cost of food.

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Florida [Mr. WELDON].

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I have a prepared text here, but
there is something else that I really
want to say as part of this debate here.

I began to realize there was some-
thing wrong with our food stamp pro-
gram when I was in college. I worked
my way through college, and I had a
friend who did not work, but he went
out, and he applied for and qualified for
food stamps, and, when I was working
on weekends from 11 o’clock at night
until 7 a.m. in the morning and when I
was working in the evenings in the dor-
mitory, he was not, and he was qualify-
ing for food stamps, and that is the
problem with these programs. Some of
the people who get them really do need
them, and some of the people do not.

What we are saying here with the
Hostettler amendment is we are going
to put it out at the lowest level where
the local officials can really seriously
monitor who really needs these pro-
grams and who does not because we
have a serious problem with fraud, and
we are spending the people’s money.
We are not spending our money; we are
spending the people’s money, and most
of the people work very, very hard for
this, and my colleague here has come
up with what I think is is very good
idea, to help improve the efficiency of
this program, and I throughoughly sup-
port the Hostettler amendment to this
bill.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to our distinguished
colleague, the gentlewoman from
North Carolina [Mr. CLAYTON].

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment, like this bill, will hurt
poor families and hurt children. But,
the amendment goes further. It will
also hurt farmers, hurt large and small
grocery stores and hurt the economy.
The Food Stamp Program feeds more
than poor families. It feeds the farmers
who feed America. It fees those who re-
tail foods, along the dusty country
roads and in the large urban shopping
centers.

For most in the food business, up to
30 percent of their revenue comes from
the Food Stamp Program. Cut food
stamps and you cut commodities. Cut
food stamps and you choke America’s
economy. Cut food stamps and you put
people out of work and maybe into wel-
fare. I say cut food stamps because a
block grant is a cut. It is a cut because,
unlike current law, there would be no
automatic increases in funding to keep
pace for inflation under a block grant
program. It is a cut because, when pop-
ulations rise, as they will over the next
years, the funds do not rise. The de-
mand rises, the funds are frozen. That
is a cut.

A block grant is a cut because States
will be able to use one-fifth of the
money for things other than food. If a
State spends 20 percent less on food in
1 year than was spent in a prior year,
that is a cut. We confronted this issue
of block granting food stamps in the
Committee on Agriculture. In fact, we
spent, as the Chairman said, 15 hours,
into the early morning, when we con-
sidered title 5 of this bill. On a bi-par-
tisan basis, Democrats joined with Re-
publicans, and we soundly rejected the
block grant proposal. That decision
was wise then, and it is wise now. This
amendment also requires work for food
stamps.

In some instances, it requires 32
hours of work per week. Yet, it does
not mandate the minimum wage as
compensation for that work. That is
another issue we confronted in the Ag-
riculture Committee, and, again, on a
bi-partisan basis, Democrats and Re-
publicans, overwhelmingly rejected
forced labor at less than the minimum
wage. This amendment hurts every-
body, Mr. Chairman. It hurts the rich,
the poor, it is poorly conceived, ill-ad-
vised and goes against the considered,
bi-partisan opinion of the committee of
jurisdiction. It deserves to be rejected.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. HOSTETTLER] does provide that the
Food Stamp Program will be block
granted to the States. I rise in reluc-
tant opposition.

The committee considered several
policy options as we were considering
food stamp reform, and in contacting
the Governors of the States and the
National Governors’ Conference, not to
mention many experts in the field, the
first policy option that we considered
was that of the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. HOSTETTLER]. However the
Republican leadership, along with the
committee leadership, made the deter-
mination that the Food Stamp Pro-
gram should remain at the Federal
level as a safety net during the transi-
tion period while States begin to re-
form the entire welfare programs, and
the committee strongly believes that
the intent of the gentleman is very
good, but that the Food Stamp Pro-
gram should be reformed. After all, it
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is our responsibility before it is con-
verted into, into a block grant.

Fraud and trafficking, as we have
heard, are serious problems in the pro-
gram. We do have significant reforms,
and they are bipartisan, and States
will have the responsibility to institute
reforms of the AFDC program and
other State programs. They will be
harmonized, and, while this is going
on, we think it is important that there
be a food program for needy families.

We have a provision allowing States
that have implemented the EBT sys-
tem that has been much discussed in
this debate on a statewide basis to ad-
minister the Food Stamp Program in a
block grant. Therefore States can have
a block grant for food stamps, as the
gentleman desires, if they have taken
steps to reduce fraud and if they have
really started to implement an effi-
cient system to issue the food benefits.
The EBT block grant in H.R. 4 says
that food benefits can only be used for
food. The Hostettler amendment will
allow States to issue food benefits and
cash. The gentleman has a very innova-
tive amendment. It was a good amend-
ment. This is a very sharp departure
from our current practice. Food stamps
should be used only for food. Under
that amendment what has been food
benefits can be used for any item.

My opposition to this amendment
does not mean there will never be any
block grant for the food stamp pro-
gram, quite the contrary, but the Com-
mittee on Agriculture will continue its
oversight of the program, monitor the
State’s progress of AFDC and other
block grants.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROBERTS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas, the distinguished
ranking minority member.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I
associate myself with the gentleman’s
remarks and endorse his remarks in op-
position to the amendment.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Texas for
his comments, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Texas, Mr. SAM JOHN-
SON.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in strong support of
the gentleman’s amendment to block
grant food stamps back to the States,
and I understand that the chairman of
the committee really says that he
wants to do that, but he did not do it,
and I believe this is a very important
amendment because it will complete
the historic transformation of the most
disastrous, cruel, and mean-spirited
and destructive Federal welfare system
ever created. We owe it to the States,
the counties, the local communities,
and the people currently trapped in
this system to pass this amendment.
This amendment will ensure that the
Governors and local officials have not
just some, but all, of the tools they

need to create real solutions to serious
problems facing their communities.
Without this amendment our work
here is actually incomplete.

I remember when we first began the
task of designing solutions to end the
welfare bureaucracy. We agreed the
best thing we could do for the truly
needy Americans was to return control
of all major programs back to the
States. We agreed on this approach be-
cause the current system run by Wash-
ington is broke, it does not work. I
cannot understand why we would now
turn around and say, ‘‘Well, block
grants are good, but not for food
stamps.’’ That is what I just heard. If
local control is the solution for school
lunches, family nutrition and child
protection, which we believe it is, then
it must also be the answer for reform-
ing food stamps. The Governors need
and deserve all the flexibility we can
give them to solve the problems that
they understand best. I say to my col-
leagues, ‘‘To only give them two-thirds
of the tools they need is like playing
golf without a putter. You can’t fin-
ish.’’

Two committees I served on stood
fast, and fulfilled their promise and
passed out a tough, but fair welfare
bill. Despite all the Democratic rhet-
oric, I strongly support and believe in
the block grant proposals contained in
this bill, but I cannot believe the Com-
mittee on Agriculture caved in to the
big farm lobbyists and failed to fulfill
their Contract With America. By doing
this they have put our entire effort at
real reform at risk. This system was
designed by the Governors and the Con-
gress as an integrated system that
works simultaneously, together. It was
to work as one, each section supporting
the next. This is why it is so important
we pass this amendment.

Let us get back to the State author-
ity that our U.S. Constitution de-
mands, Mr. Chairman. The Governors
would not need and deserve nothing
less than full welfare reform.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 30 seconds to the distinguished
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. VOLK-
MER].

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I
would just like to point out to the
members of the committee that this
amendment, when offered by the gen-
tleman from Indiana in the Committee
on Agriculture, got a total of five
votes, and yet the Committee on Rules
has made it in order while the amend-
ment offered by the gentlewoman from
Florida, which is very important to
correct the thrifty food plan provision
under this bill, got 18 votes. It was not
made in order by the Committee on
Rules.

Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to point
out to my colleagues how this Commit-
tee on Rules of the majority is operat-
ing, giving an amendment that has no
chance at all a chance, and yet would
not give a good amendment a chance.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the con-
cern and the sense of frustration of the
gentleman from Texas, Mr. SAM JOHN-
SON, who spoke here just a moment
ago, and, as I tried to indicate, in re-
gard to the policy options that we con-
sidered in the House Committee on Ag-
riculture there were four. The first op-
tion that was suggested by the gen-
tleman from Indiana was obviously
supported by the gentleman from
Texas in terms of his remarks, and we
offered the Governors a block grant,
and we said, ‘‘What do you want? Here
are the coupons. Here is the Food
Stamp Program.’’

They said, ‘‘Thank you, but no thank
you. We don’t want to administer the
Food Stamp Program. We want the
tax, 27 billion dollars’ worth.’’

Well, with all due respect, Richard
Nixon is no longer President, and we do
not have any revenue to share.

So then we said, ‘‘OK, you can’t have
the cash. That really wouldn’t be re-
sponsible. But you can have the cou-
pons.’’

They said, ‘‘We don’t want the cou-
pons.’’

That may give my colleagues a little
indication as to what they would do
with the cash.

So then we considered a 40–60 split,
and if you give them the 40 percent,
and that amounts to the people on food
stamps that are also on welfare, and we
wanted to have one-stop service,
streamline it, bring the cost down.
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But the 60 percent on the other side
would have grown. That is about a $6
billion expenditure, and we could not
afford that. So we decided to do what
we tried to do for decades, years, and
that is establish food stamp reform.
And we have done that, and we have a
good bill.

I remind everyone on this floor that
not one farm lobbyist came to this
chairman and this committee and indi-
cated that we should cave in in regards
to food stamp reform. I am tired of
hearing it, and it is not accurate. And
the Committee on Agriculture meas-
ured up to its responsibility, and we
have a fine food stamp reform package.
If the package were considered a year
ago, it would have been incredible in
this House of Representatives.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Florida [Mrs. THURMAN].

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Chairman,
when it comes to the question of block
granting food stamps, I want to com-
mend the responsible and thoughtful
leadership of the gentleman from Kan-
sas [Mr. ROBERTS] and the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. EMERSON] who both
understand what a bad idea this is. The
amendment was voted down 37 to 5 in
the Committee on Agriculture just a
few weeks ago.

The notion that without block grants
States are powerless against Federal
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bureaucrats is pure fiction. Block
granting the food stamp program
would place a terrible burden on States
and take food out of the mouths of
hungry children and the elderly.

The big difference with block grants
is in that the programs are no longer
entitlements, so in a slump States
would no longer get a automatic boost
in Federal aid. They would have to cut
benefits or, more likely, place newly
unemployed on waiting lists. Longer-
term recipients would keep their bene-
fits as would people with steady job
histories, but those with a little bad
luck would suffer.

This proposal would put hard-work-
ing families with children on waiting
lists for food, just when they need it
the most. It would actually put long-
term recipients ahead of people with
short-term needs. I thought we wanted
to decrease long-term dependence.

The Deal substitute recognized that
State flexibility is important, but that
welfare reform will fail if States do not
have the proper resources for State
programs. The Deal plan provides
States with flexibility to respond to
economic downturns and increases in
child poverty.

I would like to have my name associ-
ated with the chairman’s remarks on
the farm. Not one farmer came to me.
Children came to me about this.

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. BARR].

Mr. BARR. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, when I looked at the
amendment of the distinguished col-
league from Indiana, Mr. HOSTETTLER,
I asked myself certain questions. I
asked do we want a program that is
streamlined? I said to myself, yes. I
said do we want a program that is con-
sistent? I said to myself, yes. I asked
do we need a program that reduces
fraud? I said yes. I said do we want a
program that requires the dignity of
work by a recipient that is able, and I
said yes. More important, my constitu-
ents said yes to each and every one of
those questions.

I think this is a very well thought-
out amendment, I think it is consistent
with what we are doing here, and it has
an added bonus of reducing the power
of bureaucrats which I think is good,
my constituents think is good, and the
recipients of this important program
think is good.

I rise in strong support of my distin-
guished colleague from Indiana’s
amendment.

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to first
state the reason why the Committee on
Rules most probably ruled this amend-
ment in order was given the fact the
recent CNN–USA Today–Gallop Poll
says that 60 percent of Americans be-
lieve the budget deficit should be cut
by cutting food stamps. Not by reduc-
ing the increase in spending in food

stamps, and not even by freezing the
expenditures in food stamps as this
amendment calls for, but by cutting
food stamps. Sixty percent of Ameri-
cans believe we have got to return to
fiscal responsibility by reducing this
program.

In conclusion, the staff of Governor
Pete Wilson of California contacted our
office today and said that this amend-
ment was vital to the total welfare re-
form that must happen on the State
level. It gives the States the ability
and the capability to have real welfare
reform on the local level.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
30 seconds to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Arizona [Mr. PASTOR], a
valued member of the committee.

Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today to help set the record straight
and talk about the actual cuts that the
WIC Program would suffer under the
Republican welfare proposal. To begin,
the House has just passed a $25 million
rescission to the WIC Program. Is this
cut not to be considered a cut just be-
cause it was voted on separately? Sec-
ond, under a block grant approach, WIC
would be competing with other pro-
grams for funding and only 80 percent
of its funds would be guaranteed for
WIC-like services. Yet, how can we in
good conscience say that WIC will not
be cut when we are drastically cutting
the other programs in its block grant?
Is the remaining 20 percent that might
be diverted to another program not to
be considered a cut? Or, more to the
point, if the child and adult care feed-
ing program and the summer food pro-
gram are cut, will that not lead some
States to shift funds around to meet
the various competing needs? What
guarantees will we have to assure that
funds for this program will be there
when needed?

Lastly, I want to clarify how WIC
funds are spent. To begin, WIC dollars
are not spent on items such as dispos-
able diapers, as was alleged last night
on the floor of the House. Expenditures
under WIC are used to promote good
nutrition and to encourage eligible per-
sons to participate in this program. To
fulfill the spirit of the block grant ap-
proach, States have already been given
some latitude in the administration of
this program. States have the option of
approving food items to meet the spe-
cific nutritional needs of a particular
population group which may have cer-
tain nutritional deficiencies. This way,
nontraditional foods may be permitted
to meet these identified needs. The
principal point to remember, though, is
that WIC vouchers are used exclusively
on nutritional products. Are we now
switching the terms of the debate to
say that States should not determine
how to best encourage mothers and
children to participate in this pro-
gram? I would admonish this body to
seek a modicum of consistency as we
move forward with the year’s legisla-
tive agenda.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I have
a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, is it
the Chair’s understanding that as the
designee of the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, I can move
to strike the last word?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has
that right. If the gentleman is asking
unanimous consent to combine it, he
would have 61⁄2 minutes remaining.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word, and I ask unan-
imous consent to merge that additional
time with the time I am currently con-
trolling.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Kansas?

There was no objection.
Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Chairman, again I want to say

that I am rising in reluctant opposition
to the amendment of the gentleman
from Indiana. The intent of the amend-
ment is to move immediately in regard
to block grants to the States. The in-
tent of the amendment is good. The bill
as passed by the committee gives us
the opportunity to do that once States
can demonstrate they meet the criteria
of an EBT program. So we are not at
odds. It is merely a timing issue.

I would also like to add, in a calmer
tone, that this perception that some-
how the Committee on Agriculture did
not address true food stamp reform is
simply not accurate. I would like to
stress again that no farm organization,
no commodity group, no lobbyists in
regard to the food chain, no one in the
agriculture community, that I am
aware, called the chairman in reference
to changing any policy in regards to
food stamp reform, whether it be a
block grant or not.

The decision reached by the commit-
tee was reached by determining serious
policy options: Will it work, can we
achieve the reform, can it be done in a
timely basis.

Now, I understand the blood pressure
around this place in regards to the
marching orders and the deadlines that
have been suggested, not only with
welfare reform but the entire Contract
With America. There is nothing in the
Contract With America, by the way,
that specifies that block grants of cash
be given to States. We are attempting,
and I think we are actually achieving,
true reform.

Now, my good friend from Texas, the
chairman emeritus of the House Com-
mittee on Agriculture, and others on
the minority side, have characterized
the food stamp reforms as something
that we have done in regards to saving
money to pay for tax cuts. We had this
discussion all during our committee
markup, and I want to repeat what I
said then: The food stamp provisions of
H.R. 4 in title IV are for the purpose of
badly needed reforms. These reforms
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are to achieve policy changes, not to
cut spending to pay for taxes.

The Committee on Agriculture held
extensive hearings, and let me just
read again the provisions that are con-
tained in this reform package. I want
all sides to listen to this. I want all of
the folks who have been so vocal on
that side in regard to the tax cuts and
all the Robin Hood statements that we
have had in that regard, and I want ev-
erybody on this side over here who
claims instant purity in regards to
whatever this legislation should or
should not be.

We increase the penalties and proce-
dures to curb the more than $3 billion
annually that is lost to waste, fraud,
and abuse. We have not done that for
years. We are doing it now. We are har-
monizing the welfare reform in regards
to AFDC and food stamp programs so
that States can provide a more effi-
cient one-stop service. Not only for the
taxpayer, but for the user.

In regards to the recipient, we have a
promotion of real private sector work
by requiring able-bodied individuals be-
tween 18 and 50 years of age who have
no dependents must work at least part-
time now to be eligible for food stamps,
called workfare, jobfare. It promotes
the adoption of a new and more effi-
cient technology within something
called the electronic benefit transfer
system.

Finally, it takes the program off of
autopilot that it has been on for years
and years and years and years, to re-
gain the control of the ballooning
costs. This thing started about $1 mil-
lion back in 1961. Four years later, we
were up to $60 million. I remember the
former chairman of the House Commit-
tee on Agriculture, Bob Poage said,
‘‘You know, sometimes this is going to
get to be expensive. We are going to get
to real money here.’’

Ten years later, $4.6 billion. Today,
$27 billion, in terms of cost. Ten years
ago, 19.9 million people. Today, 27.3
million people. The economy went up,
these costs went up, automatically.
The economy went down, and that is
the time the Food Stamp Program
should work. Why, of course they con-
tinued to go up.

So we have restored, as far as I am
concerned, the congressional respon-
sibility to at least come in and take a
look at this with a 2-percent increase
every year, and with real reform, as
suggested by the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. EMERSON], in terms of add-
ing $100 million in terms of the feeding
programs to the homeless and the soup
kitchens all around the country. Under
these reforms there will be no more un-
controlled growth in costs. If there is a
future need for funding, Congress will
do its job, we will step up to that re-
sponsibility. No child will go hungry.

So I think it a good reform package.
Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, will

the gentleman yield?
Mr. ROBERTS. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Missouri.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
want to associate myself with every-
thing that the distinguished chairman
of the Committee on Agriculture has
just said, and to say to my conserv-
ative brothers and sisters that the bot-
tom line here is accountability. The
chairman stated that we offered the
States the block grant in food stamps,
which is the form in which the program
now exists. You do have a much higher
level of accountability with food
stamps than you do with cash. Frank-
ly, food stamps or cash are neither one
any good, which is why we have the
strong provisions in this act to move
us toward an electronic benefit trans-
fer system in which we will achieve the
highest level of accountability.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I thank the gen-
tleman for his comments. There is
sound policy for all of these reforms. It
is time to stop building straw men and
support the reform.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I join the gentleman
from Kansas in opposition to this
amendment. There was a novel and in-
novative block grant program called
revenue sharing. It did not work. Be-
sides, if you give 50 States the money,
you will have 50 different programs. Is
that streamlining?

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. STENHOLM].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Texas is recognized for 45 seconds.

(Mr. STENHOLM asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Vermont.
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Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, the
chairman of the committee made a
point when he said no child would go
hungry. I believe he just said that.

Does the chairman deny that in
America today, with the highest rate
of childhood poverty in the industri-
alized world, 5 million children are al-
ready hungry?

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
would just like to associate myself
with the remarks of the chairman, the
ranking member, and say that on the
Hostettler amendment, I cannot be-
lieve that he would offer an amend-
ment that reduces the work require-
ments. In a bill in which we have
talked about work, this amendment
would require recipients to work only
32 hours. The Deal substitute would re-
quire an average of 20 hours of work
per week.

With all of the rhetoric going on on
this floor, how we would have entered
in an amendment that was defeated 37
to 5 in the Committee on Agriculture,
I cannot believe.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposition to
Mr. HOSTETTLER’s amendment to block grant

the Food Stamp Program and to freeze the
spending level through fiscal year 2000. I be-
lieve it is very important that we maintain a
very basic food safety net to ensure that chil-
dren do not go hungry.

The fact is that 82 percent of food stamp
households contain children and 16 percent
have elderly members. In addition, 92 percent
of food stamp households have gross incomes
at or below the Federal poverty level. Freezing
the funding levels, therefore, will most heavily
impact poor children and the elderly and will
not account for major shifts in the economy.

Not only does Mr. HOSTETTLER’s amend-
ment threaten this safety net, it also weakens
the current work requirement in the base bill.
This amendment would require recipients to
work only 32 hours in a calendar month,
whereas, the Deal substitute would require an
average of 20 hours of work per week. The
Deal substitute also provides funding for addi-
tional employment and training to help move
people off welfare and into work.

Finally, I would like to remind my colleagues
of the discussion we had yesterday regarding
the deficit reduction issue. Members from the
other side of the aisle pointed out to me that
the committees had spoken on deficit reduc-
tion provisions during the markup process. I
resent that characterization since my sub-
stantive deficit reduction amendments were
not allowed to be voted on. However, the
sense-of-the-committee resolution which stat-
ed savings should go to deficit reduction did
unanimously pass the Agriculture Committee.
On the other hand, I would like to point out
that by a vote of 37 to 5, Members from both
sides of the aisle in the Agriculture Committee
rejected the Hostettler amendment. The com-
mittee has, in fact, spoken clearly on this
issue.

I urge the defeat of this amendment and
support of a food safety net for children and
the elderly.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. HOSTETTLER].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, further proceedings on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. HOSTETTLER] will be post-
poned.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, proceedings will now resume on
those amendments on which further
proceedings were postponed, in the fol-
lowing order: Amendment No. 21 of-
fered by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
TRAFICANT]; amendment No. 25 offered
by the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
HOSTETTLER].

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on amendment No. 21 printed in House
Report 104–85 offered by the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] on which
further proceedings were postponed and
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on which the ayes prevailed by voice
vote.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my demand for a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS] withdraws
his demand for a recorded vote, and the
amendment is agreed to.

So the amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HOSTETTLER

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on amendment No. 25 printed in House
Report 104–85 offered by the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. HOSTETTLER] on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 114, noes 316,
not voting 4, as follows:

[Roll No. 263]

AYES—114

Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (LA)
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Bono
Bryant (TN)
Bunning
Burton
Chabot
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Cox
Crane
Crapo
DeLay
Doolittle
Dornan
Duncan
Dunn
English
Ensign
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Forbes
Fox
Funderburk
Gallegly
Gekas
Geren
Gilman

Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hancock
Hansen
Hefley
Herger
Hilleary
Hoekstra
Hoke
Hostettler
Hunter
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
King
Klug
Largent
Livingston
Manzullo
McCollum
McCrery
McInnis
McIntosh
Mica
Miller (FL)
Moorhead
Myers
Myrick
Neumann
Ney

Norwood
Paxon
Petri
Porter
Portman
Quillen
Radanovich
Ramstad
Riggs
Rohrabacher
Roth
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Scarborough
Schaefer
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shays
Smith (MI)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tate
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thornberry
Torkildsen
Walker
Wamp
Weldon (FL)
Zimmer

NOES—316

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allard
Andrews
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill

Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brownback
Bryant (TX)
Bunn

Burr
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cardin
Castle
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Combest
Condit

Conyers
Cooley
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis
de la Garza
Deal
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Dreier
Durbin
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Foley
Ford
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Furse
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefner
Heineman
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hobson
Holden
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hutchinson
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston

Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lantos
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McDade
McDermott
McHale
McHugh
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Pickett

Pombo
Pomeroy
Poshard
Pryce
Quinn
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Regula
Reynolds
Richardson
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Saxton
Schiff
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Shaw
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Tanner
Tauzin
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornton
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Tucker
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walsh
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff

NOT VOTING—4

Chapman
Hastings (WA)

Moakley
Williams
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Messrs. BASS, KIM, BERMAN, and
DICKEY changed their vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Mrs. MYRICK and Messrs. BART-
LETT, CRANE, COX of California,

HEFLEY, PORTER, MOORHEAD,
RAMSTAD, DORNAN, PETE GEREN of
Texas, TAYLOR of Mississippi, FOX of
Pennsylvania, and RIGGS changed
their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to

consider amendment No. 26 printed in
House Report 104–85.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BLUTE

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BLUTE:

Page 37, after line 21, insert the following:
‘‘(11) DENIAL OF ASSISTANCE FOR FUGITIVE

FELONS AND PROBATION AND PAROLE VIOLA-
TORS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A State to which a
grant is made under section 403 may not use
any part of the grant to provide assistance to
any individual who is—

‘‘(i) fleeing to avoid prosecution, or cus-
tody or confinement after conviction, under
the laws of the place from which the individ-
ual flees, for a crime, or an attempt to com-
mit a crime, which is a felony under the laws
of the place from which the individual flees,
or which, in the case of the State of New Jer-
sey, is a high misdemeanor under the laws of
such State; or

‘‘(ii) violating a condition of probation or
parole imposed under Federal or State law.

‘‘(B) EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION WITH LAW

ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES.—If a State to which
a grant is made under section 403 establishes
safeguards against the use or disclosure of
information about applicants or recipients of
assistance under the State program funded
under this part, the safeguards shall not pre-
vent the State agency administering the pro-
gram from furnishing a Federal, State, or
local law enforcement officer, upon the re-
quest of the officer, with the current address
of any recipient if the officer furnishes the
agency with the name of the recipient and
notifies the agency that such recipient is
fleeing to avoid prosecution, or custody or
confinement after conviction, under the laws
of the place from which the recipient flees,
for a crime, or an attempt to commit a
crime, which is a felony under the laws of
the place from which the recipient flees, or
which, in the case of the State of New Jer-
sey, is a high misdemeanor under the laws of
such State, or is violating a condition of pro-
bation or parole imposed under Federal or
State law, or has information that is nec-
essary for the officer to conduct the official
duties of the office, that the location or ap-
prehension of the recipient is within such of-
ficial duties.

Page 37, after line 21, insert the following:
‘‘(11) DENIAL OF ASSISTANCE FOR MINOR

CHILDREN WHO ARE ABSENT FROM THE HOME

FOR A SIGNIFICANT PERIOD.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A State to which a

grant is made under section 403 may not use
any part of the grant to provide assistance
for a minor child who has been, or is ex-
pected by a parent (or other caretaker rel-
ative) of the child to be, absent from the
home for a period of 45 consecutive days or,
at the option of the State, such period of not
less than 30 and not more than 90 consecu-
tive days as the State may provide for in the
State plan submitted pursuant to section
402.
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‘‘(B) STATE AUTHORITY TO ESTABLISH GOOD

CAUSE EXCEPTIONS.—The State may establish
such good cause exceptions to subparagraph
(A) as the State considers appropriate if such
exceptions are provided for in the State plan
submitted pursuant to section 402.

‘‘(C) DENIAL OF ASSISTANCE FOR RELATIVE
WHO FAILS TO NOTIFY STATE AGENCY OF AB-
SENCE OF CHILD.—A State to which a grant is
made under section 403 may not use any part
of the grant to provide assistance for an indi-
vidual who is a parent (or other caretaker
relative) of a minor child and who fails to
notify the agency administering the State
program funded under this part, of the ab-
sence of the minor child from the home for
the period specified in or provided for under
subparagraph (A), by the end of the 5-day pe-
riod that begins with the date that it be-
comes clear to the parent (or relative) that
the minor child will be absent for such pe-
riod so specified or provided for.

Page 235, after line 24, insert the following
(and make such technical and conforming
changes as may be appropriate):
SEC. 581. ELIMINATION OF FOOD STAMP BENE-

FITS WITH RESPECT TO FUGITIVE
FELONS AND PROBATION AND PA-
ROLE VIOLATORS.

(a) INELIGIBILITY FOR FOOD STAMPS.—Sec-
tion 6 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C.
2015), as amended by section 555, is amended
by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(j) No member of a household who is oth-
erwise eligible to participate in the food
stamp program shall be eligible to partici-
pate in the program as a member of that or
any other household while the individual is—

‘‘(1) fleeing to avoid prosecution, or cus-
tody or confinement after conviction, under
the laws of the place from which he flees, for
a crime, or an attempt to commit a crime,
which is a felony under the laws of the place
from which he flees, or which, in the case of
the State of New Jersey, is a high mis-
demeanor under the laws of such State; or

‘‘(2) violating a condition of probation or
parole imposed under a Federal or State
law.’’.

(2) EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION WITH LAW
ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS.—Section 11(e)(8) of
such Act (7 U.S.C. 2020(e)(8)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and (C)’’ and inserting
‘‘(C)’’; and

(2) by inserting before the semicolon at the
end the following: ‘‘, (D) notwithstanding
any other provision of law, the address of a
member of a household shall be made avail-
able, on request, to a Federal, State, or local
law enforcement officer if the officer fur-
nishes the State agency with the name of the
member and notifies the agency that (i) the
member (I) is fleeing to avoid prosecution, or
custody or confinement after conviction,
under the laws of the place from which he
flees, for a crime, or an attempt to commit
a crime, which is a felony under the laws of
the place from which he flees, or which, in
the case of the State of New Jersey, is a high
misdemeanor under the laws of such State,
or is violating a condition of probation or pa-
role imposed under Federal or State law, or
(II) has information that is necessary for the
officer to conduct the officer’s official du-
ties, (ii) the location or apprehension of the
member is within the official duties of the
officer, and (iii) the request is made in the
proper exercise of the duties, and’’.

Page 266, after line 15, insert the following:
SEC. 606. DENIAL OF SSI BENEFITS FOR FUGI-

TIVE FELONS AND PROBATION AND
PAROLE VIOLATORS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1611(c) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1382(e)), as
amended by section 601(b)(1) of this Act, is
amended by inserting after paragraph (2) the
following:

‘‘(3) A person shall not be an eligible indi-
vidual or eligible spouse for purposes of this

title with respect to any month if, through-
out the month, the person is—

‘‘(A) fleeing to avoid prosecution, or cus-
tody or confinement after conviction, under
the laws of the place from which the person
flees, for a crime, or an attempt to commit
a crime, which is a felony under the laws of
the place from which the person flees, or
which, in the case of the State of New Jer-
sey, is a high misdemeanor under the laws of
such State; or

‘‘(B) violating a condition of probation or
parole imposed under Federal or State law.’’.

(b) EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION WITH LAW EN-
FORCEMENT AGENCIES.—Section 1631(e) of
such Act (42 U.S.C. 1383(e)) is amended by in-
serting after paragraph (3) the following:

‘‘(4) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the Commissioner shall furnish any
Federal, State, or local law enforcement offi-
cer, upon the request of the officer, with the
current address of any recipient of benefits
under this title, if the officer furnishes the
agency with the name of the recipient name
and notifies the agency that—

‘‘(A) the recipient—
‘‘(i) is fleeing to avoid prosecution, or cus-

tody of confinement after conviction, under
the laws of the place from which the person
flees, for a crime, or an attempt to commit
a crime, which is a felony under the laws of
the place from which the person flees, or
which, in this case of the State of New Jer-
sey, is a high misdemeanor under the laws of
such State;

‘‘(ii) is violating a condition of probation
or parole imposed under Federal or State
law; or

‘‘(iii) has information that is necessary for
the officer to conduct the officer’s official
duties;

‘‘(B) the location or apprehension of the re-
cipient is within the official duties of the of-
ficer; and

‘‘(C) the request is made in the proper exer-
cise of such duties.’’.

Amend the table of contents accordingly.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. BLUTE] and a Member op-
posed with each control 10 minutes.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I am reluc-
tantly opposed to the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. BLUTE].

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES

Mr. SHAW. A parliamentary inquiry,
Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I have no-
ticed during the debate on at least one
occasion, if not more, that a Member of
this body has stood up to claim the
time on the negative side of the amend-
ment, and has not voted that way.

Is it the Chair’s interpretation that
those who claim to be voting or are
against the amendment must have
every intention to vote against it,
also?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair must as-
sume that the Member seeking the
time in opposition intends at the time
he seeks it to vote against it. It is not
the Chair’s intention to double check
everyone’s vote.

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I am
just curious if the gentleman from

Florida [Mr. SHAW] could tell us the
name of an individual who rose in op-
position to an amendment and then did
not vote that way.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I will tell
the gentleman privately, if he wishes
to know.

Mr. VOLKMER. I would like to know,
Mr. Chairman.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, to extend
debate, as the designee of the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS], I
move to strike the last word and ask
unanimous consent to merge that addi-
tional time with the time I am cur-
rently controlling.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
ask, does the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. FORD] intend to control the
entire 15 minutes? Was that the gentle-
man’s request?

Mr. FORD. Yes, Mr. Chairman, it
was.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the unanimous consent request is
agreed to.

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-

nizes the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. BLUTE].

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, the need
for welfare reform in our country is ob-
vious. The system is broken and it just
does not work. There are aspects of our
welfare system that are downright
silly.

Recently, many of us saw the movie
‘‘The Fugitive,’’ with Harrison Ford. In
the movie, the fugitive gets financial
help from a friend. However, a more
real world scenario would have the tax-
payer financing the fugitive’s flight
from justice, because that is exactly
what is happening in the streets of
America today.
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The truth is indeed stranger than fic-
tion because in the real world fugitives
do in fact go to the taxpayers to sub-
sidize their life on the lam. Sting oper-
ations in Ohio, Pennsylvania, and
other States have found anywhere from
one-third to three-fourths of fugitive
felons collecting welfare benefits. Last
year, then Congressman and now Sen-
ator RICK SANTORUM and I introduced
legislation to address this situation.
This amendment, the Blute-Lipinski-
Johnson amendment, is based on that
bill and would solve this problem by
doing two things.

First, Mr. Chairman, it defines the
term ‘‘fugitive felon’’ and cuts off ben-
efits to those who fit the definition.
Second, it forces Federal agencies to
share certain information with law en-
forcement officials who request it, ena-
bling them to better track down fugi-
tives. Under present law, Federal social
service agencies routinely deny infor-
mation to the police regarding the
whereabouts of criminals who have
committed felonies and later fled jus-
tice, even though in many cases they
are sending a check to the fugitive’s
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new address. This amendment would
end that scenario by requiring social
service agencies that administer SSI,
food stamps, and AFDC to turn off the
spigot of free money once they are
made aware that an individual is a fu-
gitive felon. Presently there are about
392,000 fugitive warrants on file at the
National Crime Information Center. So
if only 30 percent of this total is col-
lecting an average welfare benefit
package of $300 monthly, a very con-
servative estimate means that tax-
payers could be shelling out almost
$400 million annually. We have got to
stop making crime pay.

My amendment would take us a step
closer to a smaller, more efficient wel-
fare system that benefits those who
truly need it.

This legislation has been endorsed by
the National Association of Chiefs of
Police and the Fraternal Order of Po-
lice.

Let’s put an end to this taxpayer rip-
off that allows criminals to benefit
from the tax dollars of law-abiding
Americans, and let’s put an end to pro-
tecting these criminals from being
thrown back into jail because our own
government agencies are denying infor-
mation about their location to law en-
forcement.

Support the Blute-Lipinski-Johnson
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. VOLKMER].

Mr. VOLKMER. I thank the gen-
tleman from Tennessee for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Chairman, it is very apparent to
me that on Tuesday night and then
yesterday, we in this House have been
presented with legislation which I
would call as ugly as a sow’s ear. They
have tried yesterday and today to
make a silk purse out of a sow’s ear by
trimming it on the edges.

We first had the amendment by the
gentlewoman from Connecticut to im-
prove on the child care provisions. But
just marginally. We had amendments
by the gentleman from Oregon [Mr.
BUNN] and the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. SMITH] in regard to unwed
mothers under 18. We still have major
problem, but it is just a marginal im-
provement.

In the debate on the Johnson amend-
ment, the gentlewoman from Utah said
was real cruel to mothers to deny them
child care. That is what the bill did
when it basically came out of the com-
mittees. It still does, because it does
not fully fund the child care, so it is
still cruel but maybe not quite as
cruel. It is still a sow’s ear.

We have adopted the Traficant
amendment and the Upton amendment,
and the Blute amendment is now before
us and I am sure it will be adopted. But
these, too, are just minor changes on
the fringes. Still the problem remains,
reducing school lunches, reducing food
stamps for the working poor, the hun-

gry kids, kicking people off welfare, ac-
tually, kicking them off programs that
will help them so that they work them-
selves out of, not letting them have
those programs.

Seventy billion dollars in total cuts.
Where is it going to go? Major corpora-
tions, going to go to the wealthy in tax
cuts when we do the bill next week.

It is still a sow’s ear, folks, You have
not made a silk purse out of this sow’s
ear. The only silk purse that is going
to be here today in my opinion is the
Deal substitute. If you want a silk
purse, you vote for the Deal substitute.
You have got a sow’s ear.

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. LIPINSKI], a coauthor of this
amendment.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I am
very proud to stand up and support this
amendment. I believe this amendment
is a silk purse amendment and not a
sow’s ear amendment. As you all know
now, fugitives have been receiving wel-
fare benefits. I found it hard to believe
at first, but upon further investigation,
I discovered that the Federal and State
laws prohibited some welfare agencies
from disclosing the addresses of recipi-
ents to law enforcement departments
under the guise of confidentiality.

Does America really want to protect
the confidentiality of a fugitive? Do
the American people want to support
these people with their tax dollars? I
doubt it very seriously.

The amendment that we offer today
not only ensures the exchange of infor-
mation between police and welfare
agencies but makes fugitives ineligible
for benefits in the first place. Cur-
rently there is no provision in the wel-
fare bill to prohibit States from pass-
ing confidentiality laws. Section 403(f)
of H.R. 1214 says that the Federal Gov-
ernment may not regulate the conduct
of States except to the extent expressly
provided. We need to provide that, so
no State shall hinder police in their
search for fugitives.

It is estimated that one-third of
those running from the law are receiv-
ing welfare benefits. Yet, in some
States it is impossible or next to im-
possible to track them down by going
to the agency and asking for an ad-
dress. Lieutenant Griffin of the Chi-
cago Police Department told me that it
is a tremendous benefit to be able to
access public aid lists. It is the only
spot they really go to, he said.

The Federal Government has been
just as guilty as the States in protect-
ing the rights of criminals. Between
the two, we have created a bureau-
cratic nightmare.

For example, the Food Stamp Act ex-
pressly prohibits the release of infor-
mation of recipients. And the States
build on this nonsense by either deny-
ing access of data or making the proc-
ess of receiving data too prohibitive.

Another situation that I discovered
is the inconsistency with which infor-
mation is available. For example, in Il-
linois, police can access AFDC lists but

not so food stamp lists. Depending on
what kind of assistance someone re-
ceives depends on whether police can
track them down. Does this make any
sense? I do not think so.

Access of information should be con-
sistent regardless of the type of assist-
ance someone is receiving. Let’s set a
Federal standard. You break the law,
you do not receive benefits, and the po-
lice can use these public aid lists if
need be.

What will happen if this amendment
does not pass? Fugitives will continue
to receive welfare benefits and the po-
lice will not be able to track them
down. Let’s pass a little common sense.
Let’s pass the Blute-Lipinski-Johnson
amendment today.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 21⁄2
minutes to the gentleman from Ver-
mont [Mr. SANDERS].

Mr. SANDERS. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me the time.

Mr. Chairman, let’s introduce just for
kicks, as we say, a note of reality into
this debate. Welfare reform and the end
of food stamp abuse, yes. Everybody is
for that. Increased pain and suffering
for America’s children, no, many of us
are opposed to that.

A little while ago, the chairman of
the Committee on Agriculture stated
that under his reform, no child in
America would go hungry. Who are we
kidding?

Today in America, before cutbacks to
food stamps or to WIC or to other nu-
trition programs, 5 million children in
the United States are hungry. Today,
in this country, we have by far the
highest rate of childhood poverty in
the industrialized world. What kind of
country are we when we are talking
about more cutbacks for low-income
kids, when we already have double the
highest rate of childhood poverty in
the industrialized world?

Mr. Chairman, if we were serious
about welfare reform, and I do not
think we really are, but if we were, we
would be talking about a Federal jobs
program to create real jobs so that
poor people could then have real work
and earn a real income.

If we were serious about welfare re-
form, we would be talking about rais-
ing the minimum wage so that when
poor people work, they can escape from
poverty, not abolishing the minimum
wage as some would have.

If we are serious about talking about
welfare reform, we must talk about im-
proving child care capabilities, so that
children of working mothers and work-
ing families are provided for. If we are
serious about talking about welfare re-
form, we must talk about job training
and transportation so that welfare re-
cipients are able to get to the jobs that
are open for them.

Last, today we are talking about wel-
fare reform as it applies to the poor. I
hope that in the future we will have
the guts to talk about welfare reform
as it applies to the rich and the multi-
national corporations.
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I hope that we will say that the U.S.

Government with its huge deficit and
its enormous social problems can no
longer afford to spend tens of billions
of dollars a year providing tax breaks
and subsidies to the rich and the large
corporations. I look forward to that
welfare reform.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. RANGEL], one of the distin-
guished members of the Committee on
Ways and Means.

(Mr. RANGEL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, there
has been a lot of concern about people
calling each other mean-spirited and
not being concerned about the welfare
of children in this great country of
ours. But also there has been a restric-
tion that our Republican friends have,
and, that is, a contract. That contract
seems to be driving people to do things
that are inconsistent with what they
truly believe. What are they driving to
do?

The first drive, the jewel in the
crown, is to cut back taxes. That is the
driving force. That is the engine.
Whether it is $780 billion over 10 years
or $200 billion that we have to cut back
in taxes now, not that we have heard
the American people screaming for it,
but I assume the wealthy people know
what is best for them and I assume you
work closer with them. But assuming
that you have agreed and you are com-
mitted in your contract to turn back
$200 billion in revenues, then you have
that same strong commitment to bal-
ance the budget, indeed, change the
Constitution. Once you have reached
those conclusions, the tax cut and to
balance the budget, the only thing left
to do is to cut, cut, cut, cut. And where
do you cut? Did you go to the strongest
that have been enjoying the subsidies?
No, you went to our aged, you went to
our sick, you went to our children, and
you charged it all up to the lack of dis-
cretion of the teenaged mother for
making God’s child without having a
legal contract.
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How dare we in this body determine
what a child should or should not have
because of the lack of discretion of the
mother? And how do we feel as feder-
ally elected legislators in saying we
have messed up this program as Demo-
crats, so our responsibility is to turn it
over to the Governors, no strings at-
tached? Oops, I made a mistake, there
are strings attached.

Do not show enough compassion to
give cash assistance to anybody that
has a child if they are 18 or younger
and they are not married. Oops, an-
other thing that had strings attached.

If there is another child while you
are on welfare, regardless of how it
came or the conditions, the governors
are restricted from giving cash assist-
ance.

Oh, there is another restriction. No
matter what the economic conditions
are in the locality where the recipient
is, no matter how hard he or she tries
to get a job, if no jobs are available,
then we say the governors cannot give
them cash assistance because the time
has run out.

I tell my colleagues this: If a politi-
cal pundit had to find out how to win
an election they would say go against
affirmative action, go against immi-
grants, go against people who are poor,
go against welfare, go against food
stamps and make America feel that we
have to reform the system. But then
again, if you put that in a contract and
you win, you can bet your life it is not
enforceable, not in this great country
it is not.

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Dallas,
TX, Mr. SAM JOHNSON, one of the lead-
ers of the welfare reform movement
here in the Congress.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I say to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. RANGEL], I heard him
yesterday talking about how we had
left out our felons who were getting
welfare, left them out. That is what we
are talking about right now is an
amendment to correct that and make
it happen.

The Deal bill does not even talk to
that. In fact, it destroys any welfare
reform that there is going.

I cannot believe that our Federal
Government actually pays with tax-
payers dollars, I might add, welfare
benefits to criminals who are fleeing
prosecution from the law. I heard the
gentleman say that.

I would like to list for those who do
not know the benefits criminals get
while on the run: Criminals, criminals
under current law can and do receive
AFDC, SSI, and food stamps.

Instead of giving benefits to those
who truly are in need we are giving
them to individuals who have broken
the law and are trying to escape from
it.

The real question is why does this
atrocity continue to happen. The an-
swer is because current law prohibits
Federal welfare agencies from sharing
information with local law enforce-
ment communities.

What this means, if your local police
officer calls the Federal welfare agency
that administers those benefits and
asks for the address of a known felon,
that welfare agency by law is forbidden
even from giving the most current ad-
dress to the police.

I cannot believe that this is happen-
ing in our country. It is just one more
irritation that our police officers cur-
rently have to hurdle in their attempt
to stop crime.

This is simply outrageous. Whoever
said crime does not pay never under-
stood how Government bureaucracy
works. I urge all of my colleagues and
I hope the gentleman from New York
[Mr. RANGEL], too, will support this
amendment and stop the flow of tax-

payer dollars to criminals and allow
welfare agencies to help our police offi-
cers fight the war on crime.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield for the purpose of my
support?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s
time has expired.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10
seconds to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. RANGEL].

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I would
be glad to support this well thought
out amendment to stop welfare pay-
ments from going to fugitives who are
fleeing. The only thing I ask is, where
does the fleeing fugitive apply for wel-
fare?

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, may I in-
quire about how much time we have re-
maining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. FORD] has 71⁄2 min-
utes remaining and the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. BLUTE] has
11⁄2 minutes remaining.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from North
Dakota [Mr. POMEROY].

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding and I
want to take this minute to talk about
what I am for, what our caucus is for in
terms of welfare reform.

We are for a welfare reform package
that is tough on work, that puts a
work expectation for people receiving
benefits.

We are for a welfare reform package
that enforces personal responsibility,
particularly the personal responsibility
for your children.

Third, we are for a welfare reform
package that does not punish kids be-
cause, for gosh sakes, it was not the
kids that caused the problems we have
with the present system.

These are meaningful responses,
meaningful reforms and they are rep-
resented in the Deal substitute. By
contrast, the bill of the majority fails
on all three counts, most particularly
the work requirement.

A Congressional Budget Office study
put it on the front page of the Wash-
ington Post today talking about how
States will fail under the GOP work
rules.

We need to make a work program
work, and that is the Deal substitute.
Please support it this afternoon.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. NADLER].

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I sim-
ply rise to ask of the sponsors two
questions: No. 1, the question of the
gentleman from New York [Mr. RAN-
GEL]. If someone is a fugitive, how is it
that we are paying him anything, since
the definition of a fugitive is we do not
know where he is and he is not declar-
ing it because he is on the run from the
law?

The second question is: The meaning
of the amendment, where it says that if
a child, a second provision of the
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amendment that says if a child is ab-
sent for any length of time that you
would not give the welfare to that fam-
ily. My question is would you simply
not give the welfare attributable to
that child during the period of absence
or for other children also who may be
present in the home?

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. NADLER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, with regard to the
first question, it is happening right
now where fugitive felons are receiving
welfare benefits and law enforcement
agencies cannot get the information
from social service agencies as to ex-
actly who these people are or where
they are.

Mr. NADLER. Could the gentleman
answer the second question?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York [Mr.
NADLER] has expired.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE].

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my colleague from Tennessee for
yielding the time.

Mr. Chairman, let me say I do not
think there is a person in the House
and certainly not in this great country
that would say that criminals are by
and large the ones getting welfare. I
did not know that 2- and 3-years-olds
were criminals, so I would certainly be
supportive of keeping criminal fugi-
tives from getting welfare, but I am
really here to talk about is what I
stand for in terms of how to make this
program really work and really be wel-
fare reform.

We have to have real welfare to work,
we have to have a job creation program
that is really sincere and offers to peo-
ple the real opportunity to work. At
the same time, we have to be sensitive
to our infants and to our women and
children, and I just want to emphasize
that. We hear all of the talk about in-
vestment in the future and taxpayers’
money. And ‘‘I do not want to pay for
those deadbeats.’’ This is what an in-
vestment in our children is all about.

Just take the Women, Infants and
Children Program. We can see what we
would save if we were participating in
the Women, Infants and Children Pro-
gram some $12,000 to $15,000 per child
that we invested in making sure that
women, infants and children had good
nutrition programs.

The Republican program does not
have good nutrition programs, it does
not focus on the child. It focuses on
taking away from the child.

Let us move forward to a progressive
standard for all people and that is vote
for the Democratic alternative. Let us
make sure welfare reform is that and
not welfare punishment.

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. HEINEMAN], one Member

who has had a real world experience
with this issue, being a former police
chief of Raleigh, NC.

(Mr. HEINEMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HEINEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of the Blute-Lipin-
ski-Johnson amendment. As a former
police chief I can tell you that we need
to crack down on the number of wel-
fare recipients who become fugitive fel-
ons and are now collecting welfare ben-
efits at the expense of the American
taxpayer.

Today there are almost 400,000 fugi-
tive warrants on file at the National
Crime Information Center—and it is es-
timated that one-third of those felons
are receiving public assistance.

What’s even worse is that law en-
forcement officers are prevented by
privacy laws and regulations from
tracking down these wanted felons.

Welfare and Social Security offices
are prevented from telling law enforce-
ment officials the whereabouts of a
felon—even though they are sending
him or her a Government check every
month.

This is outrageous and an affront to
the American taxpayer. We need to
crack down on this kind of waste and
abuse of our current welfare system—
and help our law enforcement officials.
This amendment will correct this ridic-
ulous situation.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Blute-Lipinski-Johnson amendment
and I compliment my friend from Mas-
sachusetts for offering this amend-
ment.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. FATTAH].

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, as a member of the
Pennsylvania State Legislature in 1987,
I sponsored the Employment Opportu-
nities Act. Democrats and Republicans
got together in Pennsylvania and cre-
ated a joint job training initiative and
moved 200,000 people off of the welfare
rolls, not by punishing them but by
providing job training and child care,
and transportation subsidies so they
could get to a multitude of training
programs and they work. We do not
have to be mean-spirited if we want to
help Americans by moving them to-
ward self-sufficiency. It has worked in
a number of States.

It is unfortunate that the Republican
majority thinks that the American
people really do not understand. We
have 9 million children on welfare, and
they come to the floor talking about
one set of abuses in Chicago with 19
children in which someone was not
doing the right thing with the welfare
check. Millions of families are doing
what they should do with a welfare
check, and that is helping children
meet their needs every day and work-
ing and preparing for the moment in
which they can be self-sufficient again

in this land. We should be doing as
much here in the U.S. Congress.

The Preamble to the Constitution
says it is our responsibility to promote
the general welfare. This majority
today in this Congress is not moving to
promote the general welfare. It is real-
ly moving to pull the carpet up from
under millions of Americans who need
the help so one day they can be in a po-
sition to be tax producers rather than
recipients of subsidies from the Gov-
ernment.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, under
the rule I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

It seems we always get distracted
from the debate on the amendment at
hand. But I must say the gentleman
who just spoke in the well spoke of
local answers to problems, and then he
turns right around and says but do not
give the States and the local commu-
nities more opportunity to do the kind
of constructive job that he just spoke
to.

Ironic, because our plan does pre-
cisely that. It puts more resources in
the hands of the communities and the
States where real success can occur,
not where you have payment. And one
thing my friend from New York forgot
to mention is what are we doing here;
we are cutting off Federal bureaucrats.
We forget to use them in his litany and
yes, we are doing that and we are cre-
ating more flexibility.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Massachusetts seek to yield his
last one-half minute?

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the remainder of our time to the gen-
tleman from Chattanooga, TN [Mr.
WAMP].

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. WAMP].

(Mr. WAMP asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. BLUTE] and the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. ARCHER] for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Chairman, to keep convicted fel-
ons from receiving Government welfare
benefits is through my eyes a no-
brainer. This amendment will fix an in-
justice in the current system that I be-
lieve no one wants.

Mr. Chairman, no matter what side
of the debate you fall on, I think you
will agree that welfare dollars should
not be spent on criminals, should not
be spent on criminals who have suc-
cessfully avoided the law. This is not
the type of success we want to reward.

While you may agree this is wrong,
the gentlewoman from Texas thinks
this does not happen very much. It is
an exception that is costing the tax-
payers an estimated $1 billion annu-
ally.
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The American people are frustrated.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues to
support this amendment and close a
disgusting loophole in the welfare bu-
reaucracy.

Two hundred years ago Benjamin
Franklin said:

I am for doing good to the poor, but I differ
in my opinion of the means. I think the best
way of doing good for the poor is not making
them easy in poverty but leading them or
driving them out.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, could I in-
quire how much time is remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. FORD] has 21⁄2 min-
utes remaining, and the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. ARCHER] has 31⁄2 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, do we re-
serve the right to close?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Tennessee has the right to close.
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Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. BLUTE].

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the distinguished chairman for yield-
ing and commend him for his great
work on this welfare reform bill.

We all know our welfare system is
broken, that it needs to be fixed, that
it creates dependency, victimization,
and ultimately despair amongst our
citizens, and we need to change that,
and we need to tighten up the welfare
system so it does what it is supposed to
do.

And one of those things should not be
giving welfare benefits to convicted fel-
ons who are on the lam from the law. I
have with me a number of letters from
the parole board in my State where
they have been rejected from getting
information from social welfare agen-
cies on the whereabouts of felons that
the parole board is looking for.

This is a system that is broken. It is
wrong. It should not happen.

I urge all of my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle to adopt this amend-
ment, and let us restore some sanity to
our welfare system.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. MCDERMOTT], a very distin-
guished spokesman on welfare reform
in this Nation, one who has been very
active in this debate.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, the
fundamental difference between the
Democrat and the Republican approach
to what we do about welfare is what
you believe is the fundamental prob-
lem. If you beat on people, they will go
to work; that is what Republicans be-
lieve.

Now, if this bill were in effect in 1982
when Ronald Reagan, and we had that
big sweep and we were close to the
wall, the unemployment rate in the
State of Washington was 12.1 percent.
The national unemployment rate was
9.6 percent. The Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics says the underemployment rate
in the country at that time was 16.5
percent, and in the State of Washing-

ton it was 20 percent. That includes
those people who were involuntarily
working part-time and discouraged
workers.

Now, when you say you are going to
take a 16-year-old kid and drive them
out into the street by taking away the
money for their kid and that somehow
they are going to magically find a job
when there is 20 percent of the people
unemployed or underemployed in the
State of Washington, you simply live
in a dream world.

This is a bad bill.
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield

myself the balance of my time.
Mr. Chairman, we have got to try to

separate rhetoric from fact in this de-
bate. It is very difficult to do.

When we talk about the supposed re-
ductions in whether WIC or school
lunches or whatever it might be, we are
not talking about cuts at all. We are
talking about increases of dollars based
on the current level.

But from the Democrat side of the
aisle, they think only Federal entitle-
ment programs dictated in a strait-
jacket with Federal bureaucrats ad-
ministering with pounds and pounds of
regulations are the only way that you
get help to people who need help. Just
the reverse.

And as far as work habits or work re-
quirements are concerned, you can go
to Massachusetts or Virginia, and you
can go to States today that are putting
people on work as a condition of wel-
fare within 60 days. That is what we
want all of the States to be able to do,
and we want to get through with this
waiver process and these pounds of pa-
pers that have to be filed that take
money away from really going to those
who need help.

That is why we have got an outstand-
ing welfare reform approach, and it is
why the Democrat substitutes will not
do the job.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, no one wants to see
fugitives receive welfare in this coun-
try. You know, it is really amazing to
see what the Republicans are doing and
saying about children in this country.
The Los Angeles opinion page on Sun-
day said that: ‘‘Congressional Driveby:
Gang-bangers Kill Innocent Kids. Re-
publicans Just Kill Programs To Help
Kids.’’ And to quote the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. SHAW], who is the
chairman of the subcommittee, and the
source is the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of
March 22, he said, ‘‘We are talking
about children you would not want to
leave your cat with over the weekend,’’
or you hear what the gentlewoman
from Connecticut [Mrs. JOHNSON], who
serves on the Committee on Ways and
Means, says, ‘‘It is not hard to clothe
your kids, folks. Just go to the second-
hand store to do so.’’

The Republicans are so mean to kids
in this welfare reform package just for
the sole purpose of giving the well-to-
do rich of this Nation a huge tax cut.

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FORD. I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr. HEFNER. I do not think felons
should get welfare.

But the numbers just do not add up,
Mr. Chairman. If you are going to get
$69 billion over 5 years to pay for a tax
cut, somebody is going to get cut.

Bureaucrats are bureaucrats whether
in North Carolina or Washington, DC,
or North Dakota or wherever they are.
You are not cutting out bureaucrats.
You are going to cut $69 billion worth
of benefits to the most vulnerable peo-
ple in these United States to give a tax
cut to the wealthiest people in this
country, and that is what you said in
your contract, and that is what you are
trying to live up to. So why not brag
about it?

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. BLUTE].

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to

consider amendment No. 30 printed in
House Report 104–85.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SALMON

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SALMON: Page
387, after line 10, insert the following:

SEC. 768. LIENS.
Section 466(a)(4) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)(4)) is

amended to read as follows:
‘‘(4) Procedures under which—
‘‘(A) liens arise by operation of law against

real and personal property for amounts of
overdue support owed by an absent parent
who resides or owns property in the State;
and

‘‘(B) the State accords full faith and credit
to liens described in subparagraph (A) aris-
ing in another State, without registration of
the underlying order.’’.

Amend the table of contents accordingly.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
SALMON] will be recognized for 10 min-
utes, and a Member opposed will be rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Does the gentleman from Tennessee
[Mr. FORD] seek the time in opposition?

Mr. FORD. Yes, I do, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from Tennessee [Mr. FORD] will be rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. SALMON].

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, delinquent parents
can no longer be allowed to shirk their
responsibilities and expect the Govern-
ment to act in their place. That is un-
fair to the child. It is unfair to the tax-
payer. It is time we sent a message if
you bring a child into this world that
you are going to care for it. This is the
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compassionate and sensible thing to do
for our Nation’s children.

In child support cases, liens are not
used by States to their full potential.
Upon locating property, many case-
workers still prepare individual liens
and seek judicial approval for each
case. This is a slow and ineffective
process, and our Nation’s children are
the ones that are paying for it.

Our amendment makes it easier for
States to collect or for States to issue
liens to collect past-due support and to
help each other collect child support
debts by providing that child support
liens are enforceable across State lines
without going to court again unless
contested. Past-due support in all cases
already becomes a judgment by oper-
ation of law.

Many States support this amend-
ment. In fact, just about every State
we have talked to wants this amend-
ment. This is not an unfunded man-
date. In fact, the States will save
money by this measure, and the Na-
tion’s children will benefit.

America cannot work unless its citi-
zens take more responsibility for their
own actions. It is time that parents
fulfill not only their own emotional
but also their financial obligations to
their children. We can at least address
the financial obligations in this body.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment has
widespread support from the national
child support enforcement advocates.
Marilyn Smith, president of the Na-
tional Child Support Enforcement As-
sociation, has campaigned tirelessly
for the reforms in this amendment, and
Jerri Jensen, president and founder of
Aces, whose story was told this week in
the TV movie ‘‘Abandoned and De-
ceived,’’ says that irresponsible parents
should not be able to profit from sell-
ing out-of-state property while their
children suffer due to lack of court-or-
dered child support.

Child support enforcement is a vital compo-
nent of welfare reform. Delinquent parents can
no longer be allowed to shirk their responsibil-
ities and expect the Government to act in their
place. That is unfair to the child, and unfair to
the taxpayer. It is time we sent the message
that if you bring a child into this world, you
must care for it. This is the compassionate
and sensible thing to do for our Nation’s chil-
dren.

The national collection rate of child support
payments is abysmal. Regularly received col-
lections average 18 percent in the United
States. In my State, Arizona, the rate is only
10 percent, and even in the best States it
reaches only as high as 27 percent. For this
reason we have decided to adopt child sup-
port enforcement measures as part of the
Welfare Reform legislation we promised in our
Contract With America. The States will
achieve a better collection rate though these
provisions and thus lower costs to the States
and Federal Government, who are left to pro-
vide the full financial care for children of delin-
quent parents.

States are already required to use liens to
collect past-due support but do not use this
remedy to its full potential. Upon locating prop-
erty, they prepare individual liens and must go

back to court for each case, which is burden-
some and slows the process significantly.
Thus deadbeat parents can indulge in luxury
items such as boats and fancy cars, buy real
estate, make investments, etc., while their chil-
dren are left to endure life’s hardships with not
only the emotional, but also the financial sup-
port of only one parent. Most often the moth-
ers are left with this heavy burden, and are
forced to look to the State and Federal Gov-
ernment for a helping hand. Abandoning pa-
rental responsibility can no longer be tolerated
if this country is to survive, and the Govern-
ment should not bear the burden of deadbeats
anymore.

The Salmon-Waldholtz-Torkildsen amend-
ment is a simple, straightforward approach to
the problems States are currently experiencing
in collecting past-due support. It states that
liens will arise by operation of law, which
means that processing the thousands of delin-
quent cases will be much easier and cheaper
by avoiding return visits to court. For example,
since 1992, Massachusetts has issued admin-
istrative liens in every case where a
noncustodial parent owed more than $500—
liens to more than 90,000 child support
delinquents with property as varied as work-
man’s compensation claims, wages, bank ac-
counts, and real estate. All were handled by
computer on a wholesale rather than retail
basis, collecting more than $13 million.

Not only has the collection process been dif-
ficult within a State, it is even more so when
delinquent parents cross State lines to thwart
efforts to track them down and collect. Al-
though 30 percent of all child support cases
are interstate, only 10 percent of all dollars
collected originate from out-of-State. For ex-
ample, if a deadbeat dad from Arizona moves
to Utah to avoid supporting his children, cur-
rently it is extremely difficult to recover the
money he owes across State lines. Under our
amendment, if the lien is sent to another State
to attach property owned in that State, it can
be filed by the State agency in the second
State without going to court to get accepted as
a lien issued in that State. Again, this sim-
plifies the process and thus it will be vastly
easier for States to collect even across State
lines. Arizona, Massachusetts, and Utah have
come out in support of this amendment and
other States have expressed great interest in
such procedural changes.

The sections of the welfare reform bill that
were reported out of the Committee on Ways
and Means—primarily those sections dealing
with child support enforcement reform—go far
in solving the collection problems experienced
at the State level. However, the Salmon-
Waldholtz-Torkildsen amendment is fun-
damental to the successful reform of the sys-
tem, according to child support associations
and State agencies across the Nation. The
National Child Support Enforcement Associa-
tion, a leader is the reform movement, has
called this amendment the basis for every
other enforcement mechanism in this legisla-
tion. Time is of the essence in our efforts to
end the cycle of dependency while ensuring
the well-being of our children.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. NEAL], one of the distin-
guished members of the Committee on
Ways and Means and who handled an

amendment similar to this, if not the
same amendment, before the commit-
tee.

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I think one of the most sig-
nificant options in this debate has been
how a well-organized minority can, in-
deed, move the majority. I remind the
listeners today and the viewing audi-
ence that there was no child support
initiative offered by the Republican
majority in this House until we con-
vinced them that there should have
been a strong child support component.
I offered a similar amendment to this
during the Ways and Means markup,
and it was turned down on a party-line
vote.

The gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. TORKILDSEN], to his credit, had
contacted my office and asked me to
offer this amendment. It has the sup-
port of Bill Clinton and Bill Weld. I
think that this goes to the heart of
personal responsibility, paying for the
children that you have.

During the Ways and Means Commit-
tee markup I offered an amendment to
the child support enforcement title to
include the use administrative liens to
collect past-due child support. This
amendment failed on a party line veto.

Now this amendment has bipartisan
support. Congressman SALMON and
Congresswoman WALDHOTZ are cospon-
sors of this amendment. This amend-
ment is something both President Clin-
ton and Governor Weld agree upon.

This is the type of amendment which
should have bipartisan support. Under
current law, a child support payment
becomes a judgment by operation of
law as it becomes due and unpaid and
entitled to full faith and credit. This
provision takes existing law one step
further and allows States in interstate
cases to move and to levy and seize as-
sets without registering the underlying
order in the sister States, unless the
lien is contested on grounds of mistake
of fact. Because the lien arises by oper-
ation of law, unlike current practice,
which is ‘‘case-by-case.’’ It gives simi-
lar treatment in interstate cases to
liens as has been already accorded to
interstate income withholding order
since 1984. An estimated one third of
delinquent obligors own property eligi-
ble for a lien. With approximately 3.5
million delinquent support cases na-
tionwide, that equals a million or more
liens, easy to issue and transmit by
computer, impossible to write by and
send by hand.

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from Lou-
isiana [Mr. MCCRERY].

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

I want to commend the gentleman
from Massachusetts for his efforts in
committee and here on the floor to
adopt this. As I told him during the
committee, it was new to me. I just
had to look at it, and a number of us
have, and we are going to support it.
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Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15

seconds to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. NEAL], a member of the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. NEAL. Mr. Chairman, I want to
thank the gentleman from Louisiana
[Mr. MCCRERY]. I think that the gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. MCCRERY]
is an example of how this bill could
have been accomplished in a bipartisan
manner. From day 1, he indicated a
willingness to work with the minority
party to get a good, sound bill done,
and his mind was always open in this
debate.

I thank the gentleman for his kind
words.

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. TORKILDSEN].

Mr. TORKILDSEN. Mr. Chairman,
nearly 2 years ago, a constituent of
mine—Susan Brotchie, a divorced
mother and president of Advocates for
Better Child Support—met with me
and requested that I work on legisla-
tion to address the issue of delinquent
parents hiding their assets in real prop-
erty, and thus avoiding child support
payments. Out of that meeting was
born H.R. 1029 and the substance of this
amendment.

Let us face it. Child support enforce-
ment will only be truly effective if we
enforce cases across State lines. It is
also important that we reduce the bur-
den placed on parents left with little or
no means of support. It is cost prohibi-
tive for a parent whose children need
support to chase a delinquent parent
from State to State, hire lawyers, and
wade through multiple State judicial
systems.

This amendment attacks the inter-
state problem at its core by allowing
States to give full faith and credit to
liens placed in other States. It saves
Federal and State taxpayer money,
while leaving in tact all State enforce-
ment procedures. This amendment im-
proves existing law; it does not create
new, unfunded mandates on the States.

My home State of Massachusetts re-
mains a leader in the fight to make de-
linquent parents accountable. Since
1992, Massachusetts has issued adminis-
trative liens in every case where a par-
ent owed more than $500. Massachu-
setts also set up reciprocal agreements
with neighboring States, so that liens
placed in Massachusetts are given full
faith and credit in Vermont. These re-
forms have resulted in a 29-percent in-
crease in child support collections in
the last 3 years—a compliance rate
that has risen from 51 to 60 percent—
and 10,000 more families receiving sup-
port. Expanding this model nationwide
would boost the rate of compliance in
interstate cases up to 70 percent.

By not passing this amendment, we
are endorsing the safe havens that cur-
rently exist for parents who own prop-
erty in other States. This Congress
must send a powerful message to delin-
quent parents: You can no longer enjoy
the benefits of property and luxuries in

other States and not fulfill your fun-
damental commitment to our children.

Welfare reform will only be complete
if we boost compliance in interstate
cases. Fewer children and single par-
ents will turn to public assistance,
making this amendment is win-win-win
situation—a win for children, a win for
custodial parents, and a win for tax-
payers.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. MEEHAN], who is a former
prosecutor.
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Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of this amendment. This is a
actually a very, very good amendment
to a very bad bill.

We have been doing a lousy job in
this country of holding people account-
able when they have children. Mr.
Chairman, as a prosecutor in Massa-
chusetts, I prosecuted a case, the first
criminal enforcement case in child sup-
port in Massachusetts under the re-
vised statute. It was a defendant who
was married, lived in Lowell, MA. This
defendant took off to New York. He
had 7 children at home. The bank
began foreclosure procedures because
the wife could not make payments. He
was living in New York City, on 52d
Street, and he had a place in the Carib-
bean.

The child support enforcement divi-
sion in Massachusetts could not get at
any of the assets.

We could do a much, much better job
of collecting child support. State agen-
cies do not have the ability to do long-
arm statutes, go out and collect these
assets. We could save $32 to $35 billion
if we could just collect child support.

By the way, 90 percent of the money
that is owed in child support in this
country is men who owe women child
support. I cannot help but think that if
90 percent of the money was women
who owed men, this system would have
found out a way to collect these pay-
ments.

This bill is part of a bill I supported
and sponsored. It is long overdue. I
would hope we could get something
done to increase the effort to hold peo-
ple accountable when they have chil-
dren. We are doing a lousy job at it
now.

Massachusetts, as my colleague indi-
cated, is a leader in this area.

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
30 seconds to the gentlewoman from
New Jersey [Mrs. ROUKEMA].

(Mrs. ROUKEMA asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.).

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding, and
I want to extend my congratulations to
our colleague, the gentleman from Ari-
zona. This is a wonderful amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I speak now as the
first person back 10 years ago who
brought the issue of child support, and
the national disgrace it had become,
before our Congress.

We have had two reforms. I hope this
third reform that is implicit in this
bill—because child support enforce-
ment is welfare reform—that is, his
amendment, we will be recognizing
that no child support system is any
better than the individual States. So
we have reached into the States. This
is an interstate system, and we have to
have reciprocity.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, before I
yield additional time, in order to ex-
tend debate, as the designee of the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS], I
move to strike the last word and ask
unanimous consent to merge that addi-
tional time with the time I currently
control.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

There was no objection.
Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2

minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. NADLER].

Mr. NADLER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
this amendment which requires the
States to adopt procedures under which
liens may be imposed automatically
against the property of persons who are
delinquent in child support payments
in another State, and also of the next
amendment providing for suspension of
drivers and professional licenses for
child support delinquencies.

The nonpayment of child support is
an urgent public crisis that com-
promises the economic security of a
very large number of American chil-
dren and families. In 1994, more than
half the children living in single-parent
families were poor, and the majority,
the large majority of them were in
families where the child support pay-
ments were delinquent.

Before I came to this House, I was
the author of bills in the New York
State Legislature which allowed for
liens to be placed against the property
of persons who were delinquent in their
child support payments and which pro-
vided for suspension of drivers and pro-
fessional licenses of delinquent payors.

The lien bill passed and resulted in a
large increase in child support collec-
tions in New York.

The amendments before us today
would improve the collection of child
support in an area where we have seri-
ous collection difficulties, interstate
collections. Interstate child support
cases comprise 30 percent of all child
support cases and a very large fraction
of the failures of collection.

The effective child support enforce-
ment helps many single-parent fami-
lies make the move to independence,
self-reliance. This approach has suc-
ceeded in New York, and it will im-
prove the lives of single parents and
their children across the country.

This amendment will let absent par-
ents know we are serious about collect-
ing due child support. It will contrib-
ute to improving the economic condi-
tions of children and families and will
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lessen the number of families forced to
go on welfare to survive.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment and the next amendment
as two very worthy amendments to
what is, unfortunately, a very bad bill
but which will improve that bill sig-
nificantly.

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. WELLER].

(Mr. WELLER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WELLER. I thank the gentleman
from Arizona for yielding this time to
me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the Salmon-Waldholtz-
Torkildsen amendment, which further
strengthens the essential child support
enforcement provisions contained in
the ‘‘Personal Responsibility Act,’’ our
Republican welfare reform initiative.

It is unconscionable that 30 percent
of dead-beat parents are able to shirk
their responsibilities to their children
because they reside in a different State
than their children. In fact, in Illinois,
little children were stiffed to the tune
of $176.1 million in 1994 due to dead-
beat parents who refused to meet their
responsibility to their own flesh and
blood. This has got to stop.

Provisions in H.R. 4 go a long way to-
ward solving this problem, and this
amendment works hand-in-hand with
these improvements by providing a
simple, straightforward method of
processing interstate collection. It
simply allows liens on personal prop-
erty filed in one State to be honored in
a second State without having to go
back to court, thereby avoiding unnec-
essary delays and judicial red-tape. It
is better for the child and the taxpayer.

Abandoning parental responsibility
can no longer be tolerated—and the
Personal Responsibility Act, with this
amendment, brings us one step closer
to providing America’s children with
the inherent parental support they
need and deserve.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, may I in-
quire as to how much time remains?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. SALMON] has 4 min-
utes remaining and the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. FORD] has 9 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Florida [Mrs. MEEK].

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, the debate on this
floor regarding welfare reform has
been, in my opinion, as far from what
is real in the real world as anything I
have ever seen. I have heard what a lot
of you call rhetoric. I have heard a lot
of theoretical aspirations from many of
you.

Many of you would not know a wel-
fare mother if you saw her. Not only
would you not know her, but you do
not know how they live. You do not

know what it takes to feed their chil-
dren. You do not know what it takes to
find a job.

You talk about getting jobs. Leaving
the jobs out of the bill and not having
a full track to find a job, it is not easy
to find a job. Most people on welfare
will not work. I have not seen in any of
these bills any way that would lead to
a job.

So all we are talking about here is
vapor, vapor that does not really go
any place. And we are looking at chil-
dren in a very cruel way.

There is no mistake about it. Our
welfare system needs to be improved.
We all know that. But do we have to
improve it by taking food out of chil-
dren’s mouths? Do we have to improve
it by taking away the welfare help we
are giving States now? You are talking
about States’ rights, but you are not
giving them the autonomy they need.
On the one hand you say here is auton-
omy; on the other hand you take away
the money. Does that make sense? It
does not work. If you want the States
to do something with welfare reform,
then give them the same amount of
money you gave them before.

I stand here today to say to you that
all of this is a bunch of baloney. It does
not lead down to the neighborhoods
where the people are poor and need
help. All this about wearing second-
hand clothes, where have you heard of
such a mess before? Wearing second-
hand clothes? It goes to show you
where the mindset is. How can you
make an amendment if you do not have
the right mindset?

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2
minutes to my distinguished colleague,
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr.
CLEMENT].

Mr. CLEMENT. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, once you get past all
the rhetoric, you are left with just the
facts. And the facts are that H.R. 4
does not fund its requirements.

Translation—H.R. 4 passes on a huge
unfundated mandate to States, cities,
counties and localities.

Just yesterday President Clinton
signed the unfunded mandate legisla-
tion into law. During the debate and in
the days which have passed since we
sent this legislation on, many on the
other side have been beating their
chest and talking about how they
saved our States, cities, and American
taxpayers from the evils of the Federal
Government. And now, before the
President’s signature is even dry we
are being asked to support the mother
of all unfunded mandates.

But do not just take my word for it.
A letter from the United States Con-
ference of Mayors ‘‘* * * H.R. 4 will
further strain local budgets. It basi-
cally shifts costs our way. We can ex-
pect general assistance expenditures to
skyrocket in those states which pro-
vide it * * *’’.

The League of Cities had this to say
about H.R. 4, ‘‘The bill could be one of

the greatest mandates ever imposed
upon our communities.’’

And from a report issued today by
the Congressional Budget Office on
H.R. 4, ‘‘the literature on welfare-to-
work programs, as well as the experi-
ence with the JOBS program indicates
that States are unlikely to obtain such
high rates of participation.’’ And June
O’Neil, the Director who was recently
installed by the Republican leadership
said that ‘‘given what is known about
how these programs work, I was com-
fortable signing’’ the report. ‘‘We did
this totally based on the evidence.’’

Support the only responsible welfare
reform bill. Protect your States and
cities. Support the Deal substitute.

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I am a
little confused. I have not found that
the gentlewoman from Florida or the
gentleman from Tennessee have been—
they have been going on and on—and I
do not find any of this information in
the Salmon-Waldholtz-Torkildsen
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would in-
form the gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
SALMON] that the Chair has been rea-
sonably lenient because about 75 per-
cent of the conversation has not been
on the appropriate amendment.

Mr. SALMON. I am baffled. We seek
child support enforcement.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Florida [Mr.
SCARBOROUGH].

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. I thank the
gentleman for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I will actually speak
on the Salmon amendment. I am a
strong supporter of it. I have been lis-
tening to this debate for a week, ‘‘Help
the children, the children, the children;
you are mean-spirited.’’ All you talk
about is children, children. We finally
have a bill before us, an amendment
that will help children without increas-
ing the Federal bureaucracy. It is
about time. We have deadbeat dads
going from State to State, running
away from child enforcement author-
ity, and here is a great idea. We can
help children without funding a huge
bureaucracy. The argument all week
has been, ‘‘You have got to vote more
money, throw more money at a prob-
lem that we have not been able to solve
for the past 30 years, by making bu-
reaucracies larger. And if you are not
for huge bureaucracies, then you are
against children.’’ That is garbage, and
everybody here knows it is garbage.

That is the great thing about the
Salmon amendment: It finally helps us
do it without increasing the size of bu-
reaucracy.

Let us cut down on deadbeat dads
running away from their responsibil-
ity, and do it without creating a huge
Federal bureaucracy.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, for the
purpose of debate I yield 11⁄2 minutes to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
BECERRA].

Mr. BECERRA. I thank the gen-
tleman from Tennessee for yielding the
11⁄2 minutes.
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Mr. Chairman, we would like to dis-

cuss just this one particular amend-
ment. The problem is that on a lot of
these small amendments that we see,
when you take a look at the entire bill,
what we have is a beast. And whether
you put lipstick on it or not, it is still
an ugly beast. It is difficult to talk just
about one little aspect of this entire
debate when the beast is out there hov-
ering over your shoulders.

What we find in this entire debate is
the fact that we are talking about cuts,
cuts to kids, cuts to school lunch pro-
grams. And for what? We found out
very clearly in an amendment that
passed yesterday. These are cuts on
kids, cuts on school lunch programs so
that we could pay for cuts for tax
breaks, cuts for the wealthy. That is
what we are driving toward.

Billions of dollars will be saved,
saved by cutting from kids and cutting
from school lunch so we can send it
over to give tax breaks for the wealthy.
That is what this is all about. That is
our concern.

But we have to talk about this entire
legislation, not just about one particu-
lar amendment, because this is going
to affect the entire country, not one in-
dividual.

So let us remember, when we start
voting on these particular amend-
ments, whether you are voting to pass
it or not, you cannot improve the looks
of a beast by putting some lipstick on
it. I hope that we understand that, ulti-
mately, the folks who are going to suf-
fer at the hands of this beast are not
the folks in this room, not the people
that got elected, but the people who
voted to elect us to office. That is, the
children and the families who will suf-
fer because school lunch programs will
not be there and day care will not be
there—all because Republicans wanted
to give tax cuts to the rich.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, let me in-
quire as to how much time the Demo-
crats would have and whether or not
we reserve the right to close on this
particular issue.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. FORD] has the
right to close, and he has 4 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to also know whether or not my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
will request the additional 5 minutes
and if so, how will we handle that in
the closing?

Mr. SALMON. Yes, we will request
the additional 5 minutes.

Mr. FORD. Then I will yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, as the designated represent-
ative for Mr. ARCHER, I move to strike
the last word.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
entitled to 5 minutes on his pro forma
amendment and, without objection,
may control that time.

There was no objection.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. I thank
the Chair, and I yield to the gen-
tleman.
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Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, I am a little bit baf-
fled. It seems that we are hearing that
this amendment somehow benefits the
rich. I am getting a little bit confused.
Actually this amendment hurts the
rich deadbeat dads and it helps the
children that are not getting their
child support, and I would really appre-
ciate if we can understand that cogent
point and stay on point.

I would like to point out, Mr. Chair-
man, how this amendment came about.
It did come up in the Committee on
Ways and Means. It was not successful.
I think it should have been there. I will
agree that it should be a bipartisan ef-
fort, and I am happy to say I believe
now it is. The gentlewoman from Utah
[Mrs. WALDHOLTZ] and the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. TORKILDSEN]
and I put our heads together and came
up with this idea. The gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. TORKILDSEN] has
been working on this issue for the last
couple of years, and it is an important
issue, not only to American families,
but children everywhere.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
like to inquire from the gentleman
from Texas, [Mr. SAM JOHNSON] wheth-
er he is going to control the 5 minutes
or if he is yielding the control of the 5
minutes to the gentleman from Ari-
zona.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. I will
maintain control of the time, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Maryland [Mrs.
MORELLA].

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I
just think that this amendment makes
a great deal of sense. Here we are talk-
ing about child support enforcement,
and I can tell my colleagues that for
instance in my State of Maryland $500
million plus is in arrears, and only $300
million has been aid.

I say to my colleagues, Now, if you’re
going to have this amendment in order,
this means that, if somebody from
Maryland has a deadbeat parent who
may be in Florida in a marvelous
palazzo which has been purchased, this
will allow her to be able to put a lien,
have a lien put on, that property in
order to help to support the children
that have been parented by both of
them.

I think it makes a great deal of
sense. Current law allows the imposi-
tion of liens by processing orders
through the judicial system, but it is
really a very difficult, if not impos-
sible, process for an out-of-State par-
ent to utilize. So this bill would elimi-
nate such a system. It would order
states to give full faith and credit to
any lien imposed by another State in
the pursuit of child support collection.
When we cannot collect child support
by utilizing all the means that we have

available, and this is a means that is
available, then taxpayers pay, and chil-
dren, children, suffer.

So, Mr. Chairman, I certainly urge
strong support of this amendment.

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. BLUTE].

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I want to
commend the authors of this amend-
ment, including my colleague from
Massachusetts. Our State has taken
the lead on this issue. Governor Weld
and his Lieutenant Governor Salucci
believe this is absolutely essential to
any welfare reform, but, speaking of all
the States, I say to my colleagues, If
you look around this country, and look
at Massachusetts, and Wisconsin, State
after State have engaged in stronger
welfare reform than we’re talking
about here. The States are way ahead
of this Congress in tightening up and
changing this welfare system, and we
better get our act together here, and
pass this amendment and pass this bill
so we can do what we said we’re going
to do, and reform our welfare system
and catch up to all those State govern-
ments out there.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Utah [Mrs.
WALDHOLTZ].

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Mr. Chairman,
this is an amendment designed to help
make parents meet their moral and
legal responsibility to support their
children. In our mobile society, many
parents evade their child support obli-
gations simply by moving to another
State. Thirty percent of delinquent
child support cases involve parents who
have moved to another State, while the
families they left behind suffer.

The bill we are debating today in-
cludes strong new measures to enforce
child support orders and track down
deadbeat parents. But, we can make a
good provision even better with this
amendment.

The Salmon-Waldholtz-Torkildsen
amendment will help ensure that when
a State issues a child support order,
the debt can be collected regardless of
where the noncustodial parent lives or
owns property. This amendment
streamlines the process of collecting
past due child support by allowing
liens to attached to property automati-
cally, without registration of the origi-
nal child support order in the State in
which the deadbeat parents’ property is
located. All 50 States allow some sort
of lien to arise automatically, by oper-
ation of law. This amendment will not
require States to significantly chance
their laws, but does require that liens
for past due child support be accorded
this most simplified kind of enforce-
ment to avoid the expense and time of
registering liens in various jurisdic-
tions.

The Salmon-Waldholtz-Torkildsen
amendment is not an unfunded man-
date and it does not alter State law re-
garding lien priority. The amendment
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does not impose additional costs on the
States. What it does do, is simplify the
procedure for enforcing valid child sup-
port orders and does away with the cur-
rent incentive for irresponsible parents
to move out of State to try to dodge
their obligations.

The bill is supported by the National
Child Support Enforcement Associa-
tion, the Association for Children for
Enforcement of Support, and by my
home State of Utah which is well-
known for objecting to Federal man-
dates.

Nothing in our society is more simple
than a parent’s duty to support their
child. This simple amendment will
make it easier to enforce that duty
against parents who ignore it.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Salmon-Waldholtz-Torkildsen amend-
ment.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20
seconds to the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. HEFNER].

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I want
to congratulate the gentleman on an
excellent, excellent amendment. I wish
he had had more input into this very
bad bill, but I support it strongly. I
think it is the one bright spot in this
terrible bill.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I think
this is a good amendment, but, as Ann
Richards, Governor of Texas, said,
‘‘Just because you dress up a pig, that
doesn’t mean it still isn’t a pig,’’ and
that is what this bill is.

I think we are going to make the
same mistake that this Congress made
a long time ago under President Nixon.
President Nixon worked hard. He got
through this House on a bipartisan
basis a sweeping welfare reform bill,
and then, when it went to the Senate,
it got killed because it was crunched
between extreme conservatives on one
side and extreme liberals on the other
side. And so this country went for
years without welfare reform.

Now I am afraid we are going to see
the same thing. I think we are seeing
in this House the chances of this bill
becoming law being destroyed by the
extremism of those who are supporting
the committee Republican bill. I do not
think the public wants us to pursue
ideology. I do no think they want us to
pursue our pet theory of social engi-
neering. I think the public wants us to
focus on how to move people on welfare
to work; that ought to be the sole ques-
tion. They want to know what works in
the real world.

It seems to me that the crucial dif-
ference between the Deal amendment
and the base bill which we are debating
is that the Deal amendment is more
real. It deals with real world situa-
tions. It will move more people into
the world of work. The committee bill
tries to do that on the cheap. It is not
going to work. It will fail the basic re-
sponsibility that we have to the Amer-
ican people.

So, Mr. Chairman, I would urge us to
support the Deal amendment when we
get the opportunity.

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. STUMP].

(Mr. STUMP asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Chairman, I rise to express
my concern over title VII subtitle G section
459(h)(1)(A)(ii)(V) of H.R. 1214, which would
permit garnishment of veterans disability com-
pensation. While I support the bill, I oppose
the particular provisions regarding garnish-
ment of VA disability compensation.

Mr. Chairman, there is an alternative to gar-
nishment. VA has long had a process known
as apportionment, which accomplishes essen-
tially the same result as garnishment. As di-
rected by 38 CFR 3.451, VA can apportion
disability benefits by considering the:

Amount of VA benefits payable; other re-
sources and income of the veteran and those
dependents in whose behalf apportionment is
claimed; and special needs of the veterans,
his or her dependents, and the apportion-
ment claimants. The amount apportioned
should generally be consistent with the total
number of dependents involved. Ordinarily,
apportionment of more than 50 percent of
the veterans benefit would constitute undo
hardship—on the veteran, while apportion-
ment of less than 20 percent of the benefits
would not provide a reasonable amount for
any apportionee.

I would like to work with my distinguished
colleague, Mr. ARCHER, chairman of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, to ensure the in-
terests of the disabled veterans and their de-
pendents are protected. As chairman of the
Veterans’ Affairs Committee, I intend to review
VA’s apportionment authority under chapter 53
of title 38.

There is a good reason to retain the current
method of apportioning VA disability pay. That
is the presence of a disability which impairs
the earning power of the veteran. There is an
agency which is best suited to judge the fair-
ness of an application for apportionment; an
agency with the most knowledge of the case,
and that is the VA.

Children of disabled veterans do not suffer
because the authorities are unable to locate
the veteran to enforce child support or alimony
orders. A disabled veteran who receives a dis-
ability benefit must have a mailing address.

There is a long history of special treatment
of disability payments to veterans. They are
tax-exempt. They have generally been safe
from garnishment.

I believe disabled veterans should meet
their parental obligations whenever they are fi-
nancially able to do so.

In 1994, there were approximately 22,729
cases in which VA apportioned compensation
or pension benefits.

There is a system in place—the VA and its
authority to apportion. I hope my concerns can
be addressed as this measure moves through
the Senate and into conference.

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. BARTLETT].

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, from the other side of the
aisle we have heard a lot of comments
during the debate on this amendment
about taking food out of the mouths of

children. I would just like to observe
that this amendment, colleagues, does
exactly the opposite of that. It puts
food in the mouths of children because
this is an amendment that has to do
with parental responsibility, with
deadbeat dads and occasionally, per-
haps, a deadbeat mom. But this is a bill
that does exactly the opposite of what
they are accusing it of not doing. This
amendment puts food in the mouths of
children, and the debate during this
time ought to be focused on this
amendment. I am very pleased that the
last two speakers on that side of the
aisle did admit, after all of the diatribe
before, that this, in fact, was a good
amendment and should be supported,
and I support it, too.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10
seconds to the gentlewoman from Colo-
rado [Mr. SCHROEDER].

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I
just want to point out that we are glad
these amendments are bringing this
bill up to the level of the Deal bill, and
that is all we are talking about here.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida [Ms. BROWN].

(Ms. BROWN of Florida asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend her remarks.)

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man H.R. 4 is a big failure. H.R. 4 does
not create a single job. It is reform in
name only. It cuts the school lunch
program. It cuts resources for child
care. It cuts health care. It cuts trans-
portation. It cuts the tools that make
a difference in whether someone keeps
a stable job or ends up back on welfare.

Haste makes waste. Republicans are
in a hurry to pay for the tax breaks for
the rich at the expense of hungry chil-
dren, the elderly and veterans. Once
the sound bites are over, the American
people will realize that the contract
‘‘with’’ is a contract ‘‘on.’’

Shame, shame, shame, Republican
shame.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support of the
Mink substitute which will transform the AFDC
program into a program that will really move
people from welfare to work.

The Mink substitute significantly increases
the funding for education, job training, employ-
ment services, and child care for welfare re-
cipients. These components are essential to
any program to help people move into the
work force. This amendment helps to make
sure that States move people off of welfare
and into real jobs.

H.R. 4 is a bad bill. It is a mean-spirited bill
because it does not provide the tools needed
to help people work and lift themselves out of
poverty. Yes, we need real reform that helps
people get off welfare for good and helps
them to take care of their own families. But
H.R. 4 does not create a single job. It repeals
the main job training program even though
education and job training are the keys off
welfare. This bill is a big failure; it is reform in
name only:

It cuts resources for child care.
It cuts health care.
It cuts transportation.
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It cuts the tools that make the difference in

whether someone keeps a stable job or ends
up back on welfare.

I urge my colleagues to support the Mink
substitute to improve this bad bill that the ma-
jority has shamelessly rushed through the
House.

Shame, shame, shame on the Republicans.
The Republican bill is just part of a bigger

GOP plan to rush bad legislation through so
Americans won’t see the fine print in the Con-
tract on America.

Haste makes waste. Republicans are in too
much of a hurry to pay for tax breaks for the
rich at the expense of hungry children, the el-
derly, and veterans. Once the sound bites are
over, the American public will realize that this
slash and burn lawmaking will only hurt the
most vulnerable in America.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself the balance of
my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Texas, Mr.
SAM JOHNSON, for 11⁄2 minutes.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I would like to point out for
starters that Ann Richards is the ex-
Governor of Texas. I believe Mr. George
Bush is the Governor down there now
by acclamation.

I might add that the Deal bill, which
my colleagues have been talking about
at length all day, is really the Clinton
deal, phony deal, bill. Let me just say
that it does not talk to any of the is-
sues that we have been discussing. Our
bill is totally more substantive than
that. It talks to fugitives that are in
food stamps. It talks to the food
stamps. It talks to the kids.

Mr. Chairman, with the amendments
we have we have a far stronger bill
than the Deal bill, the Clinton deal,
phony deal, bill ever thought of being.
As a matter of fact, the Clinton deal is
an unfunded mandate on the States.
Medicaid transitional assistance is in-
creased from 1 year to 2 years. States
must provide additional Medicaid bene-
fits which, according to CBO, the Deal
bill, the Clinton deal, phony deal, bill
will cost the States an additional $1.5
billion between now and the year 2000.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self the balance of the time.

Mr. Chairman, as my colleagues
know, the gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. SALMON] mentioned earlier that
the Democrats are talking about the
bill in general and not talking about
the amendment that is before the Con-
gress today. I would say his amend-
ment was offered in the full commit-
tee. We tried, as Democrats, in every
way to perfect the bill at the sub-
committee level and the full commit-
tee level. We debated this particular
amendment. We debated the next
amendment that will be on this House
floor. Democrats voted for this amend-
ment in the full committee, Repub-
licans voted no against both amend-
ments in the Subcommittee and full
committee.
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Better still, the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. SHAW] indicated to us that
we would have an opportunity to bring
this particular amendment on child
support enforcement to the full com-
mittee. We thought these provisions
would have been in the bill. They were
not included in the bill. Plus, the
Democrats tried to go before the Com-
mittee on Rules with 104 Democratic
amendments. We wanted to perfect this
bill on the House floor. The Repub-
licans are denying the Democrats an
opportunity to perfect the bill. We
think the Deal substitute is the right
answer to this welfare issue before this
House today.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. SALMON].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I demand a
recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, further proceedings on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Arizona [Mr. SALMON] will be post-
poned.

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to
consider amendment No. 31 printed in
House Report 104–85.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. ROUKEMA

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment made in order
under the rule.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mrs. ROUKEMA:
Page 387, after line 10, insert the following:

SEC. 768. STATE LAW AUTHORIZING SUSPENSION
OF LICENSES.

Section 466(a) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)), as amended
by sections 715, 717(a), and 723 of this Act, is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(15) AUTHORITY TO WITHHOLD OR SUSPEND

LICENSES.—Procedures under which the State
has (and uses in appropriate cases) authority
to withhold or suspend, or to restrict the use
of driver’s licenses, professional and occupa-
tional licenses, and recreational licenses of
individuals owing overdue support or failing,
after receiving appropriate notice, to comply
with subpoenas or warrants relating to pa-
ternity or child support proceedings.’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the gentlewoman from New Jer-
sey [Mrs. ROUKEMA] and a Member op-
posed will each control 10 minutes.

Does the gentleman from Tennessee
[Mr. FORD] seek control of the time in
opposition?

Mr. FORD. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I do.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman

from New Jersey [Mrs. ROUKEMA] will
be recognized for 10 minutes, and the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. FORD]
will be recognized for 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from New Jersey [Mrs. ROU-
KEMA].

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, the provisions of this
bill go far. With the last amendment,
with the provisions in the bill, we are
probably 90 percent close to closing
this circle, the circle of loopholes that
have existed in law regarding inter-
state child support enforcement. I hope
that we can close that full circle.

I do not know whether or not we can
this year, but for my colleagues who do
not have the background, I want you to
know this has been a 10-year effort
with two major reforms, and now I
would hope that in the interests of the
children, and in the interests of the
taxpayers, that we recognize that we
have to deal firmly and strongly with
this national disgrace of child support
enforcement and the deadbeats.

The amendment before us is very
straightforward. States must have in
place a program of their own design
and choosing that provides for the rev-
ocation, suspension, or restriction of
driver’s licenses, professional and occu-
pational licenses, and recreational li-
censes for deadbeat parents. We are
talking, remember, about wilful viola-
tion, repeated wilful violation of legal
child support orders.

As we debate this amendment today,
I want to point out that we as Repub-
licans have referred to the States as
the laboratories of democracy, and
here we can learn in this amendment
exactly how effective States have been
in terms of leading the way on effective
child support enforcement. These re-
forms have saved taxpayers millions of
dollars in a relatively very short time.

By the way, there are at least 19
States, and some say closer to 25, that
already have these kinds of measures
on the books. For example, the State of
Maine has been a leader in this respect
and has come to be known for its effec-
tiveness in terms of using the prospect
of losing a license. They have collected
multiple millions of dollars in very
short time, less than a year, in delin-
quent child support payments, and
they have only had to suspend, believe
it or not, 41 licenses. The State of Cali-
fornia has had a very similar experi-
ence. They have collected $10 million
in a short time and have not revoked
even one single license. I think what it
shows is when the law means business,
deadbeat parents miraculously come up
with the money which they swore was
not available.

Effective child support enforcement
reforms are an essential component of
true welfare prevention. Research has
been conducted by various groups,
whether it is Columbia University or
the Department of Health and Human
Services, that show up to 40 percent of
mothers on public assistance would not
be on welfare today if they were receiv-
ing the legal support orders to which
they are legally and morally entitled.

It is a national disgrace, as I have
said before. Our child support enforce-
ment system continues to allow the
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most obvious things to go on and peo-
ple are neglecting their children, their
moral obligations, and their legal obli-
gations. Make no mistake about it: If
we close this circle and close the loop-
holes, as we are about to do today, the
so-called enforcement gap, the dif-
ference between how much child sup-
port can be collected and how much
child support is actually collected, has
been estimated conservatively at $34
billion.

Perhaps the most salient fact we
must keep in mind as we seek to im-
prove our system is that our interstate
system is only as good as its weakest
link. States that have been enforcing
and collecting child support payments
that have given it a priority are penal-
ized by those States who fail to recip-
rocate. That is precisely why we need
comprehensive reform, to ensure that
all States come up to the highest level
and not sink to the lowest common de-
nominator.

So what this amendment is about is
putting into practice what our lan-
guage has been, family values, needs of
children, and, of course, to save the
taxpayer.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Mrs. KENNELLY], the great
woman warrior of child support en-
forcement on the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Chairman,
there has been much disagreement on
this floor the last 2 days, and honest
disagreement, on the way we are going
forward in welfare reform. Of course,
that is what this process is about and
what this democracy is about. But
when we come to the amendment of the
gentlewoman from New Jersey [Mrs.
ROUKEMA], the amendment for child
support enforcement, revoking the li-
censes of delinquent parents, I think it
is very nice we can come together on
both sides of the aisle and agree on this
amendment to revoke licenses of peo-
ple who do not pay.

When we say licenses, we are talking
about a driver’s license, we are talking
about a professional license. We are
talking about saying to somebody if
you want to have what society can give
you and be according to the law in the
area of what you want to do, such as
drive a car under the rulings of the
State, then you will pay your child
support.

When this amendment came up in the
Committee on Ways and Means, we had
a 17 to 17 tie. The committee discussed
it on both sides of the aisle, much talk,
and we sat and figured out how this
could be acceptable to all of us. I am
delighted that the gentlewoman from
New Jersey [Mrs. ROUKEMA] has got
this amendment on the floor. The
Women’s Caucus, with all the other
members, the gentlemen that are mem-
bers of the caucus over the years, this
is the idea, to be serious about child
support enforcement.

This is tough. This says to people we
should collect child support enforce-
ment, and if you are going to have to
be inconvenienced, it might be quite a
real inconvenience. I must say in this
situation, you do not necessarily im-
mediately take away the license. If
someone comes forth and says ‘‘I am
willing to make an agreement, I can
only give so much,’’ and they are up
front about it, this can work. It worked
in New Hampshire, it worked in 19
other States, and I think it can work
in a Federal way. I think it is nice we
can come together on an amendment
and agree. I thank the gentlewoman for
bringing it forth on the floor and the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. SHAW] for
bringing it up again after the commit-
tee.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to express my
strong support for this amendment on revoking
the licenses of delinquent parents.

I offered an identical amendment in the
Ways and Means Committee, which I regret to
say rejected the provision on a 17 to 17 tie
vote. I said then, and say again now, we
should not be squeamish about being as
tough on delinquent parents as the bill is on
mothers and children.

Nineteen States are already experimenting
with restricting professional and driver’s li-
censes of delinquent parents and the initial in-
dications are very good. For example, Maine
has collected $23 million in additional collec-
tions just since August 1993. The State only
had to revoke 41 licenses to get this money:
in other words, the threat was almost always
enough.

California increased collections by $10 mil-
lion without revoking a single license—just by
sending out notices to delinquent parents.

The Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices look at this evidence and estimated that
nationwide license revocation could increase
child support collections by $2.5 billion over 10
years.

Let us say once and for all that both parents
share responsibility for their children. I urge
my colleagues to support this amendment.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA].

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, this
license revocation amendment is so
very important to child support en-
forcement. It had its inception in the
Women’s Caucus child support bill in
the last Congress. It was also contained
in the Women’s Caucus bill this year,
too.

The caucus has always felt that li-
cense revocation is critical to any ef-
fective child support reform. I want to
thank the gentlewoman from New Jer-
sey [Mrs. ROUKEMA], the gentlewoman
from Connecticut [Mrs. KENNELLY], and
others for their strong support, and the
strong support of the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. COLLINS] for this amend-
ment.

Why must it be done on a Federal
level? Because States have been notori-
ously lax in implementing strong child
support reforms. This says States must
have license revocation procedures in
place. We now have 19 States that have
revocation procedures in place, and in

those cases we have found that people
immediately get out and write their
checks for child support, because they
do not want to lose their hunting li-
cense, their driver’s license, or their
professional license.

Using as one of the examples Maine,
Maine has collected nearly $13 million
in back support and only revoked 15 li-
censes. Let us support this important
amendment.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, to extend debate as Mr. AR-
CHER’s designee, I move to strike the
last word.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is

entitled to 5 minutes on his pro forma
amendment and may control that time
or allow that time to be controlled by
others.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, to extend
debate as Mr. GIBBON’s designee, I
move to strike the last word and ask
unanimous consent to merge that addi-
tional time with time I am currently
controlling.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

There was no objection.
Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.

Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. SHAW], our
distinguished chairman of the commit-
tee that designed such a wonderful wel-
fare bill.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman. I would like to stand
in support of the amendment, and I
want to direct my remarks to the gen-
tlewoman from Connecticut [Mrs. KEN-
NELLY] who offered this in the commit-
tee, at which time I did vote against it.
We concocted a variation of it, a much
weaker one which expressed the desire
of the Congress to put this, for the
States to put this in their own bill. It
is effective and it is.

I would like to say to the gentle-
woman I have come along to your way
of thinking on this and intend to sup-
port it, and wanted to be sure that I did
come forward and congratulate you for
being as persistent as you were, and
also to congratulate the gentlewoman
from New Jersey [Mr. ROUKEMA] as
well as other Members of this Congress,
who did work hard to see that this be-
came a part of the bill.

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SHAW. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Connecticut.

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Chairman, we
did have some good discussion in com-
mittee. I thank the chairman.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Colorado [Mr. MCINNIS].

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Chairman, I think
this amendment reflects an idea that
works. In the United States a very in-
teresting statistic is that 4 percent of
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our population, 4 percent of our popu-
lation, is behind on their car payments.
Almost 50 percent of the population
that is legally obligated to pay child
support is behind on their child support
payments. This amendment works. It
is a good idea.

Now, some people will say that it is
not a good amendment, it is not a good
idea, because you are taking away the
ability for these people obligated to
pay child support from driving to work.
But I ask you to take a look at the sta-
tistics where it has been tried.

For example, in Maine, they only had
to revoke 41 licenses. Just the fear of
the revoking of the license brought in
$23 million. In California, they col-
lected $10 million without revoking one
license.

Mr. Chairman, I commend the spon-
sors on both sides of the aisle on this
amendment. This is an idea that
works.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Col-
orado [Mrs. SCHROEDER].
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Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Tennessee
for yielding time to me. I thank the
gentlewoman from New Jersey for
bringing this forward.

The prior speakers have pointed this
out. Thank goodness we have had the
bipartisan Women’s Caucus or we
would not have this great alliance, be-
cause the Women’s Caucus has been
working on this year after year after
year. And let me tell you how dis-
appointed we were when the committee
marked up the welfare reform bill of
the majority side, the Republican side,
and there were some Members who had
a press conference and said how pleased
they were it was father friendly.

Well, let me tell you, first of all, it is
not just fathers who miss payments.
this is really a deadbeat parent issue,
unfortunately, anymore. But the
women have constantly rallied and the
Congresswoman from New Jersey is re-
minding us all of that to say that chil-
dren in a divorce should be held eco-
nomically harmless as long as possible.
And that is what this is about. This is
welfare prevention.

My colleague from Colorado points
out that car payments are made almost
automatically and yet child support
payments are ignored. They are going
to dig this society up and think that
we worship cars and did not like our
children. There is something wrong
with that picture.

I am really glad there has been a
change of heart on the other side and
that they are now going to put this in
their bill and that now all the bills will
be as strong as they can be on child
support enforcement because it has
been much too long in coming.

The children of America deserve this.
They deserve not to have to live under
the taint of welfare because one parent
decided that they had had enough of
that and wanted to escape. This is
about responsibility. This is about tak-

ing responsibility and enforcing it. It is
very, very important.

Again, I thank my colleague from
New Jersey and all the Congresswomen
and the members of the caucus across
the aisle who have stood for this for so
long.

This is a good day in that no matter
what happens, we are going to have the
highest standard here, and it is about
time.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I yield such time as she may
consume to the gentlewoman from
Connecticut [Mrs. JOHNSON].

(Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of this
amendment and in support of this leg-
islation.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support of the
child support provisions in H.R. 1214, the Per-
sonal Responsibility Act, including the amend-
ments to it that we will consider today.

I would like to take this opportunity to com-
mend my colleagues on the Congressional
Caucus for Women’s Issues who have worked
long and hard on child support issues. In par-
ticular, Congresswomen MARGE ROUKEMA and
BARBARA KENNELLY, who served on the U.S.
Commission on Interstate Child Support, have
brought years of leadership and experience to
our debate. The Child Support Responsibility
Act, which we introduced earlier this year
along with Congresswomen CONNIE MORELLA,
PATRICIA SCHROEDER, and ELEANOR HOLMES
NORTON, has been largely adopted into the
welfare reform bill before us today.

Consequently, I am extremely pleased that
the child support title in this bill will go a long
way toward solving some of the most difficult
problems in the system. If focuses on locating
parents who move from State to State in order
to avoid paying support, and puts into effect
tough enforcement mechanisms that will force
reluctant parents into paying even when we al-
ready know their whereabouts. The legislation
sets up interacting State databases of child
support orders, which will be matched against
basic ‘‘new hire’’ data so that State child sup-
port officials can locate missing, non-paying
parents. It applies the same wage withholding
and enforcement rules to Federal employees,
including military personnel, as currently apply
to the rest of the workforce. It makes enforce-
ment of orders for parents who are self-em-
ployed easier through a number of means,
such as the newly adopted amendment to ad-
minister liens on an interstate level.

Finally, this legislation contains my provision
adopted in the Ways and Means Committee
that will put work requirements on many
noncustodial parents who are behind in paying
child support, often due to their not having a
job. Just because a person is not employed
does not mean his or her obligation to support
the child ends. Many children are on welfare
because one parent is not paying their court-
ordered child support. This provision requires
parents to either pay their child support, enter
into a repayment plan through the courts, or
work in a government-sponsored program.
Since the government is paying for the child’s
support through a welfare check, it is entirely
reasonable to expect something in return from
the non-paying parent. And we do.

I am confident that the child support legisla-
tion we have before us today will result in mil-
lions upon millions more dollars being put to-
ward the support of children by their parents.
It is with great enthusiasm that I support the
child support enforcement title of the bill, as
well as the bill as a whole.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. CUNNINGHAM].

(Mr. CUNNINGHAM asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the amendment. I
would like to advise the gentlewoman
from Colorado, it is the Republican bill
that is passing it. The democrats would
not bring it up.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. HOYER].

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Tennessee for
yielding time to me. I rise to thank the
gentlewoman from New Jersey [Mrs.
ROUKEMA] for her leadership on this
issue and certainly my colleague and
friend, the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Mrs. KENNELLY], who has
been in the forefront of this fight, as
have others on this floor.

Mr. Chairman, every able-bodied
American must understand it is wrong
to have children you cannot or will not
care for and support. The message we
are sending with this amendment is, if
you are a deadbeat parent, we are
going to pursue you and demand you
meet your moral and legal obligations
to those children you brought into this
world.

It is a simple but a very compelling
and important message.

We understand during the course of
this debate that one problem with chil-
dren in America today is that too
many people believe that having chil-
dren is a spectator sport. Too many
deadbeat dads, unfortunately, believe
it is a nonparticipatory event after
birth.

This amendment says, you need to
care for and support, to the extent of
your ability, your child. And if you do
not, the rest of us, who will clearly
want to support that child, will, how-
ever, exact a price from you.

This is a good amendment. This
moves in the right direction. The gen-
tleman from Colorado made a very sa-
lient point, nobody wants to lose their
car so they stay current with their car
payments. They ought to be much
more responsible when it comes to car-
ing for the dearest thing they may ever
have. And that is their child.

I thank the gentlewoman for offering
this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, every able-bodied American
must understand—it is wrong to have children
you cannot or will not care for.

And the message we are sending with this
amendment is if you are a deadbeat parent,
we are going to pursue you and demand you
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meet your moral and legal responsibilities to
those children you brought into this world.

This amendment puts real teeth into the
child support enforcement system.

It would require States to establish proce-
dures under which they could withhold, sus-
pend, or restrict State issued licenses of per-
sons delinquent in making court ordered child
support payments.

It would give my State of Maryland an addi-
tional weapon in its fight to collect $771 million
in uncollected child support from deadbeat
parents.

Last week, the Health and Human Services
Department released a study which tracked
the revocation of State issued licenses from
parents ignoring child support obligations.

It estimates that if similar programs were in
place nationwide, child support collections
would grow by $2.5 billion over 10 years.
Clearly, the mere threat of not receiving or
keeping licenses has caused deadbeat par-
ents to pay what they owe in child support.

Moreover, the Congressional Budget Office
estimates the Federal Government could save
$146 million over the first 5 years as a result
of a nationwide license revocation program.
This is a direct savings to the American tax-
payers.

If there is a way we can cause deadbeat
dads and moms to support their children, we
must. This amendment provides us with a re-
sponsible and just action by helping to instill in
parents the values needed in child rearing. I
urge my colleagues to support it.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. MARTINI].

Mr. MARTINI. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding,
time to me and applaud her efforts
today.

Mr. Chairman, once again I rise to
speak out on the important issue of
forcing deadbeat parents to pay their
fair share of child support. In threaten-
ing to revoke the drivers or profes-
sional licenses of parents whose pay-
ments are in arrears, Mrs. ROUKEMA
has proposed to us an enforcement
mechanism that will truly go a long
way toward collecting more money for
children in need. Similar to Mr.
UPTON’s amendment offered earlier,
Mrs. ROUKEMA is championing a plain
old question of right and wrong. The
message is simple if you do not want to
play by the rules, do not expect privi-
leges from the State. What is more,
this measure will work.

Maine instituted the same reform
and sent over 22,000 notices in a year
and a half to deadbeat parents inform-
ing them that they were in danger of
losing their licenses.

While over 13 million dollars in back
support was recovered, only 41 licenses
needed to be revoked.

I cannot think of any better evidence
of this measure’s effectiveness.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. MORAN].

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, it is en-
couraging that at least we have found
one subject on which we all agree, and
it is a terribly important subject. And
whether it is men or women legislators

or Republicans and Democrats, we real-
ize something has to be done.

We all know that the single greatest
correlative factor to poverty and, thus,
welfare dependency is teenage girls be-
coming pregnant, out of wedlock, with-
out a man to support the family.

One thing we may not be aware of, I
was shocked when I found out, is that
the vast majority of the men that are
causing teenage pregnancies are sig-
nificantly older adult men. They are
men who oftentimes are financially
independent, and they skip out on their
responsibilities. But this is much more
than skipping out on one’s responsibil-
ities.

What we are left with is a program
that in effect punishes the parent who
raises the child, who assumes respon-
sibility for the discipline, the struc-
ture, the financial support of that
child, worries every day about their
health care, about their child care,
about their discipline, while the man
who is at least equally responsible has
no concern for what is happening to
the family they created.

There is probably no greater scandal
in American society today than to
think of the millions of young children
of families who are living in poverty
because of the lack of responsibility
and accountability by the men who
caused those families, who are equally
responsible for their support. If noth-
ing else happens, we at least will make
sure that they have to assume their re-
sponsibility when welfare reform legis-
lation is passed.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. ESHOO].

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Tennessee for
yielding time to me.

I rise in support of the Roukema
amendment. I would like to salute the
gentlewoman from New Jersey for her
decade-long effort on this as well as the
gentlewoman from Connecticut [Mrs.
KENNELLY] and the women that have
worked long before me in the House of
Representatives through the bipartisan
Women’s Causus.

Mr. Chairman, this bipartisan meas-
ure would put real teeth in the enforce-
ment of child support payments by re-
quiring states to establish license rev-
ocation programs for deadbeat parents.

According to a recent HHS study, 19
States have already adopted this. Just
the threat of revoking licenses has
raised $35 million in nine States that
collect these statistics. In fact, my own
State of California has collected over
$10 million of outstanding child sup-
port since beginning its program in
late 1992.

If similar programs were in place na-
tionwide—as this amendment would re-
quire-child support collections would
grow by $2.5 billion over 10 years and
Federal welfare spending would shrink
by $146 million in half that time.

Mr. Chairman, revoking a license is a
powerful tool for enforcing child sup-
port. The Roukema amendment would

put this tool in the hands of officials
who need it and put money in the pock-
ets of families who deserve it and
where it should be. I urge my col-
leagues to support this bipartisan pro-
posal.

And again, I would like to pay trib-
ute to the gentlewomen, the great
women that have served before us and
those that have brought this forward.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from New
York [Mrs. LOWEY].

(Mrs. LOWEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in strong support of the Rou-
kema amendment to the child support
enforcement provisions contained in
this bill. Many members of the con-
gressional caucus for women’s issues,
particularly Congresswomen BARBARA
KENNELLY and LYNN WOOLSEY, have
long worked for comprehensive, fun-
damental reforms of the child support
enforcement system. We are pleased
that many of the provisions of the cau-
cus bill were incorporated into the cur-
rent bill by the Ways and Means Com-
mittee.

Child support enforcement is essen-
tial to the reform of the welfare sys-
tem. Deadbeat parents in the United
States owe over $34 billion to their
children—more than the cost of the en-
tire welfare system. To help families
stay off welfare in the first place, we
must strengthen the child support en-
forcement system and demand that
parents support the child they bring
into this world.

This amendment, building on the
work of Congresswoman KENNELLY,
does just this: It strengthens the en-
forcement provisions in the bill. We’re
reforming the system now, because
families and children can’t enforce the
laws on their own. They need our help.

By requiring States to establish pro-
cedures under which they would with-
hold, suspend, or restrict the State-is-
sued licenses of persons who are delin-
quent in making court-ordered child
support payments, the amendment pro-
vides the leverage States need to con-
vince deadbeat parents to pay-up. This
amendment, by giving children and
families the assurance that States will
take away privileges this society has
granted to parents, should send a
strong message that those parents
must fulfill their obligations to their
own offspring. What is more, we know
this works in the States that have al-
ready established license revocation
procedures.

Let us build on what works and pass
this amendment. Let’s help children re-
cover the support owed to them.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 30 seconds to the
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
MCCRERY].

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.
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I just want a chance to say that I

want to commend all who worked on
this amendment—the gentlewoman
from New Jersey, as well as the gentle-
woman from Connecticut who offered it
in committee. I thought it was a good
amendment in committee.

I voted present, but I have had a
chance to look at it since then, and I
am prepared to vote for it today and
urge my colleagues to support it.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. HOKE].

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Chairman, talk about
a great idea whose time has come. This
certainly is such an idea. I really want-
ed to express my appreciation to the
gentlewoman from New Jersey [Mrs.
ROUKEMA] for her leadership on this.

I would like to point out one thing
with respect to this bill that I think is
particularly important with respect to
this amendment.

That is, when you combine the estab-
lishment of a paternity requirement
along with this revocation of a license
requirement, what you are going to do
is for the first time you are going to
actually create consequences for teen-
age boys who will have to think twice
about the consequences of their actions
because they will become accountable.
They will become accountable in a way
that will have maybe a lot more im-
pact than anything that we have done
to date.

That is the car keys. We are going to
take away the car keys, and I believe it
will have a profound impact on promis-
cuity. And we will really do what we
have not been able to do in other ways.

I rise in strong support, and I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding time to
me.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. HARMAN].

(Ms. HARMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of the Roukema
amendment to strengthen the welfare
reform bill’s child support enforcement
provisions.

As a mother of four, I know that
child support enforcement is the moth-
er of welfare reform. The best way to
reform our welfare system is to prevent
mothers from going on welfare in the
first place, and that is what these pro-
visions will do. It is time that both
parents take responsibility for them-
selves and for their children.

I applaud the child support provi-
sions in the welfare reform bill before
us, which are based on the Child Sup-
port Responsibility Act that I, along
with many members of the congres-
sional caucus for women’s issues, co-
sponsored. I was distressed to learn,
however, that the Ways and Means
Committee omitted a critical provision
which requires States to enact laws de-
nying professional, occupational, and
driver’s licenses to deadbeat parents.
The Roukema amendment would

reinsert this critically important en-
forcement provision.

The child support provisions are built
around a key element of the Child Sup-
port Responsibility Act, the creation of
centralized registries for child support
orders and ‘‘new hires’’ information,
and the centralization of child support
collections and distribution. Interstate
coordination is critical to reach the
high percentage of deadbeats who try
to escape responsibility by residing in
other States.

Although I strongly urge my col-
leagues to support the Roukema
amendment to ensure that both par-
ents take responsibility for their chil-
dren, this is a good amendment to a
bad bill. I also urge my colleagues to
support the Deal substitute that would
also allow States to suspend the li-
censes of those in arrears in their child
support payments while being tough on
work without punishing children.

b 1730

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I
would ask how much time I have re-
maining.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
from New Jersey [Mrs. ROUKEMA] has 1
minute remaining.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Delaware [Mr. CASTLE].

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding time to
me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to strongly sup-
port this amendment, and all the work
the gentlewoman has done on this.
Child support enforcement is another
issue which has bipartisan support, as
we have seen today, and for good rea-
son.

There now exists about $45 billion in
back child support owed. About 5 mil-
lion mothers are on welfare because fa-
thers do not pay. At least $10 billion in
child support goes unpaid each year.

A Columbia University study found
almost 40 percent of welfare bene-
ficiaries could be self-sufficient if
noncustodial parents paid their sup-
port. The proposal to deny licenses,
along with other measures in our bill
to crack down on deadbeat dads, would
increase child support collections by
$24 billion over 10 years, and help
800,000 mothers and children off wel-
fare.

We need to send parents all across
the country a loud signal: if you ne-
glect your responsibility to support
your children, we will suspend your li-
cense, garnish your pay, track you
down, and make you pay. My State dis-
covered this some number of years ago,
and has very high rankings in the area
of paternity and child support pay-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I encourage us all to
support this amendment.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. WATERS].

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased and proud to rise in support of
the Roukema amendment. We need to

penalize parents who do not support
their children. I think we will find that
there is no disagreement in this House.
Democrats and Republicans alike do
not like deadbeat dads. I think this is
an example of the kind of cooperation
we could have had on welfare reform if
we had had a little bit of reasoned co-
operation.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say it
is a good amendment, again, to a bad
bill. I still think the bill is bad because
we are taking money, we are taking
food out of the mouths of children in
order to provide tax cuts for the rich. I
think we are punishing teenaged par-
ents unfairly when we should be train-
ing them to become independent.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to plead
with my colleagues to please do some-
thing about that portion of the bill
that would deny cash benefits to dis-
abled children. I have discovered that
deaf children, I have discovered that
crippled children, and mentally re-
tarded children are going to be terribly
hurt by this legislation. Their parents
will have no way of getting people to
help them while they are working, and
it is unfair.

If Members want to do better and co-
operate in the way that we have been
cooperating on the deadbeat dads, I
would ask them to eliminate that from
their bad bill, and I think we could do
something about real reform.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I yield the remainder of our
time to the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. COLLINS], our colleague on the
Committee on Ways and Means.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. COLLINS] is recog-
nized for 31⁄2 minutes.

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise as a cosponsor
of this amendment and its role in the
debate on how and why a change to the
welfare system is needed.

Mr. Chairman, why is change needed?
Because today’s welfare system pro-
vides an income-based subsidy for 26
percent of the families in this country.

In 1965, President Johnson launched
the war on poverty which was supposed
to be a short-term investment. For the
next 5 years, the rolls of AFDC grew
from 4.3 million to 9.6 million—this
was a record growth for welfare during
5 years when unemployment averaged
3.8 percent—the lowest unemployment
rate in 40 years. It is evident the lack
of jobs was not the reason for the
growth.

What was the reason? The 1960’s ex-
pansion of the welfare system taught a
new generation of Americans that it is
your right as a citizen to depend on the
Government to provide an income. The
welfare system of the sixties said it is
fine to have children out of wedlock if
you cannot afford them—because it is
your right to have the Federal Govern-
ment support them. The welfare sys-
tem of the sixties said it was fine for
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children to have children; and, accept-
able for dead-beat parents to evade re-
sponsibility because it is your right to
transfer the needs of your children to
the Federal Government. The welfare
expansion of the 1960’s changed the at-
titudes and behavior of millions of peo-
ple.

That attitude is wrong—but that at-
titude still exists today and that atti-
tude is the major problem with the cur-
rent welfare system. Middle-income
American workers are tired of working
hard to make ends meet, only to have
more money taken out of their family
budgets, to pay for those who think it
is their right to depend on the Govern-
ment.

This legislation will change welfare
assistance so that it is not seen as a
citizen’s right—but instead a vehicle
for temporary, transitional assist-
ance—an alternative of last resort.

This amendment, under very flexible
parameters, will require States to es-
tablish procedures for the revocation of
driver’s, professional, occupational,
and recreational licenses for
noncustodial parents that have failed
to be responsible for their children. It
will send a strong message to
noncustodial parents that they can no
longer push the responsibility of sup-
porting their children onto someone
else.

The Personal Responsibility Act will
continue to provide assistance to fami-
lies while eliminating the nature of the
status quo.

I urge support of this amendment and
this welfare change bill.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. RAN-
GEL].

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I was
called off the floor. I just wanted to
make sure from the chairman, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. CLAY SHAW],
whether or not the language in the
Roukema amendment is the same lan-
guage we had in the Committee on
Ways and Means, which we referred to
as the Kennelly amendment.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RANGEL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, in the
Committee on Ways and Means I do not
believe we have the statutory lan-
guage, so it is different, but the intent
is the same. I think I made that very
clear in my short statement on the
floor, in which I addressed the gentle-
woman from Connecticut [Mrs. KEN-
NELLY].

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I want to say that I
join with the Women’s Caucus, and join
with my Democratic colleagues who of-
fered this amendment in the Commit-

tee on Ways and Means. I certainly join
with all of those here today in giving
strong support to this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, we tried to perfect
this bill in the full committee. We said
to our Republican colleagues who voted
this amendment down in the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means that this was
the right thing to do.

Even though we will vote in a few
minutes, and hopefully we will pass
this amendment, this does not make up
for the cuts and the pain that they will
have caused on the children with this
passage of the Personal Responsibility
Act that is before this committee
today. They will take the $69.4 billion
in cuts and give it to the privileged few
of America. It will be painful on chil-
dren in this Nation, and it certainly
will send the wrong message.

Although we will vote on a very good
amendment that will help perfect this
bill, by no means will this make up for
the pain that it will cause and the cru-
elty that there will be on the children
of the welfare population of this Na-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, I would urge my
friends to vote for this amendment, but
I want the Republicans to know by no
means will they make up for what they
are doing to the children of this Na-
tion.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentlewoman from New
Jersey [Mrs. ROUKEMA].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I demand a
recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, further proceedings on the amend-
ment offered by the gentlewoman from
New Jersey [Mrs. ROUKEMA] will be
postponed.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, proceedings will now resume on
those amendments on which further
proceedings were postponed, in the fol-
lowing order:

First, amendment No. 30 offered by
the gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
SALMON];

Second, amendment No. 31 offered by
the gentlewoman from New Jersey
[Mrs. ROUKEMA].

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SALMON

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arizona [Mr. SALMON] on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the ayes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 15-

minute vote, followed by a 5-minute
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from New Jersey [Mrs.
ROUKEMA].

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 433, noes 0,
not voting 1, as follows:

[Roll No. 264]

AYES—433

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cooley
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo

Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis
de la Garza
Deal
DeFazio
DeLauro
DeLay
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Durbin
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Fields (TX)
Filner
Flake
Flanagan
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton

Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Johnston
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
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McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McDermott
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mfume
Mica
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo

Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Reed
Regula
Reynolds
Richardson
Riggs
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roth
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Sabo
Salmon
Sanders
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stark

Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stokes
Studds
Stump
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thornton
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Tucker
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Williams
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

NOT VOTING—1
Hefley

b 1759

So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the Chair announces that he will
reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes the
period of time within which the follow-
ing vote will be taken by electronic de-
vice.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. ROUKEMA

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from New Jersey [Mrs. ROU-
KEMA] on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the ayes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN. This is a 5-minute

vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 426, noes 5,
not voting 3, as follows:

[Roll No. 265]

AYES—426

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bryant (TX)
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Christensen
Chrysler
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cooley
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cunningham
Danner
Davis
de la Garza

Deal
DeFazio
DeLauro
DeLay
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Durbin
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Fields (TX)
Filner
Flake
Flanagan
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley

Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Johnston
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McDermott
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McKinney

McNulty
Meehan
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mfume
Mica
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn

Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Reed
Regula
Reynolds
Richardson
Riggs
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roth
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Sabo
Salmon
Sanders
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm

Stockman
Stokes
Studds
Stump
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thornton
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Tucker
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Waters
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Williams
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

NOES—5

Chenoweth
Cubin

Skaggs
Stupak

Watt (NC)

NOT VOTING—3

Bunn Meek Miller (FL)

b 1808

So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE

OFFERED BY MR. DEAL OF GEORGIA

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I offer an amendment in the nature of
a substitute.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment in the nature of
a substitute.

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute is as follows:

Amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mr. DEAL of Georgia: Strike out
all after the enacting clause and insert:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Individual
Responsibility Act of 1995’’.
SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS.

The table of contents of this Act is as fol-
lows:

Sec. 1. Short title.
Sec. 2. Table of contents.
Sec. 3. Amendment of the Social Security

Act.
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TITLE I—TIME-LIMITED TRANSITIONAL

ASSISTANCE
Sec. 101. Limitation on duration of AFDC

benefits.
Sec. 102. Establishment of Federal data

base.
TITLE II—MAKE WORK PAY

Subtitle A—Health Care
Sec. 201. Transitional medicaid benefits.

Subtitle B—Earned Income Tax Credit
Sec. 211. Notice of availability required to

be provided to applicants and
former recipients of AFDC, food
stamps, and medicaid.

Sec. 212. Notice of availability of earned in-
come tax credit and dependent
care tax credit to be included
on W–4 form.

Sec. 213. Advance payment of earned income
tax credit through State dem-
onstration programs.

Subtitle C—Child Care
Sec. 221. Dependent care credit to be refund-

able; high-income taxpayers in-
eligible for credit.

Sec. 222. Funding of child care services.
Subtitle D—AFDC Work Disregards

Sec. 231. Option to increase disregard of
earned income.

Sec. 232. State option to establish voluntary
diversion program.

Sec. 233. Elimination of quarters of coverage
requirement for married teens
under AFDC–UP program.

Subtitle E—AFDC Asset Limitations
Sec. 241. Increase in resource thresholds;

separate threshold for vehicles.
Sec. 242. Limited disregard of amounts saved

for post-secondary education,
the purchase of a first home, or
the establishment or operation
of a microenterprise.

TITLE III—THE WORK FIRST PROGRAM
Sec. 301. Work first program.
Sec. 302. Regulations.
Sec. 303. Applicability to States.
Sec. 304. Sense of the Congress relating to

availability of work first pro-
gram in rural areas.

Sec. 305. Grants to community-based organi-
zations.

TITLE IV—FAMILY RESPONSIBILITY
AND IMPROVED CHILD SUPPORT EN-
FORCEMENT
Subtitle A—Eligibility and Other Matters
Concerning Title IV–D Program Clients

Sec. 401. State obligation to provide pater-
nity establishment and child
support enforcement services.

Sec. 402. Distribution of payments.
Sec. 403. Due process rights.
Sec. 404. Privacy safeguards.

Subtitle B—Program Administration and
Funding

Sec. 411. Federal matching payments.
Sec. 412. Performance-based incentives and

penalties.
Sec. 413. Federal and State reviews and au-

dits.
Sec. 414. Required reporting procedures.
Sec. 415. Automated data processing require-

ments.
Sec. 416. Director of CSE program; staffing

study.
Sec. 417. Funding for secretarial assistance

to State programs.
Sec. 418. Reports and data collection by the

Secretary.
Subtitle C—Locate and Case Tracking

Sec. 421. Central State and case registry.
Sec. 422. Centralized collection and disburse-

ment of support payments.
Sec. 423. Amendments concerning income

withholding.

Sec. 424. Locator information from inter-
state networks.

Sec. 425. Expanded Federal Parent Locator
Service.

Sec. 426. Use of social security numbers.
Subtitle D—Streamlining and Uniformity of

Procedures
Sec. 431. Adoption of uniform State laws.
Sec. 432. Improvements to full faith and

credit for child support orders.
Sec. 433. State laws providing expedited pro-

cedures.
Subtitle E—Paternity Establishment

Sec. 441. Sense of the Congress.
Sec. 442. Availability of parenting social

services for new fathers.
Sec. 443. Cooperation requirement and good

cause exception.
Sec. 444. Federal matching payments.
Sec. 445. Performance-based incentives and

penalties.
Sec. 446. State laws concerning paternity es-

tablishment.
Sec. 447. Outreach for voluntary paternity

establishment.
Subtitle F—Establishment and Modification

of Support Orders
Sec. 451. National Child Support Guidelines

Commission.
Sec. 452. Simplified process for review and

adjustment of child support or-
ders.

Subtitle G—Enforcement of Support Orders
Sec. 461. Federal income tax refund offset.
Sec. 462. Internal Revenue Service collec-

tion of arrears.
Sec. 463. Authority to collect support from

Federal employees.
Sec. 464. Enforcement of child support obli-

gations of members of the
Armed Forces.

Sec. 465. Motor vehicle liens.
Sec. 466. Voiding of fraudulent transfers.
Sec. 467. State law authorizing suspension of

licenses.
Sec. 468. Reporting arrearages to credit bu-

reaus.
Sec. 469. Extended statute of limitation for

collection of arrearages.
Sec. 470. Charges for arrearages.
Sec. 471. Denial of passports for nonpayment

of child support.
Sec. 472. International child support en-

forcement.
Sec. 473. Seizure of lottery winnings, settle-

ments, payouts, awards, and be-
quests, and sale of forfeited
property, to pay child support
arrearages.

Sec. 474. Liability of grandparents for finan-
cial support of children of their
minor children.

Sec. 475. Sense of the Congress regarding
programs for noncustodial par-
ents unable to meet child sup-
port obligations.

Subtitle H—Medical Support
Sec. 481. Technical correction to ERISA def-

inition of medical child support
order.

Sec. 482. Extension of medicaid eligibility
for families losing AFDC due to
increased child support collec-
tions.

Subtitle I—Effect of Enactment
Sec. 491. Effective dates.
Sec. 492. Severability.

TITLE V—TEEN PREGNANCY AND
FAMILY STABILITY

Subtitle A—Federal Role
Sec. 501. State option to deny AFDC for ad-

ditional children.
Sec. 502. Minors receiving AFDC required to

live under responsible adult su-
pervision.

Sec. 503. National clearinghouse on adoles-
cent pregnancy.

Sec. 504. Incentive for teen parents to attend
school.

Sec. 505. State option to disregard 100–hour
rule under AFDC–UP program.

Sec. 506. State option to disregard 6–month
limitation on AFDC–UP bene-
fits.

Sec. 507. Elimination of quarters of coverage
requirement under AFDC–UP
program for families in which
both parents are teens.

Sec. 508. Denial of Federal housing benefits
to minors who bear children
out-of-wedlock.

Sec. 509. State option to deny AFDC to
minor parents.

Subtitle B—State Role

Sec. 511. Teenage pregnancy prevention and
family stability.

Sec. 512. Availability of family planning
services.

TITLE VI—PROGRAM SIMPLIFICATION

Subtitle A—Increased State Flexibility

Sec. 601. State option to provide AFDC
through electronic benefit
transfer systems.

Sec. 602. Deadline for action on application
for waiver of requirement appli-
cable to program of aid to fami-
lies with dependent children.

Subtitle B—Coordination of AFDC and Food
Stamp Programs

Sec. 611. Amendments to part A of title IV
of the Social Security Act.

Sec. 612. Amendments to the Food Stamp
Act of 1977.

Subtitle C—Fraud Reduction

Sec. 631. Sense of the Congress in support of
the efforts of the administra-
tion to address the problems of
fraud and abuse in the supple-
mental security income pro-
gram.

Sec. 632. Study on feasibility of single tam-
per-proof identification card to
serve programs under both the
Social Security Act and health
reform legislation.

Subtitle D—Additional Provisions

Sec. 641. State options regarding unem-
ployed parent program.

Sec. 642. Definition of essential person.
Sec. 643. ‘‘Fill-the-gap’’ budgeting.
Sec. 644. Repeal of requirement to make cer-

tain supplemental payments in
States paying less than their
needs standards.

Sec. 645. Collection of AFDC overpayments
from Federal tax refunds.

Sec. 646. Territories.
Sec. 647. Disregard of student income.
Sec. 648. Lump-sum income.

TITLE VII—CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK
GRANT PROGRAM

Sec. 701. Establishment of programs.
Sec. 702. Repeals and conforming amend-

ments.
Sec. 703. Effective date.

TITLE VIII—SSI REFORM

Subtitle A—Eligibility of Children for
Benefits

Sec. 801. Restrictions on eligibility.
Sec. 802. Continuing disability reviews for

certain children.
Sec. 803. Disability review required for SSI

recipients who are 18 years of
age.

Sec. 804. Applicability.
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Subtitle B—Denial of SSI Benefits by Reason
of Disability to Drug Addicts and Alcoholics
Sec. 811. Denial of SSI benefits by reason of

disability to drug addicts and
alcoholics.

TITLE IX—FINANCING
Subtitle A—Treatment of Aliens

Sec. 901. Extension of deeming of income
and resources under AFDC, SSI,
and food stamp programs.

Sec. 902. Requirements for sponsor’s affida-
vits of support.

Sec. 903. Extending requirement for affida-
vits of support to family-relat-
ed and diversity immigrants.

Subtitle B—Limitation on Emergency
Assistance Expenditures

Sec. 911. Limitation on expenditures for
emergency assistance.

Subtitle C—Tax Provisions
Sec. 921. Certain Federal assistance includ-

ible in gross income.
Sec. 922. Earned income tax credit denied to

individuals not authorized to be
employed in the United States.

Sec. 923. Phaseout of earned income credit
for individuals having more
than $2,500 of taxable interest
and dividends.

Sec. 924. AFDC and food stamp benefits not
taken into account for purposes
of the earned income tax credit.

TITLE X—FOOD ASSISTANCE REFORM
Subtitle A—Food Stamp Program Integrity

and Reform
Sec. 1001. Authority to establish authoriza-

tion periods.
Sec. 1002. Specific period for prohibiting par-

ticipation of stores based on
lack of business integrity.

Sec. 1003. Information for verifying eligi-
bility for authorization.

Sec. 1004. Waiting period for stores that ini-
tially fail to meet authoriza-
tion criteria.

Sec. 1005. Bases for suspensions and disquali-
fications.

Sec. 1006. Authority to suspend stores vio-
lating program requirements
pending administrative and ju-
dicial review.

Sec. 1007. Disqualification of retailers who
are disqualified from the WIC
program.

Sec. 1008. Permanent debarment of retailers
who intentionally submit fal-
sified applications.

Sec. 1009. Expanded civil and criminal for-
feiture for violations of the
Food Stamp Act.

Sec. 1010. Expanded authority for sharing in-
formation provided by retailers.

Sec. 1011. Expanded definition of ‘‘coupon’’.
Sec. 1012. Doubled penalties for violating

food stamp program require-
ments.

Sec. 1013. Mandatory claims collection
methods.

Sec. 1014. Reduction of basic benefit level.
Sec. 1015. Pro-rating benefits after interrup-

tions in participation.
Sec. 1016. Work requirement for able-bodied

recipients.
Sec. 1017. Extending current claims reten-

tion rates.
Sec. 1018. Coordination of employment and

training programs.
Sec. 1019. Promoting expansion of electronic

benefits transfer.
Sec. 1020. One-year freeze of standard deduc-

tion.
Sec. 1021. Nutrition assistance for Puerto

Rico.
Sec. 1022. Other amendments to the Food

Stamp Act of 1977.
Subtitle B—Commodity Distribution

Sec. 1051. Short title.

Sec. 1052. Availability of commodities.
Sec. 1053. State, local and private

supplementation of commod-
ities.

Sec. 1054. State plan.
Sec. 1055. Allocation of commodities to

States.
Sec. 1056. Priority system for State distribu-

tion of commodities.
Sec. 1057. Initial processing costs.
Sec. 1058. Assurances; anticipated use.
Sec. 1059. Authorization of appropriations.
Sec. 1060. Commodity supplemental food

program.
Sec. 1061. Commodities not income.
Sec. 1062. Prohibition against certain State

charges.
Sec. 1063. Definitions.
Sec. 1064. Regulations.
Sec. 1065. Finality of determinations.
Sec. 1066. Relationship to other programs.
Sec. 1067. Settlement and adjustment of

claims.
Sec. 1068. Repealers; amendments.

TITLE XI—DEFICIT REDUCTION
Sec. 1101. Dedication of savings to deficit re-

duction.
TITLE XII—EFFECTIVE DATE

Sec. 1201. Effective date.
SEC. 3. AMENDMENT OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY

ACT.
Except as otherwise expressly provided,

wherever in this Act an amendment or repeal
is expressed in terms of an amendment to, or
repeal of, a section or other provision, the
reference shall be considered to be made to a
section or other provision of the Social Secu-
rity Act.

TITLE I—TIME-LIMITED TRANSITIONAL
ASSISTANCE

SEC. 101. LIMITATION ON DURATION OF AFDC
BENEFITS.

Section 402(a) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)) is amend-
ed—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (44);

(2) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (45) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (45) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(46) in the case of a State that has exer-
cised the option provided for in paragraph
(52), provide that—

‘‘(A) a family shall not be eligible for aid
under the State plan if a member of the fam-
ily is—

‘‘(i) prohibited from participating in the
State program established under subpart 1 of
part G by reason of section 497(b); or

‘‘(ii) prohibited from participating in the
State program established under subpart 2 of
part G by reason of section 499(a)(4); and

‘‘(B) each member of the family shall be
considered to be receiving such aid for pur-
poses of eligibility for medical assistance
under the State plan approved under title
XIX for so long as the family would be eligi-
ble for such aid but for subparagraph (A).’’.
SEC. 102. ESTABLISHMENT OF FEDERAL DATA

BASE.
Section 402 (42 U.S.C. 602) is amended by

inserting after subsection (c) the following:
‘‘(d) The Secretary shall establish and

maintain a data base of participants in State
programs established under parts F and G
which shall be made available to the States
for use in administering subsection (a)(46).’’.

TITLE II—MAKE WORK PAY
Subtitle A—Health Care

SEC. 201. TRANSITIONAL MEDICAID BENEFITS.
(a) EXTENSION OF MEDICAID ENROLLMENT

FOR FORMER AFDC RECIPIENTS FOR 1 ADDI-
TIONAL YEAR.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1925(b)(1) (42
U.S.C. 1396r–6(b)(1)) is amended by striking
the period at the end and inserting the fol-

lowing: ‘‘, and that the State shall offer to
each such family the option of extending
coverage under this subsection for any of the
first 2 succeeding 6-month periods, in the
same manner and under the same conditions
as the option of extending coverage under
this subsection for the first succeeding 6-
month period.’’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section
1925(b) (42 U.S.C. 1396r–6(b)) is amended—

(A) in the heading, by striking ‘‘EXTEN-
SION’’ and inserting ‘‘EXTENSIONS’’;

(B) in the heading of paragraph (1), by
striking ‘‘REQUIREMENT’’ and inserting ‘‘IN

GENERAL’’;
(C) in paragraph (2)(B)(ii)—
(i) in the heading, by striking ‘‘PERIOD’’

and inserting ‘‘PERIODS’’, and
(ii) by striking ‘‘in the period’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘in each of the 6-month periods’’;
(D) in paragraph (3)(A), by striking ‘‘the 6-

month period’’ and inserting ‘‘any 6-month
period’’;

(E) in paragraph (4)(A), by striking ‘‘the
extension period’’ and inserting ‘‘any exten-
sion period’’; and

(F) in paragraph (5)(D)(i), by striking ‘‘is a
3-month period’’ and all that follows and in-
serting the following: ‘‘is, with respect to a
particular 6-month additional extension pe-
riod provided under this subsection, a 3-
month period beginning with the 1st or 4th
month of such extension period.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsection (a) shall apply to cal-
endar quarters beginning on or after October
1, 1997, without regard to whether or not
final regulations to carry out such amend-
ments have been promulgated by such date.

Subtitle B—Earned Income Tax Credit

SEC. 211. NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY REQUIRED
TO BE PROVIDED TO APPLICANTS
AND FORMER RECIPIENTS OF AFDC,
FOOD STAMPS, AND MEDICAID.

(a) AFDC.—Section 402(a) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)),
as amended by sections 101 and 102 of this
Act, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (46);

(2) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (47) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (47) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(48) provide that the State agency must
provide written notice of the existence and
availability of the earned income credit
under section 32 of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 to—

‘‘(A) any individual who applies for aid
under the State plan, upon receipt of the ap-
plication; and

‘‘(B) any individual whose aid under the
State plan is terminated, in the notice of
termination of benefits.’’.

(b) FOOD STAMPS.—Section 11(e) of the
Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2020(e)) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (24) by striking ‘‘and’’ at
the end;

(2) in paragraph (25) by striking the period
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (25) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(26) that whenever a household applies for
food stamp benefits, and whenever such ben-
efits are terminated with respect to a house-
hold, the State agency shall provide to each
member of such household notice of—

‘‘(A) the existence of the earned income
tax credit under section 32 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986; and

‘‘(B) the fact that such credit may be appli-
cable to such member.’’.

(c) MEDICAID.—Section 1902(a) (42 U.S.C.
1396a(a)) is amended—
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(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-

graph (61);
(2) by striking the period at the end of

paragraph (62) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and
(3) by adding at the end the following new

paragraph:
‘‘(63) provide that the State shall provide

notice of the existence and availability of
the earned income tax credit under section
32 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to
each individual applying for medical assist-
ance under the State plan and to each indi-
vidual whose eligibility for medical assist-
ance under the State plan is terminated.’’.

SEC. 212. NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF EARNED
INCOME TAX CREDIT AND DEPEND-
ENT CARE TAX CREDIT TO BE IN-
CLUDED ON W–4 FORM.

Section 1114 of the Omnibus Budget Rec-
onciliation Act of 1990 (26 U.S.C. 21 note), re-
lating to program to increase public aware-
ness, is amended by adding at the end the
following new sentence: ‘‘Such means shall
include printing a notice of the availability
of such credits on the forms used by employ-
ees to determine the proper number of with-
holding exemptions under chapter 24 of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986.’’.

SEC. 213. ADVANCE PAYMENT OF EARNED IN-
COME TAX CREDIT THROUGH STATE
DEMONSTRATION PROGRAMS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3507 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to the ad-
vance payment of the earned income tax
credit) is amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘‘(g) STATE DEMONSTRATIONS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In lieu of receiving

earned income advance amounts from an em-
ployer under subsection (a), a participating
resident shall receive advance earned income
payments from a responsible State agency
pursuant to a State Advance Payment Pro-
gram that is designated pursuant to para-
graph (2).

‘‘(2) DESIGNATIONS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—From among the States

submitting proposals satisfying the require-
ments of subsection (g)(3), the Secretary (in
consultation with the Secretary of Health
and Human Services) may designate not
more than 4 State Advance Payment Dem-
onstrations. States selected for the dem-
onstrations may have, in the aggregate, no
more than 5 percent of the total number of
household participating in the program
under the Food Stamp program in the imme-
diately preceding fiscal year, Administrative
costs of a State in conducting a demonstra-
tion under this section may be included for
matching under section 403(a) of the Social
Security Act and section 16(a) of the Food
Stamp Act of 1977.

‘‘(B) WHEN DESIGNATION MAY BE MADE.—Any
designation under this paragraph shall be
made no later than December 31, 1995.

‘‘(C) PERIOD FOR WHICH DESIGNATION IS IN
EFFECT.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Designations made under
this paragraph shall be effective for advance
earned income payments made after Decem-
ber 31, 1995, and before January 1, 1999.

‘‘(ii) SPECIAL RULES.—
‘‘(I) REVOCATION OF DESIGNATIONS.—The

Secretary may revoke the designation under
this paragraph if the Secretary determines
that the State is not complying substan-
tially with the proposal described in para-
graph (3) submitted by the State.

‘‘(II) AUTOMATIC TERMINATION OF DESIGNA-
TIONS.—Any failure by a State to comply
with the reporting requirements described in
paragraphs (3)(F) and (3)(G) has the effect of
immediately terminating the designation
under this paragraph (2) and rendering para-
graph (5)(A)(ii) inapplicable to subsequent
payments.

‘‘(3) PROPOSALS.—No State may be des-
ignated under subsection (g)(2) unless the
State’s proposal for such designation—

‘‘(A) identifies the responsible State agen-
cy,

‘‘(B) describes how and when the advance
earned income payments will be made by
that agency, including a description of any
other State or Federal benefits with which
such payments will be coordinated,

‘‘(C) describes how the State will obtain
the information on which the amount of ad-
vance earned income payments made to each
participating resident will be determined in
accordance with paragraph (4),

‘‘(D) describes how State residents who
will be eligible to receive advance earned in-
come payments will be selected, notified of
the opportunity to receive advance earned
income payments from the responsible State
agency, and given the opportunity to elect to
participate in the program,

‘‘(E) describes how the State will verify, in
addition to receiving the certifications and
statement described in paragraph (7)(D)(iv),
the eligibility of participating residents for
the earned tax credit,

‘‘(F) commits the State to furnishing to
each participating resident and to the Sec-
retary by January 31 of each year a written
statement showing—

‘‘(i) the name and taxpayer identification
number of the participating resident, and

‘‘(ii) the total amount of advance earned
income payments made to the participating
resident during the prior calendar year,

‘‘(G) commits the State to furnishing to
the Secretary by December 1 of each year a
written statement showing the name and
taxpayer identification number of each par-
ticipating resident,

‘‘(H) commits the State to treat the ad-
vanced earned income payments as described
in subsection (g)(5) and any repayments of
excessive advance earned income payments
as described in subsection (g)(6),

‘‘(I) commits the State to assess the devel-
opment and implementation of its State Ad-
vance Payment Program, including an agree-
ment to share its findings and lessons with
other interested States in a manner to be de-
scribed by the Secretary, and

‘‘(J) is submitted to the Secretary on or
before June 30, 1995.

‘‘(4) AMOUNT AND TIMING OF ADVANCE
EARNED INCOME PAYMENTS.—

‘‘(A) AMOUNT.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The method for deter-

mining the amount of advance earned in-
come payments made to each participating
resident is to conform to the full extent pos-
sible with the provisions of subsection (c).

‘‘(ii) SPECIAL RULE.—A State may, at its
election, apply the rules of subsection
(c)(2)(B) by substituting ‘between 60 percent
and 75 percent of the credit percentage in ef-
fect under section 32(b)(1) for an individual
with the corresponding number of qualifying
children’ for ‘60 percent of the credit per-
centage in effect under section 32(b)(1) for
such an eligible individual with 1 qualifying
child’ in clause (i) and ‘the same percentage
(as applied in clause (i))’ for ‘60 percent’ in
clause (ii).

‘‘(B) TIMING.—The frequency of advance
earned income payments may be made on
the basis of the payroll periods of participat-
ing residents, on a single statewide schedule,
or on any other reasonable basis prescribed
by the State in its proposal; however, in no
event may advance earned income payments
be made to any participating resident less
frequently than on a calendar-quarter basis.

‘‘(5) PAYMENTS TO BE TREATED AS PAYMENTS
OF WITHHOLDING AND FICA TAXES.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this
title, advance earned income payments dur-
ing any calendar quarter—

‘‘(i) shall neither be treated as a payment
of compensation nor be included in gross in-
come, and

‘‘(ii) shall be treated as made out of—
‘‘(I) amounts required to be deducted by

the State and withheld for the calendar
quarter by the State under section 3401 (re-
lating to wage withholding), and

‘‘(II) amounts required to be deducted for
the calendar quarter under section 3102 (re-
lating to FICA employee taxes), and

‘‘(III) amounts of the taxes imposed on the
State for the calendar quarter under section
3111 (relating to FICA employer taxes),
as if the State had paid to the Secretary, on
the day on which payments are made to par-
ticipating residents, an amount equal to
such payments.

‘‘(B) ADVANCE PAYMENTS EXCEED TAXES
DUE.—If for any calendar quarter the aggre-
gate amount of advance earned income pay-
ments made by the responsible State agency
under a State Advance Payment Program ex-
ceeds the sum of the amounts referred to in
subparagraph (A)(ii) (without regard to para-
graph (6)(A)), each such advance earned in-
come payment shall be reduced by an
amount which bears the same ratio to such
excess as such advance earned income pay-
ment bears to the aggregate amount of all
such advance earned income payments.

‘‘(6) STATE REPAYMENT OF EXCESSIVE AD-
VANCE EARNED INCOME PAYMENTS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, in the case of an ex-
cessive advance earned income payment a
State shall be treated as having deducted
and withheld under section 3401 (relating to
wage withholding), and therefore is required
to pay to the United States, the repayment
amount during the repayment calendar quar-
ter.

‘‘(B) EXCESSIVE ADVANCE EARNED INCOME
PAYMENT.—For purposes of this section, an
excessive advance income payment is that
portion of any advance earned income pay-
ment that, when combined with other ad-
vance earned income payments previously
made to the same participating resident dur-
ing the same calendar year, exceeds the
amount of earned income tax credit to which
that participating resident is entitled under
section 32 for that year.

‘‘(C) REPAYMENT AMOUNT.—The repayment
amount is equal to 50 percent of the excess
of—

‘‘(i) excessive advance earned income pay-
ments made by a State during a particular
calendar year, over

‘‘(ii) the sum of—
‘‘(I) 4 percent of all advance earned income

payments made by the State during that cal-
endar year, and

‘‘(II) the excessive advance earned income
payments made by the State during that cal-
endar year that have been collected from
participating residents by the Secretary.

‘‘(D) REPAYMENT CALENDAR QUARTER.—The
repayment calendar quarter is the second
calendar quarter of the third calendar year
after the calendar year in which an excessive
earned income payment is made.

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

‘‘(A) STATE ADVANCE PAYMENT PROGRAM.—
The term ‘State Advance Payment Program’
means the program described in a proposal
submitted for designation under paragraph
(1) and designated by the Secretary under
paragraph (2).

‘‘(B) RESPONSIBLE STATE AGENCY.—The
term ‘responsible State agency’ means the
single State agency that will be making the
advance earned income payments to resi-
dents of the State who elect to participate in
a State Advance Payment Program.

‘‘(C) ADVANCE EARNED INCOME PAYMENTS.—
The term ‘advance earned income payments’



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH 3638 March 23, 1995
means an amount paid by a responsible State
agency to residents of the State pursuant to
a State Advance Payment Program.

‘‘(D) PARTICIPATING RESIDENT.—The term
‘participating resident’ means an individual
who—

‘‘(i) is a resident of a State that has in ef-
fect a designated State Advance Payment
Program,

‘‘(ii) makes the election described in para-
graph (3)(C) pursuant to guidelines pre-
scribed by the State,

‘‘(iii) certifies to the State the number of
qualifying children the individual has, and

‘‘(iv) provides to the State the certifi-
cations and statement set forth in sub-
sections (b)(1), (b)(2), (b)(3), and (b)(4) (except
that for purposes of this clause (iv), the term
‘any employer’ shall be substituted for ‘an-
other employer’ in subsection (b)(3)), along
with any other information required by the
State.’’.

(b) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The Secretar-
ies of Treasury and Health and Human Serv-
ices shall jointly ensure that technical as-
sistance is provided to State Advance Pay-
ment Programs and that these programs are
rigorously evaluated.

(c) ANNUAL REPORTS.—The Secretary shall
issue annual reports detailing the extent to
which—

(1) residents participate in the State Ad-
vance Payment Programs,

(2) participating residents file Federal and
State tax returns,

(3) participating residents report accu-
rately the amount of the advance earned in-
come payments made to them by the respon-
sible State agency during the year, and

(4) recipients of excessive advance earned
income payments repaid those amounts.

The report shall also contain an estimate of
the amount of advance earned income pay-
ments made by each responsible State agen-
cy but not reported on the tax returns of a
participating resident and the amount of ex-
cessive advance earned income payments.

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
For purposes of providing technical assist-
ance described in subsection (b), preparing
the reports described in subsection (c), and
providing grants to States in support of des-
ignated State Advance Payment Programs,
there are authorized to be appropriated in
advance to the Secretary of the Treasury
and the Secretary of Health and Human
Services a total of $1,400,000 for fiscal years
1996 through 1999.

Subtitle C—Child Care

SEC. 221. DEPENDENT CARE CREDIT TO BE RE-
FUNDABLE; HIGH-INCOME TAX-
PAYERS INELIGIBLE FOR CREDIT.

(a) CREDIT TO BE REFUNDABLE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 21 of the Internal

Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to expenses
for household and dependent care services
necessary for gainful employment) is hereby
moved to subpart C of part IV of subchapter
A of chapter 1 of such Code (relating to re-
fundable credits) and inserted after section
34.

(2) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—
(A) Section 35 of such Code is redesignated

as section 36.
(B) Section 21 of such Code is redesignated

as section 35.
(C) Paragraph (1) of section 35(a) of such

Code (as redesignated by subparagraph (B)) is
amended by striking ‘‘this chapter’’ and in-
serting ‘‘this subtitle’’.

(D) Subparagraph (C) of section 129(a)(2) of
such Code is amended by striking ‘‘section
21(e)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 35(e)’’.

(E) Paragraph (2) of section 129(b) of such
Code is amended by striking ‘‘section
21(d)(2)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 35(d)(2)’’.

(F) Paragraph (1) of section 129(e) of such
Code is amended by striking ‘‘section
21(b)(2)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 35(b)(2)’’.

(G) Subsection (e) of section 213 of such
Code is amended by striking ‘‘section 21’’ and
inserting ‘‘section 35’’.

(H) Paragraph (2) of section 1324(b) of title
31, United States Code, is amended by insert-
ing before the period ‘‘, or from section 35 of
such Code’’.

(I) The table of sections for subpart C of
part IV of subchapter A of chapter 1 of such
Code is amended by striking the item relat-
ing to section 35 and inserting the following:

‘‘Sec. 35. Expenses for household and depend-
ent care services necessary for
gainful employment.

‘‘Sec. 36. Overpayments of tax.’’.

(J) The table of sections for subpart A of
such part IV is amended by striking the item
relating to section 21.

(b) HIGHER-INCOME TAXPAYERS INELIGIBLE
FOR CREDIT.—Subsection (a) of section 35 of
such Code, as redesignated by subsection (a),
is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing new paragraph:

‘‘(3) PHASEOUT OF CREDIT FOR HIGHER-IN-
COME TAXPAYERS.—The amount of the credit
which would (but for this paragraph) be al-
lowed by this section shall be reduced (but
not below zero) by an amount which bears
the same ratio to such amount of credit as
the excess of the taxpayer’s adjusted gross
income for the taxable year over $60,000
bears to $20,000. Any reduction determined
under the preceding sentence which is not a
multiple of $10 shall be rounded to the near-
est multiple of $10.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1996.

SEC. 222. FUNDING OF CHILD CARE SERVICES.
(a) ELIMINATION OF CHILD CARE PRO-

GRAMS.—
(1) AFDC AND TRANSITIONAL CHILD CARE

PROGRAMS.—
(A) REPEALER.—Section 402(g) (42 U.S.C.

602(g)) is hereby repealed.
(B) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(i) Section 403(a)(3) (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(3)) is

amended by striking ‘‘other than services
furnished pursuant to section 402(g)’’.

(ii) Section 403(e) (42 U.S.C. 603(e)) is
amended—

(I) by striking ‘‘, 402(a)(43), and 402(g)(1),’’
and inserting ‘‘and 402(a)(43)’’; and

(II) by striking the 2nd sentence.
(2) AT-RISK CHILD CARE PROGRAM.—Sections

402(i) and 403(n) (42 U.S.C. 602(i) and 603(n))
are hereby repealed.

(3) CHILD CARE PROGRAMS UNDER THE CHILD
CARE AND DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT ACT OF
1990.—The Child Care and Development Block
Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858 et seq.) is
hereby repealed.

(b) FUNDING OF CHILD CARE SERVICES
THROUGH SOCIAL SERVICES BLOCK GRANT PRO-
GRAM.—Title XX (42 U.S.C. 1397–1397f) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘SEC. 2008. CHILD CARE.
‘‘(a) CONDITIONAL ENTITLEMENT.—In addi-

tion to any payment under section 2002 or
2007, each State with a plan approved under
this section for a fiscal year shall be entitled
to payment of an amount equal to the spe-
cial allotment of the State for the fiscal
year.

‘‘(b) STATE PLANS.—
‘‘(1) CONTENT.—A plan meets the require-

ments of this paragraph if the plan—
‘‘(A) identifies an appropriate State agency

to be the lead agency responsible for admin-
istering at the State level, and coordinating
with local governments, the activities of the
State pursuant to this section;

‘‘(B) describes the activities the State will
carry out with funds provided under this sec-
tion;

‘‘(C) provides assurances that the funds
provided under this section will be used to
supplement, not supplant, State and local
funds as well as Federal funds provided under
any Act and applied to child care activities
in the State during fiscal year 1989;

‘‘(D) provides assurances that the State
will not expend more than 7 percent of the
funds provided to the States under this sec-
tion for the fiscal year for administrative ex-
penses;

‘‘(E) provides assurances that, in providing
child care assistance, the State will give pri-
ority to families with low income and fami-
lies living in a low-income geographical
area;

‘‘(F) ensures that child care providers re-
imbursed under this section meet applicable
standards of State and local law;

‘‘(G) provides assurances that the lead
agency will coordinate the use of funds pro-
vided under this section with the use of
other Federal resources for child care pro-
vided under this Act, and with other Federal,
State, or local child care and preschool pro-
grams operated in the State;

‘‘(H) provides for the establishment of such
fiscal and accounting procedures as may be
necessary to—

‘‘(i) ensure a proper accounting of Federal
funds received by the State under this sec-
tion; and

‘‘(ii) ensure the proper verification of the
reports submitted by the State under sub-
section (f)(2);

‘‘(I) provides assurances that the State will
not impose more stringent standards and li-
censing or regulatory requirements on child
care providers receiving funds provided
under this section than those imposed on
other child care providers in the State;

‘‘(J) provides assurances that the State
will not implement any policy or practice
which has the effect of significantly restrict-
ing parental choice by—

‘‘(i) expressly or effectively excluding any
category of care or type of provider within a
category of care;

‘‘(ii) limiting parental access to or choices
from among various categories of care or
types of providers; or

‘‘(iii) excluding a significant number of
providers in any category of care; and

‘‘(K) provides assurances that parents will
be informed regarding their options under
this section, including the option of receiv-
ing a child care certificate or voucher.

‘‘(2) FORM.—A State may submit a plan
that meets the requirements of paragraph (1)
in the form of amendments to the State plan
submitted pursuant to section 658E of the
Child Care and Development Block Grant
Act of 1990, as in effect before the effective
date of section 222 of the Individual Respon-
sibility Act of 1995.

‘‘(3) APPROVAL.—Not later than 90 days
after the date the State submits a plan to
the Secretary under this subsection, the Sec-
retary shall either approve or disapprove the
plan. If the Secretary disapproves the plan,
the Secretary shall provide the State with
an explanation and recommendations for
changes in the plan to gain approval.

‘‘(c) SPECIAL ALLOTMENTS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The special allotment of

a State for a fiscal year equals the amount
that bears the same ratio to the amount
specified in paragraph (2) for the fiscal year,
as the number of children who have not at-
tained 13 years of age and are residing with
families in the State bears to the total num-
ber of such children in all States with plans
approved under this section for the fiscal
year, determined on the basis of the most re-
cent data available from the Department of
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Commerce at the time the special allotment
is determined.

‘‘(2) AMOUNT SPECIFIED.—The amount speci-
fied in this paragraph is—

‘‘(A) $1,400,000,000 for fiscal year 1997; and
‘‘(B) $1,450,000,000 for each of fiscal years

1998, 1999, and 2000.
‘‘(d) PAYMENTS TO STATES.—
‘‘(1) PAYMENTS.—The Secretary shall pro-

vide funds to each State with a plan ap-
proved under this section for a fiscal year
from the special allotment of the State for
the fiscal year, in accordance with section
6503 of title 31, United States Code.

‘‘(2) EXPENDITURE OF FUNDS BY STATES.—
Except as provided in paragraph (3)(A), each
State to which funds are paid under this sec-
tion for a fiscal year shall expend such funds
in the fiscal year or in the immediately suc-
ceeding fiscal year.

‘‘(3) REDISTRIBUTION OF UNEXPENDED SPE-
CIAL ALLOTMENTS.—

‘‘(A) REMITTANCE TO THE SECRETARY.—Each
State to which funds are paid under this sec-
tion for a fiscal year shall remit to the Sec-
retary that part of such funds which the
State intends not to, or does not, expend in
the fiscal year or in the immediately suc-
ceeding fiscal year.

‘‘(B) REDISTRIBUTION.—The Secretary shall
increase the special allotment of each State
with a plan approved under this part for a
fiscal year that does not remit any amount
to the Secretary for the fiscal year by an
amount equal to—

‘‘(i) the aggregate of the amounts remitted
pursuant to subparagraph (A) for the fiscal
year; multiplied by

‘‘(ii) the adjusted State share for the fiscal
year.

‘‘(C) ADJUSTED STATE SHARE.—As used in
subparagraph (B)(ii), the term ‘adjusted
State share’ means, with respect to a fiscal
year—

‘‘(i) the special allotment of the State for
the fiscal year (before any increase under
subparagraph (B)); divided by

‘‘(ii)(I) the sum of the special allotments of
all States with plans approved under this
part for the fiscal year; minus

‘‘(II) the aggregate of the amounts remit-
ted to the Secretary pursuant to subpara-
graph (A) for the fiscal year.

‘‘(e) USE OF FUNDS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Funds provided under

this section shall be used to expand parent
choices in selecting child care, to address de-
ficiencies in the supply of child care, and to
expand and improve child care services, with
an emphasis on providing such services to
low-income families and geographical areas.
Subject to the approval of the Secretary,
States to which funds are paid under this
section shall use such funds to carry out
child care programs and activities through
cash grants, certificates, or contracts with
families, or public or private entities as the
State determines appropriate. States shall
take parental preference into account to the
maximum extent possible in carrying out
child care programs.

‘‘(2) SPECIFIC USES.—Each State to which
funds are paid under this section may expend
such funds for—

‘‘(A) child care services for infants, sick
children, children with special needs, and
children of adolescent parents;

‘‘(B) after-school and before-school pro-
grams and programs during nontraditional
hours for the children of working parents;

‘‘(C) programs for the recruitment and
training of day care workers, including older
Americans;

‘‘(D) grant and loan programs to enable
child care workers and providers to meet
State and local standards and requirements;

‘‘(E) child care programs developed by pub-
lic and private sector partnerships;

‘‘(F) State efforts to provide technical as-
sistance designed to help providers improve
the services offered to parents and children;
and

‘‘(G) other child care-related programs con-
sistent with the purpose of this section and
approved by the Secretary.

‘‘(3) LIMITATIONS ON USE OF FUNDS.—A
State to which funds are paid under this sec-
tion for a fiscal year shall use not less than
80 percent of such funds to provide direct
child care assistance to low-income parents
through child care certificates or vouchers,
contracts, or grants.

‘‘(4) METHODS OF FUNDING.—Funds for child
care services under this title shall be for the
benefit of parents and shall be provided
through child care vouchers or certificates
provided directly to parents or through con-
tracts or grants with public or private pro-
viders.

‘‘(5) PARENTAL RIGHTS OF CHOICE.—Any par-
ent who receives a child care certificate
under this title may use such certificate
with any child care provider, including those
providers which have religious activities, if
such provider is freely chosen by the parent
from among the available alternatives.

‘‘(6) CHILD CARE CERTIFICATES.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this

title, a child care certificate is a certificate
issued by a State directly to a parent or
legal guardian for use only as payment for
child care services in any child care facility
eligible to receive funds under this Act.

‘‘(B) REDEMPTION.—If the demand for child
care services of families qualified to receive
such services from a State under this Act ex-
ceeds the available supply of such services,
the State shall ration assistance to obtain
such services using procedures that do not
disadvantage parents using child care certifi-
cates, relative to other methods of financing,
in either the waiting period or the pecuniary
value of such services.

‘‘(C) COMMENCEMENT OF CERTIFICATE PRO-
GRAM.—Beginning not later than 1 year after
the date of the enactment of this section,
each State that receives funds under this
title shall offer a child care certificate pro-
gram in accordance with this section.

‘‘(D) AUTHORITY TO USE CHILD CARE FUNDS
FOR CERTIFICATE PROGRAM.—Each State to
which funds are paid under this title may use
the funds provided to the State under this
title which are required to be used for child
care activities to plan and establish the
State’s child care certificate program.

‘‘(7) OPTION OF RECEIVING A CHILD CARE CER-
TIFICATE.—Each parent or legal guardian
who receives assistance pursuant to this
title shall be provided with the option of en-
rolling their child with an eligible child care
provider that receives funds through grants,
contracts, or child care certificates provided
under this title. Such parent shall have the
right to use such certificates to purchase
child care services from an eligible provider
of their choice. The State shall ensure that
parental preference is considered to the max-
imum extent possible in awarding grants or
contracts.

‘‘(8) RIGHTS OF RELIGIOUS CHILD CARE PRO-
VIDERS.—Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, a religious child care provider
who receives funds under this Act may re-
quire adherence by employees to the reli-
gious tenets or teachings of the provider.

‘‘(9) ELIGIBLE CHILD CARE PROVIDERS.—Any
child care provider who meets applicable
standards of State and local law shall be eli-
gible to receive funds under this section. As
used in this paragraph, the term ‘child care
provider’ includes—

‘‘(A) proprietary for-profit entities, rel-
atives, informal day care homes, religious
child care providers, day care centers, and
any other entities that the State determines

appropriate subject to approval of the Sec-
retary;

‘‘(B) nonprofit organizations under sub-
sections (c) and (d) of section 501 of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986;

‘‘(C) professional or employee associations;
‘‘(D) consortia of small businesses; and
‘‘(E) units of State and local governments,

and elementary, secondary, and post-second-
ary educational institutions.

‘‘(10) PROHIBITED USES.—Any State to
which funds are paid under this section may
not use such funds—

‘‘(A) to satisfy any State matching re-
quirement imposed under any Federal grant;

‘‘(B) for the purchase or improvement of
land, or the purchase, construction, or per-
manent improvement (other than minor re-
modeling) of any building or other facility;
or

‘‘(C) to provide any service which the State
makes generally available to the residents of
the State without cost to such residents and
without regard to the income of such resi-
dents.

‘‘(f) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—
‘‘(1) NOTICE TO SECRETARY OF UNEXPENDED

FUNDS.—Each State which has not com-
pletely expended the funds paid to the State
under this section for a fiscal year in the fis-
cal year or the immediately succeeding fis-
cal year shall notify the Secretary of any
amount not so expended.

‘‘(2) STATE REPORTS ON USE OF FUNDS.—Not
later than 18 months after the date of the en-
actment of this section, and each year there-
after, the State shall prepare and submit to
the Secretary, in such form as the Secretary
shall prescribe, a report describing the
State’s use of funds paid to the State under
this section, including—

‘‘(A) the number, type, and distribution of
services and programs under this section;

‘‘(B) the average cost of child care, by type
of provider;

‘‘(C) the number of children serviced under
this section;

‘‘(D) the average income and distribution
of incomes of the families being served;

‘‘(E) efforts undertaken by the State pur-
suant to this section to promote and ensure
health and safety and improve quality; and

‘‘(F) such other information as the Sec-
retary considers appropriate.

‘‘(3) GUIDELINES FOR STATE REPORTS; CO-
ORDINATION WITH REPORTS UNDER SECTION

2006.—Within 6 months after the date of the
enactment of this section, the Secretary
shall establish guidelines for State reports
under paragraph (2). To the extent feasible,
the Secretary shall coordinate such report-
ing requirement with the reports required
under section 2006 and, as the Secretary
deems appropriate, with other reporting re-
quirements placed on States as a condition
of receipt of other Federal funds which sup-
port child care.

‘‘(4) REPORTS BY THE SECRETARY.—
‘‘(A) REPORTS TO THE CONGRESS OF SUM-

MARY OF STATE REPORTS.—The Secretary
shall annually summarize the information
reported to the Secretary pursuant to para-
graph (2) and provide such summary to the
Congress.

‘‘(B) REPORTS TO THE STATES ON EFFECTIVE

PRACTICES.—The Secretary shall annually
provide the States with a report on particu-
larly effective practices and programs sup-
ported by funds paid to the State under this
section, which ensure the health and safety
of children in care, promote quality child
care, and provide training to all types of pro-
viders.

‘‘(g) ADMINISTRATION AND ENFORCEMENT.—
‘‘(1) ADMINISTRATION.—The Secretary

shall—



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH 3640 March 23, 1995
‘‘(A) coordinate all activities of the De-

partment of Health and Human Services re-
lating to child care, and, to the maximum
extent practicable, coordinate such activi-
ties with similar activities of other Federal
entities;

‘‘(B) collect, publish, and make available
to the public a listing of State child care
standards at least once every 3 years; and

‘‘(C) provide technical assistance to assist
States to carry out this section, including
assistance on a reimbursable basis.

‘‘(2) ENFORCEMENT.—
‘‘(A) REVIEW OF COMPLIANCE WITH STATE

PLAN.—The Secretary shall review and mon-
itor State compliance with this section and
the plans approved under this section for the
State, and shall have the power to terminate
payments to the State in accordance with
subparagraph (B).

‘‘(B) NONCOMPLIANCE.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary, after

reasonable notice to a State and opportunity
for a hearing, finds that—

‘‘(I) there has been a failure by the State
to comply substantially with any provision
or requirement set forth in the plan ap-
proved under this section for the State; or

‘‘(II) in the operation of any program for
which assistance is provided under this sec-
tion there is a failure by the State to comply
substantially with any provision of this sec-
tion;
the Secretary shall notify the State of the
findings and that no further payments may
be made to such State under this section (or,
in the case of noncompliance in the oper-
ation of a program or activity, that no fur-
ther payments to the State will be made
with respect to such program or activity)
until the Secretary is satisfied that there is
no longer any such failure to comply or that
the noncompliance will be promptly cor-
rected.

‘‘(ii) ADDITIONAL SANCTIONS.—In the case of
a finding of noncompliance made pursuant to
clause (i), the Secretary may, in addition to
imposing the sanctions described in such
subparagraph, impose the other appropriate
sanctions, including recoupment of money
improperly expended for purposes prohibited
or not authorized by this section, and dis-
qualification from the receipt of financial as-
sistance under this section.

‘‘(iii) NOTICE.—The notice required under
subparagraph (A) shall include a specific
identification of any additional sanction
being imposed under clause (ii).

‘‘(C) ISSUANCE OF RULES.—The Secretary
shall establish by rule procedures for—

‘‘(i) receiving, processing, and determining
the validity of complaints concerning any
failure of a State to comply with the State
plan or any requirement of this section; and

‘‘(ii) imposing sanctions under this sub-
section.
‘‘SEC. 2009. CHILD CARE DURING PARTICIPATION

IN EMPLOYMENT, EDUCATION, AND
TRAINING; EXTENDED ELIGIBILITY.

‘‘(a) CHILD CARE GUARANTEE.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Each State agency re-

ferred to in section 2008(b)(1)(A) shall guar-
antee child care in accordance with section
2008—

‘‘(A) for any individual who is participat-
ing in an education or training activity (in-
cluding participation in a program estab-
lished under part G of title IV) if the State
agency approves the activity and determines
that the individual is participating satisfac-
torily in the activity;

‘‘(B) for each family with a dependent child
requiring such care to the extent that such
care is determined by the State agency to be
necessary for an individual in the family to
accept employment or remain employed, in-
cluding in a community service job under
part H of title IV; and

‘‘(C) to the extent that the State agency
determines that such care is necessary for
the employment of an individual, if the fam-
ily of which the individual is a member has
ceased to receive aid under the State plan
approved under part A of title IV by reason
of increased hours of, or income from, such
employment or by reason of section
402(a)(8)(B)(ii)(II), subject to paragraph (2) of
this subsection.

‘‘(2) LIMITATIONS ON ELIGIBILITY FOR TRAN-
SITIONAL CHILD CARE.—A family shall not be
eligible for child care under paragraph
(1)(C)—

‘‘(A) for more than 12 months after the last
month for which the family received aid de-
scribed in such paragraph;

‘‘(B) if the family did not receive such aid
in at least 3 of the most recent 6 months in
which the family received such aid;

‘‘(C) if the family does not include a child
who is (or, if needy, would be) a dependent
child (within the meaning of part A of title
IV);

‘‘(D) for any month beginning after the
caretaker relative (within the meaning of
such part) in the family has terminated his
or her employment without good cause; or

‘‘(E) with respect to a child, for any month
beginning after the caretaker relative in the
family has refused to cooperate with the
State in establishing or enforcing the obliga-
tion of any parent of the child to provide
support for the child, without good cause as
determined by the State agency in accord-
ance with standards prescribed by the Sec-
retary which shall take into consideration
the best interests of the child.

‘‘(b) STATE ENTITLEMENT TO PAYMENTS.—
Each State with a plan approved under sec-
tion 2008 shall be entitled to receive from the
Secretary for any fiscal year an amount
equal to—

‘‘(1) the total amount expended by the
State to carry out subsection (a) during the
fiscal year; multiplied by

‘‘(2) the greater of—
‘‘(A) 70 percent; or
‘‘(B) the Federal medical assistance per-

centage (as defined in the last sentence of
section 1118, increased by 10 percentage
points.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments and
repeals made by this section shall take effect
on October 1, 1996.

Subtitle D—AFDC Work Disregards
SEC. 231. OPTION TO INCREASE DISREGARD OF

EARNED INCOME.
Section 402(a)(8)(A) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)(8)(A))

is amended—
(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of clause

(vii); and
(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(ix) if electing to disregard clauses (ii)

and (iv), shall disregard from the earned in-
come of any child, relative, or other individ-
ual specified in clause (ii) an amount equal
to not less than the first $120 and not more
than the first $225 of the total of such earned
income not disregarded under any other
clause of this subparagraph, plus not more
than one third of the remainder of such
earned income; and’’.
SEC. 232. STATE OPTION TO ESTABLISH VOL-

UNTARY DIVERSION PROGRAM.
Section 402(a) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)), as amended

by sections 101, 102, and 211(a) of this Act, is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (47);

(2) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (48) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (48) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(49) at the option of the State, and in such
part or parts of the State as the State may
select, provide that—

‘‘(A) upon the recommendation of the case-
worker who is handling the case of a family
eligible for aid under the State plan, the
State shall, in lieu of any other payment
under the State plan to a family during a
time period of not more than 3 months,
make a lump-sum payment to the family for
the time period in an amount not to exceed—

‘‘(i) the amount of the monthly benefit to
which the family is entitled under the State
plan; multiplied by

‘‘(ii) the number of months in the time pe-
riod;

‘‘(B) a lump-sum payment pursuant to sub-
paragraph (A) shall not be made more than
once to any family; and

‘‘(C) if, during a time period for which the
State has made a lump-sum payment to a
family pursuant to subparagraph (A), the
family applies for and (but for the lump-sum
payment) would be eligible for aid under the
State plan for a greater monthly benefit
than the monthly benefit to which the fam-
ily was entitled under the State plan at the
time of the calculation of the lump sum pay-
ment, then, notwithstanding subparagraph
(A), the State shall, for that part of the time
period that remains after the family be-
comes eligible for the greater monthly bene-
fit, provide monthly benefits to the family in
an amount not to exceed—

‘‘(i) the amount by which the greater
monthly benefit exceeds the former monthly
benefit, multiplied by the number of months
in the time period; divided by

‘‘(ii) the whole number of months remain-
ing in the time period.’’.

SEC. 233. ELIMINATION OF QUARTERS OF COV-
ERAGE REQUIREMENT FOR MAR-
RIED TEENS UNDER AFDC–UP PRO-
GRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 407(b)(1)(A)(iii)(I)
(42 U.S.C. 607(b)(1)(A)(iii)(I)) is amended by
inserting ‘‘except in the case of a family in
which the parents are married and neither
parent has attained 20 years of age,’’ after
‘‘(I)’’.

(b) EXTENSION OF AFDC–UP PROGRAM.—
Section 401(h) of the Family Support Act of
1988 (42 U.S.C. 602 and note, 607) is amended
by striking ‘‘1998’’ and inserting ‘‘2000’’.

Subtitle E—AFDC Asset Limitations

SEC. 241. INCREASE IN RESOURCE THRESHOLDS;
SEPARATE THRESHOLD FOR VEHI-
CLES.

Section 402(a)(7)(B) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)(7)(B))
is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘$1,000 or such lower
amount as the State may determine’’ and in-
serting ‘‘$2,000’’; and

(2) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘such amount
as the Secretary may prescribe’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘the dollar amount prescribed by the
Secretary of Agriculture under section 5(g)
of the Food Stamp Act of 1977’’.

SEC. 242. LIMITED DISREGARD OF AMOUNTS
SAVED FOR POST-SECONDARY EDU-
CATION, THE PURCHASE OF A FIRST
HOME, OR THE ESTABLISHMENT OR
OPERATION OF A
MICROENTERPRISE.

(a) DISREGARD FROM RESOURCES.—Section
402(a)(7)(B) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)(7)(B)) is amend-
ed—

(1) by striking ‘‘or’’ before ‘‘(iv)’’; and
(2) by inserting ‘‘, or (v) any amount not

exceeding $8,000 in 1 qualified asset account
(as defined in section 406(i)) of 1 member of
such family’’ before ‘‘; and’’.

(b) DISREGARD FROM INCOME.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 402(a)(8)(A) (42

U.S.C. 602(a)(8)(A)), as amended by section
231 of this Act, is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of clause
(viii); and

(B) by inserting after clause (ix) the fol-
lowing new clause:
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‘‘(x) shall disregard any interest or income

earned on a qualified asset account (as de-
fined in section 406(i)) and paid into the ac-
count, to the extent that the total amount in
the account, after such payment, does not
exceed $8,000; and’’.

(2) NONRECURRING LUMP SUM EXEMPT FROM
LUMP SUM RULE.—Section 402(a)(17) (42 U.S.C.
602(a)(17)) is amended by adding at the end
the following: ‘‘; and that this paragraph
shall not apply to earned or unearned income
received in a month on a nonrecurring basis
to the extent that such income is placed in
a qualified asset account (as defined in sec-
tion 406(i)) the total amount in which, after
such placement, does not exceed $8,000;’’.

(3) TREATMENT AS INCOME.—Section
402(a)(7) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)(7)) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of sub-
paragraph (B);

(B) by striking the semicolon at the end of
subparagraph (C) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

‘‘(D) shall treat as income any distribution
from a qualified asset account (as defined in
section 406(i)(1)) that is not a qualified dis-
tribution (as defined in section 406(i)(2));’’.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—Section 406 (42 U.S.C. 606)
is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing:

‘‘(i)(1) The term ‘qualified asset account’
means a mechanism approved by the State
(such as individual retirement accounts, es-
crow accounts, or savings bonds) that allows
savings of an individual receiving aid to fam-
ilies with dependent children to be used for a
purpose described in paragraph (2).

‘‘(2) The term ‘qualified distribution’
means a distribution for expenses directly
related to 1 or more of the following pur-
poses:

‘‘(A) The attendance of a member of the
family at any postsecondary education pro-
gram.

‘‘(B) The purchase of residential real prop-
erty for the family that the family intends
to occupy, if no member of the family has an
ownership interest in such a property.

‘‘(C) The establishment or operation of a
microenterprise owned by a member of the
family.

‘‘(j) The term ‘microenterprise’ means a
commercial enterprise which has 5 or fewer
employees, 1 or more of whom owns the en-
terprise.’’.

TITLE III—THE WORK FIRST PROGRAM
SEC. 301. WORK FIRST PROGRAM.

(a) STATE PLAN REQUIREMENT.—Section
402(a) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)), as amended by sec-
tions 101, 102, 211(a), and 232 of this Act, is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (48);

(2) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (49) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (49) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(50) provide that the State—
‘‘(A) shall develop an individual respon-

sibility plan in accordance with part F for
each applicant for, or recipient of, aid under
the State plan who—

‘‘(i) has attained 18 years of age; or
‘‘(ii) has not completed high school or ob-

tained a certificate of high school equiva-
lency, and is not attending secondary school;

‘‘(B) has in effect and operation—
‘‘(i) a work first program that meets the

requirements of subpart 1 of part G (or, for
any fiscal year for which the Secretary has
approved a State plan under subpart 2 of part
G, such subpart 2); and

‘‘(ii) a community service program that
meets the requirements of part H, or a job
placement voucher program that meets the
requirements of part I, but not both;

‘‘(C) shall provide a position in the
workfare program established by the State
under part H, or a job placement voucher
under the job placement voucher program es-
tablished by the State under part I to any in-
dividual who, by reason of section 497(b), is
prohibited from participating in the work
first program operated by the State, and
shall not provide such a position or such a
voucher to any other individual; and

‘‘(D) shall provide to participants in such
programs such case management services as
are necessary to ensure the integrated provi-
sion of benefits and services under such pro-
grams.’’.

(b) ESTABLISHMENT AND OPERATION OF PRO-
GRAM.—Title IV (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.) is
amended by striking part F and inserting the
following:

‘‘Part F—Individual Responsibility Plan
‘‘SEC. 481. ASSESSMENT.

‘‘The State agency referred to in section
402(a)(3) shall make an initial assessment of
the skills, prior work experience, and em-
ployability of each individual for whom sec-
tion 402(a)(50)(A) requires the State to de-
velop an individual responsibility plan.
‘‘SEC. 482. INDIVIDUAL RESPONSIBILITY PLANS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—On the basis of the as-
sessment made under section 481 with re-
spect to an individual, the State agency, in
consultation with the individual, shall de-
velop an individual responsibility plan for
the individual, which—

‘‘(1) shall provide that participation by the
individual in job search activities shall be a
condition of eligibility for aid under the
State plan approved under part A, except
during any period for which the individual is
employed full-time in an unsubsidized job in
the private sector;

‘‘(2) sets forth an employment goal for the
individual and a plan for moving the individ-
ual immediately into private sector employ-
ment;

‘‘(3) sets forth the obligations of the indi-
vidual, which may include a requirement
that the individual attend school, maintain
certain grades and attendance, keep school
age children of the individual in school, im-
munize children, attend parenting and
money management classes, or do other
things that will help the individual become
and remain employed in the private sector;
and

‘‘(4) may require that the individual enter
the State program established under part G,
if the caseworker determines that the indi-
vidual will need education, training, job
placement assistance, wage enhancement, or
other services to become employed in the
private sector.

‘‘(b) TIMING.—The State agency shall com-
ply with subsection (a) with respect to an in-
dividual—

‘‘(1) within 90 days (or, at the option of the
State, 180 days) after the effective date of
this part, in the case of an individual who, as
of such effective date, is a recipient of aid
under the State plan approved under part A;
or

‘‘(2) within 30 days (or, at the option of the
State, 90 days) after the individual is deter-
mined to be eligible for such aid, in the case
of any other individual.
‘‘SEC. 483. PROVISION OF PROGRAM AND EM-

PLOYMENT INFORMATION.
‘‘The State shall inform all applicants for

and recipients of aid under the State plan ap-
proved under part A of all available services
under the State plan for which they are eli-
gible.
‘‘SEC. 484. REQUIREMENT THAT RECIPIENTS

ENTER THE WORK FIRST PROGRAM.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Beginning with fiscal

year 2004, the State shall place recipients of
aid under the State plan approved under part

A, who have not become employed in the pri-
vate sector within 1 year after signing an in-
dividual responsibility plan, in the first
available slot in the State program estab-
lished under part G, except as provided in
subsection (b).

‘‘(b) EXCEPTIONS.—A State may not be re-
quired to place a recipient of such aid in the
State program established under part G if
the recipient—

‘‘(1) is ill, incapacitated, or of advanced
age;

‘‘(2) has not attained 18 years of age;
‘‘(3) is caring for a child or parent who is

ill or incapacitated; or
‘‘(4) is enrolled in school or in educational

or training programs that will lead to pri-
vate sector employment.

‘‘SEC. 485. PENALTIES.
‘‘(a) STATE NOT OPERATING A WORK FIRST

PROGRAM UNDER A STATE MODEL OR A
WORKFARE PROGRAM.—In the case of a State
that is not operating a program under sub-
part 2 of part G or under part H:

‘‘(1) FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH INDIVIDUAL
RESPONSIBILITY PLAN OR AGREEMENT OF MU-
TUAL RESPONSIBILITY.—

‘‘(A) PROGRESSIVE REDUCTIONS IN AID FOR
1ST AND 2ND FAILURES.—The amount of aid
otherwise payable under the State plan ap-
proved under part A to a family that in-
cludes an individual who fails without good
cause to comply with an individual respon-
sibility plan (or, if the State has established
a program under subpart 1 of part G and the
individual is required to participate in the
program, an agreement of mutual respon-
sibility) signed by the individual (other than
by reason of conduct described in paragraph
(2)) shall be reduced by—

‘‘(i) 33 percent for the 1st such act of non-
compliance; or

‘‘(ii) 66 percent for the 2nd such act of non-
compliance.

‘‘(B) DENIAL OF AID FOR 3RD FAILURE.—In
the case of the 3rd such act of noncompli-
ance, the family of which the individual is a
member shall not thereafter be eligible for
aid under the State plan approved under part
A.

‘‘(C) ACTS OF NONCOMPLIANCE.—For pur-
poses of this paragraph, a 1st act of non-
compliance by an individual continues for
more than 1 calendar month shall be consid-
ered a 2nd act of noncompliance, and a 2nd
act of noncompliance that continues for
more than 3 calendar months shall be consid-
ered a 3rd act of noncompliance.

‘‘(2) DENIAL OF AFDC TO ADULTS REFUSING TO
WORK, LOOK FOR WORK, OR ACCEPT A BONA FIDE
OFFER OF EMPLOYMENT.—

‘‘(A) REFUSAL TO WORK OR LOOK FOR
WORK.—If an unemployed individual who has
attained 18 years of age refuses to work or
look for work—

‘‘(i) in the case of the 1st such refusal, aid
under the State plan approved under part A
shall not be payable with respect to the indi-
vidual until the later of—

‘‘(I) a period of not less than 6 months after
the date of the first such refusal; or

‘‘(II) the first date the individual agrees to
work or look for work.

‘‘(ii) in the case of the 2nd such refusal, the
family of which the individual is a member
shall not thereafter be eligible for aid under
the State plan approved under part A.

‘‘(B) REFUSAL TO ACCEPT A BONA FIDE OFFER
OF EMPLOYMENT.—If an unemployed individ-
ual who has attained 18 years of age refuses
to accept a bona fide offer of employment,
the family of which the individual is a mem-
ber shall not thereafter be eligible for aid
under the State plan approved under part A.

‘‘(b) OTHER STATES.—In the case of any
other State, the State shall reduce, by such
amount as the State considers appropriate,
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the amount of aid otherwise payable under
the State plan approved under part A to a
family that includes an individual who fails
without good cause to comply with an indi-
vidual responsibility plan signed by the indi-
vidual.

‘‘Part G—Work First Program
‘‘Subpart 1—Federal Model

‘‘SEC. 491. ESTABLISHMENT AND OPERATION OF
STATE PROGRAMS.

‘‘A work first program meets the require-
ments of this subpart if the program meets
the following requirements:

‘‘(1) OBJECTIVE.—The objective of the pro-
gram is for each program participant to find
and hold a full-time unsubsidized paid job,
and for this goal to be achieved in a cost-ef-
fective fashion.

‘‘(2) METHOD.—The method of the program
is to connect recipients of aid to families
with dependent children with the private
sector labor market as soon as possible and
offer them the support and skills necessary
to remain in the labor market. Each compo-
nent of the program should be permeated
with an emphasis on employment and with
an understanding that minimum wage jobs
are a stepping stone to more highly paid em-
ployment.

‘‘(3) JOB CREATION.—The creation of jobs,
with an emphasis on private sector jobs,
shall be a component of the program and
shall be a priority for each State office with
responsibilities under the program.

‘‘(4) USE OF INCENTIVES.—The State shall
use incentives to change the culture of each
State office with responsibilities under the
State plan approved under part A, improve
the performance of employees, and ensure
that the objective of each employee of each
such State office is to find an unsubsidized
paid job for each program participant.

‘‘(5) CASEWORKER TRAINING.—The State
may provide such training to caseworkers
and related personnel (including through the
use of incentives) as may be necessary to en-
sure successful job placements that result in
full-time public or private employment (out-
side the State agencies with responsibilities
under part A) for program participants. The
State shall reward any caseworker who en-
ters an agreement of mutual responsibility
with a program participant that provides for
education or training activities as well as
work.

‘‘(6) REPORTS.—Each office with respon-
sibility for operating the program shall
make monthly statistical reports to the gov-
erning body of the State, county, and city in
which located, of job placements and the
number of program participants who are no
longer receiving aid under the State plan ap-
proved under part A as a result of participa-
tion in the program.

‘‘(7) CASE MANAGEMENT TEAMS.—
‘‘(A) DUTIES.—The program requires the

State to assign to each individual required
or allowed to participate in the program a
case management team that shall meet with
the program participant and develop an
agreement of mutual responsibility for the
individual.

‘‘(B) DEADLINE.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The case management

team shall comply with subparagraph (A)
with respect to a program participant within
30 days (or, at the option of the State, within
a period not exceeding 90 days) after the
later of—

‘‘(I) the date the application of the pro-
gram participant for aid under the State
plan approved under part A was approved; or

‘‘(II) the date this subpart first applies to
the State.

‘‘(ii) REPEAT PARTICIPANTS.—Within 30 days
after the State makes a determination under
section 497(b)(2) to allow an individual to
participate in the program, the case manage-

ment team shall meet with the individual
and develop an agreement of mutual respon-
sibility for the individual.

‘‘(8) AGREEMENTS OF MUTUAL RESPONSIBIL-
ITY.—The agreement of mutual responsibil-
ity for a participant shall—

‘‘(A) contain an individualized comprehen-
sive plan, developed by the team and the par-
ticipant, to move the participant into a full-
time unsubsidized job, through activities
under section 492, 493, 494, 495, or 496;

‘‘(B) to the greatest extent possible, be de-
signed to move the participant as quickly as
possible into whatever type and amount of
work as the participant is capable of han-
dling, and increases the responsibility and
amount of work over time until the partici-
pant is able to work full-time;

‘‘(C) where necessary, provide for edu-
cation or training of the participant;

‘‘(D) provide that aid under the State plan
is to be paid to the participant based on the
number of hours that the participant spends
in activities provided for in the agreement;

‘‘(E) provide that the participant shall
spend at least 30 hours per week (or, at State
option, at least 20 hours per week during fis-
cal years 1997 and 1998, and at least 25 hours
per week during fiscal year 1999) in activities
provided for in the agreement;

‘‘(F) provide that the participant shall ac-
cept any bona fide offer of unsubsidized full-
time employment, unless the participant has
good cause for not doing so;

‘‘(G) at the option of the State, require the
participant to undergo appropriate substance
abuse treatment; and

‘‘(H) at the option of the State, require the
participant to have his or her children re-
ceive appropriate immunizations against dis-
ease.

‘‘(9) OPTIONS FOR PARTICIPANTS.—The case
manager for a program participant shall
present the participant with each option of-
fered under the State program through
which the participant will, over time, be
moved into full-time unsubsidized employ-
ment.

‘‘(10) ONE-STOP EMPLOYMENT SHOPS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out the pro-

gram, the State shall utilize and make avail-
able to each program participant, through
the establishment and operation or utiliza-
tion of appropriate Federal or State one-stop
employment shops, services under programs
carried out under the following provisions of
law:

‘‘(i) Part A of title II of the Job Training
Partnership Act (29 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.) (re-
lating to the adult training program).

‘‘(ii) Part B of title II of such Act (29 U.S.C.
1630 et seq.) (relating to the summer youth
employment and training programs).

‘‘(iii) Part C of title II of such Act (29
U.S.C. 1641 et seq.) (relating to the youth
training program).

‘‘(iv) Title III of such Act (29 U.S.C. 1651 et
seq.) (relating to employment and training
assistance for dislocated workers).

‘‘(v) Part B of title IV of such Act (29
U.S.C. 1691 et seq.) (relating to the Job
Corps).

‘‘(vi) The Carl D. Perkins Vocational and
Applied Technology Education Act (20 U.S.C.
2301 et seq.).

‘‘(vii) The Adult Education Act (20 U.S.C.
1201 et seq.).

‘‘(viii) Part B of chapter 1 of title I of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 (20 U.S.C. 2741 et seq.) (relating to Even
Start family literacy programs).

‘‘(ix) Subtitle A of title VII of the Stewart
B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act (42
U.S.C. 11421) (relating to adult education for
the homeless).

‘‘(x) Subtitle B of title VII of such Act (42
U.S.C. 11431 et seq.) (relating to education
for homeless children and youth).

‘‘(xi) Subtitle C of title VII of such Act (42
U.S.C. 11441) (relating to job training for the
homeless).

‘‘(xii) The School-to-Work Opportunities
Act of 1994.

‘‘(xiii) The National and Community Serv-
ice Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12501 et seq.).

‘‘(xiv) The National Skill Standards Act of
1994.

‘‘(B) COORDINATION.—In utilizing appro-
priate Federal or State one-stop employment
shops described in subparagraph (A), the
State shall ensure coordination between the
caseworker of each program participant and
the administrators of the programs carried
out under the provisions of law described in
such subparagraph.

‘‘(11) NONDISPLACEMENT.—The program
may not be operated in a manner that re-
sults in—

‘‘(A) the displacement of a currently em-
ployed worker or position by a program par-
ticipant;

‘‘(B) the replacement of an employee who
has been terminated with a program partici-
pant; or

‘‘(C) the replacement of an individual who
is on layoff from the same position given to
a program participant or any equivalent po-
sition.

‘‘SEC. 492. REVAMPED JOBS PROGRAM.
‘‘A State that establishes a program under

this subpart may operate a program similar
to the program known as the ‘GAIN Pro-
gram’ that has been operated by Riverside
County, California, under Federal law in ef-
fect immediately before the date this sub-
part first applies to the State of California.

‘‘SEC. 493. USE OF PLACEMENT COMPANIES.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—A State that establishes

a program under this subpart may enter into
contracts with private companies (whether
operated for profit or not for profit) for the
placement of participants in the program in
positions of full-time employment, pref-
erably in the private sector, for wages suffi-
cient to eliminate the need of such partici-
pants for cash assistance.

‘‘(b) REQUIRED CONTRACT TERMS.—Each
contract entered into under this section with
a company shall meet the following require-
ments:

‘‘(1) PROVISION OF JOB READINESS AND SUP-
PORT SERVICES.—The contract shall require
the company to provide, to any program par-
ticipant who presents to the company a
voucher issued under subsection (d) intensive
personalized support and job readiness serv-
ices designed to prepare the individual for
employment and ensure the continued suc-
cess of the individual in employment.

‘‘(2) PAYMENTS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The contract shall pro-

vide for payments to be made to the com-
pany with respect to each program partici-
pant who presents to the company a voucher
issued under subsection (d).

‘‘(B) STRUCTURE.—The contract shall pro-
vide for the majority of the amounts to be
paid under the contract with respect to a
program participant, to be paid after the
company has placed the participant in a po-
sition of full-time employment and the par-
ticipant has been employed in the position
for such period of not less than 5 months as
the State deems appropriate.

‘‘(c) COMPETITIVE BIDDING REQUIRED.—Con-
tracts under this section shall be awarded
only after competitive bidding.

‘‘(d) VOUCHERS.—The State shall issue a
voucher to each program participant whose
agreement of mutual responsibility provides
for the use of placement companies under
this section, indicating that the participant
is eligible for the services of such a company.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H 3643March 23, 1995
‘‘SEC. 494. TEMPORARY SUBSIDIZED JOB CRE-

ATION.
‘‘A State that establishes a program under

this subpart may establish a program similar
to the program known as ‘JOBS Plus’ that
has been operated by the State of Oregon
under Federal law in effect immediately be-
fore the date this subpart first applies to the
State of Oregon.
‘‘SEC. 495. MICROENTERPRISE.

‘‘(a) GRANTS AND LOANS TO NONPROFIT OR-
GANIZATIONS FOR THE PROVISION OF TECH-
NICAL ASSISTANCE, TRAINING, AND CREDIT TO
LOW INCOME ENTREPRENEURS.—A State that
establishes a program under this subpart
may make grants and loans to nonprofit or-
ganizations to provide technical assistance,
training, and credit to low income entre-
preneurs for the purpose of establishing
microenterprises.

‘‘(b) MICROENTERPRISE DEFINED.—For pur-
poses of this subsection, the term
‘microenterprise’ means a commercial enter-
prise which has 5 or fewer employees, 1 or
more of whom owns the enterprise.
‘‘SEC. 496. WORK SUPPLEMENTATION PROGRAM.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—A State that establishes
a program under this subpart may institute
a work supplementation program under
which the State, to the extent it considers
appropriate, may reserve the sums that
would otherwise be payable to participants
in the program as aid to families with de-
pendent children and use the sums instead
for the purpose of providing and subsidizing
jobs for the participants (as described in sub-
section (c)(3)(A) and (B)), as an alternative
to the aid to families with dependent chil-
dren that would otherwise be so payable to
the participants.

‘‘(b) STATE FLEXIBILITY.—
‘‘(1) Nothing in this subpart, or in any

State plan approved under part A, shall be
construed to prevent a State from operating
(on such terms and conditions and in such
cases as the State may find to be necessary
or appropriate) a work supplementation pro-
gram in accordance with this section and
section 494 (as in effect immediately before
the date this subpart first applies to the
State).

‘‘(2) Notwithstanding section 402(a)(23) or
any other provision of law, a State may ad-
just the levels of the standards of need under
the State plan as the State determines to be
necessary and appropriate for carrying out a
work supplementation program under this
section.

‘‘(3) Notwithstanding section 402(a)(1) or
any other provision of law, a State operating
a work supplementation program under this
section may provide that the need standards
in effect in those areas of the State in which
the program is in operation may be different
from the need standards in effect in the
areas in which the program is not in oper-
ation, and the State may provide that the
need standards for categories of recipients
may vary among such categories to the ex-
tent the State determines to be appropriate
on the basis of ability to participate in the
work supplementation program.

‘‘(4) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, a State may make such further ad-
justments in the amounts of the aid to fami-
lies with dependent children paid under the
plan to different categories of recipients (as
determined under paragraph (3)) in order to
offset increases in benefits from needs-relat-
ed programs (other than the State plan ap-
proved under part A) as the State determines
to be necessary and appropriate to further
the purposes of the work supplementation
program.

‘‘(5) In determining the amounts to be re-
served and used for providing and subsidizing
jobs under this section as described in sub-

section (a), the State may use a sampling
methodology.

‘‘(6) Notwithstanding section 402(a)(8) or
any other provision of law, a State operating
a work supplementation program under this
section—

‘‘(A) may reduce or eliminate the amount
of earned income to be disregarded under the
State plan as the State determines to be nec-
essary and appropriate to further the pur-
poses of the work supplementation program;
and

‘‘(B) during 1 or more of the first 9 months
of an individual’s employment pursuant to a
program under this subpart, may apply to
the wages of the individual the provisions of
subparagraph (A)(iv) of section 402(a)(8)
without regard to the provisions of subpara-
graph (B)(ii)(II) of such section.

‘‘(c) RULES RELATING TO SUPPLEMENTED
JOBS.—

‘‘(1) A work supplementation program op-
erated by a State under this section may
provide that any individual who is an eligi-
ble individual (as determined under para-
graph (2)) shall take a supplemented job (as
defined in paragraph (3)) to the extent that
supplemented jobs are available under the
program. Payments by the State to individ-
uals or to employers under the work
supplementation program shall be treated as
expenditures incurred by the State for aid to
families with dependent children except as
limited by subsection (d).

‘‘(2) For purposes of this section, an eligi-
ble individual is an individual who is in a
category which the State determines should
be eligible to participate in the work
supplementation program, and who would, at
the time of placement in the job involved, be
eligible for aid to families with dependent
children under an approved State plan if the
State did not have a work supplementation
program in effect.

‘‘(3) For purposes of this subsection, a sup-
plemented job is—

‘‘(A) a job provided to an eligible individ-
ual by the State or local agency administer-
ing the State plan under part A; or

‘‘(B) a job provided to an eligible individ-
ual by any other employer for which all or
part of the wages are paid by the State or
local agency.
A State may provide or subsidize under the
program any job which the State determines
to be appropriate.

‘‘(4) At the option of the State, individuals
who hold supplemented jobs under a State’s
work supplementation program shall be ex-
empt from the retrospective budgeting re-
quirements imposed pursuant to section
402(a)(13)(A)(ii) (and the amount of the aid
which is payable to the family of any such
individual for any month, or which would be
so payable but for the individual’s participa-
tion in the work supplementation program,
shall be determined on the basis of the in-
come and other relevant circumstances in
that month).

‘‘(d) COST LIMITATION.—The amount of the
Federal payment to a State under section 403
for expenditures incurred in making pay-
ments to individuals and employers under a
work supplementation program under this
subsection shall not exceed an amount equal
to the amount which would otherwise be
payable under such section if the family of
each individual employed in the program es-
tablished in the State under this section had
received the maximum amount of aid to fam-
ilies with dependent children payable under
the State plan to such a family with no in-
come (without regard to adjustments under
subsection (b)) for the lesser of—

‘‘(1) 9 months; or
‘‘(2) the number of months in which the in-

dividual was employed in the program.
‘‘(e) RULES OF INTERPRETATION.—

‘‘(1) This section shall not be construed as
requiring the State or local agency admin-
istering the State plan to provide employee
status to an eligible individual to whom the
State or local agency provides a job under
the work supplementation program (or with
respect to whom the State or local agency
provides all or part of the wages paid to the
individual by another entity under the pro-
gram), or as requiring any State or local
agency to provide that an eligible individual
filling a job position provided by another en-
tity under the program be provided employee
status by the entity during the first 13 weeks
the individual fills the position.

‘‘(2) Wages paid under a work
supplementation program shall be consid-
ered to be earned income for purposes of any
provision of law.

‘‘(f) PRESERVATION OF MEDICAID ELIGI-
BILITY.—Any State that chooses to operate a
work supplementation program under this
section shall provide that any individual who
participates in the program, and any child or
relative of the individual (or other individual
living in the same household as the individ-
ual) who would be eligible for aid to families
with dependent children under the State
plan approved under part A if the State did
not have a work supplementation program,
shall be considered individuals receiving aid
to families with dependent children under
the State plan approved under part A for
purposes of eligibility for medical assistance
under the State plan approved under title
XIX.

‘‘SEC. 497. PARTICIPATION RULES.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

subsection (b), a State that establishes a pro-
gram under this part may require any indi-
vidual receiving aid under the State plan ap-
proved under part A to participate in the
program.

‘‘(b) 2-YEAR LIMITATION ON PARTICIPA-
TION.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), an individual may not partici-
pate in a State program established under
this part if the individual has participated in
the State program established under this
part for 24 months after the date the individ-
ual first signed an agreement of mutual re-
sponsibility under this part, excluding any
month during which the individual worked
for an average of at least 25 hours per week
in a private sector job.

‘‘(2) AUTHORITY TO ALLOW REPEAT PARTICI-
PATION.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph
(B) of this paragraph, a State may allow an
individual who, by reason of paragraph (1),
would be prohibited from participating in
the State program established under this
part to participate in the program for such
additional period or periods as the State de-
termines appropriate.

‘‘(B) LIMITATION ON PERCENTAGE OF REPEAT
PARTICIPANTS.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
clause (ii) of this subparagraph, the number
of individuals allowed under subparagraph
(A) to participate during a program year in
a State program established under this part
shall not exceed—

‘‘(I) 10 percent of the total number of indi-
viduals who participated in the State pro-
gram established under this part or the
State program established under part H dur-
ing the immediately preceding program
year; or

‘‘(II) in the case of fiscal year 2004 or any
succeeding fiscal year, 15 percent of such
total number of individuals.

‘‘(ii) AUTHORITY TO INCREASE LIMITATION.—
‘‘(I) PETITION.—A State may request the

Secretary to increase to not more than 15
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percent the percentage limitation imposed
by clause (i)(I) for a fiscal year before fiscal
year 2004.

‘‘(II) AUTHORITY TO GRANT REQUEST.—The
Secretary may approve a request made pur-
suant to subclause (I) if the Secretary deems
it appropriate. The Secretary shall develop
recommendations on the criteria that should
be applied in evaluating requests under
subclause (I).
‘‘SEC. 498. CASELOAD PARTICIPATION RATES;

PERFORMANCE MEASURES.
‘‘(a) PARTICIPATION RATES.—
‘‘(1) REQUIREMENT.—A State that operates

a program under this part shall achieve a
participation rate for the following fiscal
years of not less than the following percent-
age:
‘‘Fiscal year: Percentage:

1997 .................................................. 16
1998 .................................................. 20
1999 .................................................. 24
2000 .................................................. 28
2001 .................................................. 32
2002 .................................................. 40
2003 or later .................................... 52.

‘‘(2) PARTICIPATION RATE DEFINED.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—As used in this sub-

section, the term ‘participation rate’ means,
with respect to a State and a fiscal year, an
amount equal to—

‘‘(i) the average monthly number of indi-
viduals who, during the fiscal year, partici-
pate in the State program established under
this part or the State program (if any) estab-
lished under part H; divided by

‘‘(ii) the average monthly number of indi-
viduals for whom an individual responsibil-
ity plan is in effect under section 482 during
the fiscal year.

‘‘(B) SPECIAL RULE.—For each of the 1st 12
months after an individual ceases to receive
aid under a State plan approved under part A
by reason of having become employed for
more than 25 hours per week in an
unsubsidized job in the private sector, the in-
dividual shall be considered to be participat-
ing in the State program established under
this part, and to be an adult recipient of
such aid, for purposes of subparagraph (A).

‘‘(3) STATE COMPLIANCE REPORTS.—Each
State that operates a program under this
part for a fiscal year shall submit to the Sec-
retary a report on the participation rate of
the State for the fiscal year.

‘‘(4) EFFECT OF FAILURE TO MEET PARTICIPA-
TION RATES.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If a State reports that
the State has failed to achieve the participa-
tion rate required by paragraph (1) for the
fiscal year, the Secretary may make rec-
ommendations for changes in the State pro-
gram established under this part and (if the
State has established a program under part
H) the State program established under part
H. The State may elect to follow such rec-
ommendations, and shall demonstrate to the
Secretary how the State will achieve the re-
quired participation rates.

‘‘(B) SECOND CONSECUTIVE FAILURE.—Not-
withstanding subparagraph (A), if a State
fails to achieve the participation rate re-
quired by paragraph (1) for 2 consecutive fis-
cal years, the Secretary may—

‘‘(i) require the State to make changes in
the State program established under this
part and (if the State has established a pro-
gram under part H) the State program estab-
lished under part H; and

‘‘(ii) reduce by 5 percent the amount other-
wise payable to the State under paragraph
(1) or (2) (whichever applies to the State) of
section 403(a).

‘‘(b) PERFORMANCE STANDARDS.—The Sec-
retary shall develop standards to be used to
measure the effectiveness of the programs
established under this part and part H in

moving recipients of aid under the State
plan approved under part A into full-time
unsubsidized employment.

‘‘(c) PERFORMANCE-BASED MEASURES.—
‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall,

by regulation, establish measures of the ef-
fectiveness of the State programs estab-
lished under this part and under part H in
moving recipients of aid under the State
plan approved under part A into full-time
unsubsidized employment, based on the per-
formance of such programs.

‘‘(2) ANNUAL COMPLIANCE REPORTS.—Each
State that operates a program under this
part shall submit to the Secretary annual re-
ports that compare the achievements of the
program with the performance-based meas-
ures established under paragraph (1).

‘‘Subpart 2—Optional State Plans
‘‘SEC. 499. STATE ROLE.

‘‘(a) PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.—Any State
may establish and operate a work first pro-
gram that meets the following requirements,
unless the State is operating a work first
program under subpart 1:

‘‘(1) OBJECTIVE.—The objective of the pro-
gram is for each program participant to find
and hold a full-time unsubsidized paid job,
and for this goal to be achieved in a cost-ef-
fective fashion.

‘‘(2) METHOD.—The method of the program
is to connect recipients of aid to families
with dependent children with the private
sector labor market as soon as possible and
offer them the support and skills necessary
to remain in the labor market. Each compo-
nent of the program should be permeated
with an emphasis on employment and with
an understanding that minimum wage jobs
are a stepping stone to more highly paid em-
ployment. The program shall provide recipi-
ents with education, training, job search and
placement, wage supplementation, tem-
porary subsidized jobs, or such other services
that the State deems necessary to help a re-
cipient obtain private sector employment.

‘‘(3) JOB CREATION.—The creation of jobs,
with an emphasis on private sector jobs,
shall be a component of the program and
shall be a priority for each State office with
responsibilities under the program.

‘‘(4) FORMS OF ASSISTANCE.—The State
shall provide assistance to participants in
the program in the form of education, train-
ing, job placement services (including vouch-
ers for job placement services), work
supplementation programs, temporary sub-
sidized job creation, job counseling, assist-
ance in establishing microenterprises, or
other services to provide individuals with
the support and skills necessary to obtain
and keep employment in the private sector.

‘‘(5) 2-YEAR LIMITATION ON PARTICIPATION.—
The program shall comply with section
497(b).

‘‘(6) AGREEMENTS OF MUTUAL RESPONSIBIL-
ITY.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The State agency shall
develop an agreement of mutual responsibil-
ity for each program participant, which will
be an individualized comprehensive plan, de-
veloped by the team and the participant, to
move the participant into a full-time
unsubsidized job. The agreement should de-
tail the education, training, or skills that
the individual will be receiving to obtain a
full-time unsubsidized job, and the obliga-
tions of the individual.

‘‘(B) HOURS OF PARTICIPATION REQUIRE-
MENT.—The agreement shall provide that the
individual shall participate in activities in
accordance with the agreement for—

‘‘(i) not fewer than 20 hours per week dur-
ing fiscal years 1997 and 1998;

‘‘(ii) not fewer than 25 hours per week dur-
ing fiscal year 1999; and

‘‘(iii) not fewer than 30 hours per week
thereafter.

‘‘(7) CASELOAD PARTICIPATION RATES.—The
program shall comply with section 498.

‘‘(8) NONDISPLACEMENT.—The program shall
comply with section 491(11).

‘‘(b) ANNUAL REPORTS.—
‘‘(1) COMPLIANCE WITH PERFORMANCE MEAS-

URES.—Each State that operates a program
under this subpart shall submit to the Sec-
retary annual reports that compare the
achievements of the program with the per-
formance-based measures established under
section 490(b).

‘‘(2) COMPLIANCE WITH PARTICIPATION

RATES.—Each State that operates a program
under this subpart for a fiscal year shall sub-
mit to the Secretary a report on the partici-
pation rate of the State for the fiscal year.

‘‘SEC. 500. FEDERAL ROLE.
‘‘(a) APPROVAL OF STATE PLANS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Within 60 days after the

date a State submits to the Secretary a plan
that provides for the establishment and oper-
ation of a work first program that meets the
requirements of section 499, the Secretary
shall approve the plan.

‘‘(2) AUTHORITY TO EXTEND APPROVAL DEAD-
LINE.—The 60-day deadline established in
paragraph (1) with respect to a State may be
extended in accordance with an agreement
between the Secretary and the State.

‘‘(b) PERFORMANCE-BASED MEASURES.—The
Secretary shall, by regulation, establish
measures of the effectiveness of the State
program established under this subpart and
(if the State has established a program under
part H) the State program established under
part H in moving recipients of aid under the
State plan approved under part A into full-
time unsubsidized employment, based on the
performance of such programs.

‘‘(c) EFFECT OF FAILURE TO MEET PARTICI-
PATION RATES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If a State reports that
the State has failed to achieve the participa-
tion rate required by section 499(a)(7) for the
fiscal year, the Secretary may make rec-
ommendations for changes in the State pro-
gram established under this subpart and (if
the State has established a program under
part H) the State program established under
part H. The State may elect to follow such
recommendations, and shall demonstrate to
the Secretary how the State will achieve the
required participation rates.

‘‘(2) SECOND CONSECUTIVE FAILURE.—Not-
withstanding paragraph (1), if the State has
failed to achieve the participation rates re-
quired by section 499(a)(7) for 2 consecutive
fiscal years, the Secretary may require the
State to make changes in the State program
established under this subpart and (if the
State has established a program under part
H) the State program established under part
H.

‘‘Part H—Workfare Program

‘‘SEC. 500A. ESTABLISHMENT AND OPERATION OF
PROGRAM.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—A State that establishes
a work first program under a subpart of part
G may establish and carry out a workfare
program that meets the requirements of this
part, unless the State has established a job
placement voucher program under part I.

‘‘(b) OBJECTIVE.—The objective of the
workfare program is for each program par-
ticipant to find and hold a full-time
unsubsidized paid job, and for this goal to be
achieved in a cost-effective fashion.

‘‘(c) CASE MANAGEMENT TEAMS.—The State
shall assign to each program participant a
case management team that shall meet with
the participant and assist the participant to
choose the most suitable workfare job under
subsection (e), (f), or (g) and to eventually
obtain a full-time unsubsidized paid job.
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‘‘(d) PROVISION OF JOBS.—The State shall

provide each participant in the program with
a community service job that meets the re-
quirements of subsection (e) or a subsidized
job that meets the requirements of sub-
section (f) or (g).

‘‘(e) COMMUNITY SERVICE JOBS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

paragraphs (2) and (3), each participant shall
work for not fewer than 30 hours per week
(or, at the option of the State, 20 hours per
week during fiscal years 1997 and 1998, not
fewer than 25 hours per week during fiscal
year 1999, not fewer than 30 hours per week
during fiscal years 2000 and 2001, and not
fewer than 35 hours per week thereafter) in a
community service job, and be paid at a rate
which is not greater than 75 percent (or, at
the option of the State, 100 percent) of the
maximum amount of aid payable under the
State plan approved under part A to a family
of the same size and composition with no in-
come.

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION.—(A) If the participant has
obtained unsubsidized part-time employment
in the private sector, the State shall provide
the participant with a part-time community
service job.

‘‘(B) If the State provides a participant a
part-time community service job under sub-
paragraph (A), the State shall ensure that
the participant works for not fewer than 30
hours per week.

‘‘(3) WAGES NOT CONSIDERED EARNED IN-
COME.—Wages paid under a workfare program
shall not be considered to be earned income
for purposes of any provision of law.

‘‘(4) COMMUNITY SERVICE JOB DEFINED.—For
purposes of this section, the term ‘commu-
nity service job’ means—

‘‘(A) a job provided to a participant by the
State administering the State plan under
part A; or

‘‘(B) a job provided to a participant by any
other employer for which all or part of the
wages are paid by the State.
A State may provide or subsidize under the
program any job which the State determines
to be appropriate.

‘‘(f) TEMPORARY SUBSIDIZED JOB CRE-
ATION.—A State that establishes a workfare
program under this part may establish a pro-
gram similar to the program operated by the
State of Oregon, which is known as ‘JOBS
Plus’.

‘‘(g) WORK SUPPLEMENTATION PROGRAM.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A State that establishes

a workfare program under this part may in-
stitute a work supplementation program
under which the State, to the extent it con-
siders appropriate, may reserve the sums
that would otherwise be payable to partici-
pants in the program as a community service
minimum wage and use the sums instead for
the purpose of providing and subsidizing pri-
vate sector jobs for the participants.

‘‘(2) EMPLOYER AGREEMENT.—An employer
who provides a private sector job to a partic-
ipant under paragraph (1) shall agree to pro-
vide to the participant an amount in wages
equal to the poverty threshold for a family
of three.

‘‘(h) JOB SEARCH REQUIREMENT.—The State
shall require each participant to spend a
minimum of 5 hours per week on activities
related to securing unsubsidized full-time
employment in the private sector.

‘‘(i) DURATION OF PARTICIPATION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), an individual may not partici-
pate for more than 2 years in a workfare pro-
gram under this part.

‘‘(2) AUTHORITY TO ALLOW REPEATED PAR-
TICIPATION.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph
(B), a State may allow an individual who, by
reason of paragraph (1), would be prohibited

from participating in the State program es-
tablished under this part to participate in
the program for such additional period or pe-
riods as the State determines appropriate.

‘‘(B) LIMITATION ON PERCENTAGE OF REPEAT
PARTICIPANTS.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
clause (ii), the number of individuals allowed
under subparagraph (A) to participate during
a program year in a State program estab-
lished under this part shall not exceed 10 per-
cent of the total number of individuals who
participated in the program during the im-
mediately preceding program year.

‘‘(ii) AUTHORITY TO INCREASE LIMITATION.—
‘‘(I) PETITION.—A State may request the

Secretary to increase the percentage limita-
tion imposed by clause (i) to not more than
15 percent.

‘‘(II) AUTHORITY TO GRANT REQUEST.—The
Secretary may approve a request made pur-
suant to subclause (I) if the Secretary deems
it appropriate. The Secretary shall develop
recommendations on the criteria that should
be applied in evaluating requests under
subclause (I).

‘‘(j) USE OF PLACEMENT COMPANIES.—A
State that establishes a workfare program
under this part may enter into contracts
with private companies (whether operated
for profit or not for profit) for the placement
of participants in the program in positions of
full-time employment, preferably in the pri-
vate sector, for wages sufficient to eliminate
the need of such participants for cash assist-
ance in accordance with section 493.

‘‘(k) MAXIMUM OF 3 COMMUNITY SERVICE
JOBS.—A program participant may not re-
ceive more than 3 community service jobs
under the program.

‘‘Part I—Job Placement Voucher Program
‘‘SEC. 500B. JOB PLACEMENT VOUCHER PRO-

GRAM.
‘‘A State that is not operating a workfare

program under part H may establish a job
placement voucher program that meets the
following requirements:

‘‘(1) The program shall offer each program
participant a voucher which the participant
may use to obtain employment in the pri-
vate sector.

‘‘(2) An employer who receives a voucher
issued under the program from an individual
may redeem the voucher at any time after
the individual has been employed by the em-
ployer for 6 months, unless another em-
ployee of the employer was displaced by the
employment of the individual.

‘‘(3) Upon presentation of a voucher by an
employer to the State agency responsible for
the administration of the program, the State
agency shall pay to the employer an amount
equal to 50 percent of the total amount of aid
paid under the State plan approved under
part A to the family of which the individual
is a member for the most recent 12 months
for which the family was eligible for such
aid.’’.

(c) FUNDING.—Section 403 (42 U.S.C. 603) is
amended by inserting after subsection (b) the
following:

‘‘(c)(1) Each State that is operating a pro-
gram in accordance with subpart 1 of part G
(or in accordance with a plan approved under
subpart 2 of part G), and a program in ac-
cordance with part H or I shall be entitled to
payments under subsection (d) for any fiscal
year in an amount equal to the sum of the
applicable percentages (specified in such sub-
section) of its expenditures to carry out such
programs (subject to limitations prescribed
by or pursuant to such parts or this section
on expenditures that may be included for
purposes of determining payment under sub-
section (d)), but such payments for any fiscal
year in the case of any State may not exceed
the limitation determined under paragraph
(2) with respect to the State.

‘‘(2) The limitation determined under this
paragraph with respect to a State for any fis-
cal year is the amount that bears the same
ratio to the amount specified in paragraph
(3) for such fiscal year as the average month-
ly number of adult recipients (as defined in
paragraph (4)) in the State in the preceding
fiscal year bears to the average monthly
number of such recipients in all the States
for such preceding year.

‘‘(3)(A) The amount specified in this para-
graph is—

‘‘(i) $1,500,000,000 for fiscal year 1997;
‘‘(iii) $2,000,000,000 for fiscal year 1998;
‘‘(iv) $2,600,000,000 for fiscal year 1999;
‘‘(v) $3,100,000,000 for fiscal year 2000; and
‘‘(vi) the amount determined under sub-

paragraph (B) for fiscal year 2001 and each
succeeding fiscal year.

‘‘(B) The amount determined under this
subparagraph for a fiscal year is the product
of the following:

‘‘(i) The amount specified in this paragraph
for the immediately preceding fiscal year.

‘‘(ii) 1.00 plus the percentage (if any) by
which—

‘‘(I) the average of the Consumer Price
Index (as defined in section 1(f)(5) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986) for the most re-
cent 12-month period for which such infor-
mation is available; exceeds

‘‘(II) the average of the Consumer Price
Index (as so defined) for the 12-month period
ending on June 30 of the 2nd preceding fiscal
year.

‘‘(iii) The amount that bears the same
ratio to the amount specified in this para-
graph for the immediately preceding fiscal
year as the number of individuals whom the
Secretary estimates will participate in pro-
grams operated under part G, H, or I during
the fiscal year bears to the total number of
individuals who participated in such pro-
grams during such preceding fiscal year.

‘‘(4) For purposes of this subsection, the
term ‘adult recipient’ in the case of any
State means an individual other than a de-
pendent child (unless such child is the custo-
dial parent of another dependent child)
whose needs are met (in whole or in part)
with payments of aid to families with de-
pendent children.

‘‘(d)(1) In lieu of any payment under sub-
section (a), the Secretary shall pay to each
State that is operating a program in accord-
ance with subpart 1 of part G (or in accord-
ance with a plan approved under subpart 2 of
part G), and a program in accordance with
part H or I, and to which section 1108 does
not apply, with respect to expenditures by
the State to carry out such programs, an
amount equal to 70 percent, or the Federal
medical assistance percentage (as defined in
section 1905(b)) increased by 10 percentage
points, whichever is the greater, of the total
amount expended during the quarter for the
operation and administration of such pro-
grams.

‘‘(2) In lieu of any payment under sub-
section (a), the Secretary shall pay to each
State that is operating a program in accord-
ance with subpart 1 of part G (or in accord-
ance with a plan approved under subpart 2 of
part G), and a program in accordance with
part H or I, and to which section 1108 applies,
with respect to expenditures by the State to
carry out such programs (including expendi-
tures for child care under section
402(g)(1)(A)), an amount equal to—

‘‘(A) with respect to so much of such ex-
penditures in a fiscal year as do not exceed
the State’s expenditures in the fiscal year
1987 with respect to which payments were
made to such State from its allotment for
such fiscal year pursuant to part C of this
title as then in effect, 90 percent; and
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‘‘(B) with respect to so much of such ex-

penditures in a fiscal year as exceed the
amount described in subparagraph (A)—

‘‘(i) 50 percent, in the case of expenditures
for administrative costs made by a State in
operating such programs for such fiscal year
(other than the personnel costs for staff em-
ployed full-time in the operation of such pro-
gram) and the costs of transportation and
other work-related supportive services under
section 402(g)(2); and

‘‘(ii) 70 percent or the Federal medical as-
sistance percentage (as defined in the last
sentence of section 1118) increased by 10 per-
centage points, whichever is the greater, in
the case of expenditures made by a State in
operating such programs for such fiscal year
(other than for costs described in clause (i)).

‘‘(3) With respect to the amount for which
payment is made to a State under paragraph
(2)(A), the State’s expenditures for the costs
of operating such programs may be in cash
or in kind, fairly evaluated.

‘‘(4) Not more than 10 percent of the
amount payable to a State under this sub-
section for a quarter may be for expenditures
made during the quarter with respect to pro-
gram participants who are not eligible for
aid under the State plan approved under part
A.’’.

(d) SECRETARY’S SPECIAL ADJUSTMENT
FUND.—Section 403 (42 U.S.C. 603) is amended
by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(p)(1) There shall be available to the Sec-
retary from the amount appropriated for
payments under subsection (c) for States’
programs under parts G and H for fiscal year
1996, $300,000,000 for special adjustments to
States’ limitations on Federal payments for
such programs.

‘‘(2) A State may, not later than March 1
and September 1 of each fiscal year, submit
to the Secretary a request to adjust the limi-
tation on payments under this section with
respect to its program under part G (and, in
fiscal years after 1997) its program under
part H for the following fiscal year. The Sec-
retary shall only consider such a request
from a State which has, or which dem-
onstrates convincingly on the basis of esti-
mates that it will, submit allowable claims
for Federal payment in the full amount
available to it under subsection (c) in the
current fiscal year and obligated 95 percent
of its full amount in the prior fiscal year.
The Secretary shall by regulation prescribe
criteria for the equitable allocation among
the States of Federal payments pursuant to
adjustments of the limitations referred to in
the preceding sentence in the case where the
requests of all States that the Secretary
finds reasonable exceed the amount avail-
able, and, within 30 days following the dates
specified in this paragraph, will notify each
State whether one or more of its limitations
will be adjusted in accordance with the
State’s request and the amount of the ad-
justment (which may be some or all of the
amount requested).

‘‘(3) The Secretary may adjust the limita-
tion on Federal payments to a State for a
fiscal year under subsection (c), and upon a
determination by the Secretary that (and
the amount by which) a State’s limitation
should be raised, the amount specified in ei-
ther such subsection, or both, shall be con-
sidered to be so increased for the following
fiscal year.

‘‘(4) The amount made available under
paragraph (1) for special adjustments shall
remain available to the Secretary until ex-
pended. That amount shall be reduced by the
sum of the adjustments approved by the Sec-
retary in any fiscal year, and the amount
shall be increased in a fiscal year by the
amount by which all States’ limitations
under subsection (c) of this section and sec-
tion 2008 for a fiscal year exceeded the sum

of the Federal payments under such provi-
sions of law for such fiscal year, but for fis-
cal years after 1997, such amount at the end
of such fiscal year shall not exceed
$400,000,000.’’.

(e) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Section 402(a) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)) is

amended by striking paragraph (19).
(2) Section 403 (42 U.S.C. 603) is amended by

striking subsections (k) and (l).
(3) Section 407(b)(1)(B) (42 U.S.C.

607(b)(1)(B)) is amended—
(A) by adding ‘‘and’’ at the end of clause

(iii);
(B) by striking ‘‘; and’’ at the end of clause

(iv) and inserting a period; and
(C) by striking clause (v).
(4) Section 407(b)(2)(B)(ii)(I) (42 U.S.C.

607(b)(2)(B)(ii)(I)) is amended by striking
‘‘under section 402(a)(19) or’’.

(5) Section 407(b)(2)(C) (42 U.S.C.
607(b)(2)(C)) is amended by striking ‘‘section
402(a)(19) and’’.

(6) Section 1115(b)(2)(A) (42 U.S.C.
1315(b)(2)(A)) is amended by striking ‘‘, and
402(a)(19) (relating to the work incentive pro-
gram)’’.

(7) Section 1108 (42 U.S.C. 1308) is amend-
ed—

(A) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘or, in
the case of part A of title IV, section 403(k)’’;
and

(B) in subsection (d), by striking ‘‘(exclu-
sive of any amounts on account of services
and items to which, in the case of part A of
such title, section 403(k) applies)’’.

(8) Section 1902(a)(19)(A)(i)(I) (42 U.S.C.
1396a(a)(19)(A)(i)(I)) is amended by striking
‘‘482(e)(6)’’ and inserting ‘‘486(f)’’.

(9) Section 1928(a)(1) (42 U.S.C. 1396s(a)(1))
is amended by striking ‘‘482(e)(6)’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘486(f)’’.

(f) INTENT OF THE CONGRESS.—The Congress
intends for State activities under section 494
of the Social Security Act (as added by the
amendment made by section 301(b) of this
Act) to emphasize the use of the funds that
would otherwise be used to provide individ-
uals with aid to families with dependent
children under part A of title IV of the So-
cial Security Act and with food stamp bene-
fits under the Food Stamp Act of 1977, to
subsidize the wages of such individuals in
temporary jobs.

(g) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense
of the Congress that States should target in-
dividuals who have not attained 25 years of
age for participation in the program estab-
lished by the State under part G of title IV
of the Social Security Act (as added by the
amendment made by section 301(b) of this
section) in order to break the cycle of wel-
fare dependency.
SEC. 302. REGULATIONS.

The Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices shall prescribe such regulations as may
be necessary to implement the amendments
made by this title.
SEC. 303. APPLICABILITY TO STATES.

(a) STATE OPTION TO ACCELERATE APPLICA-
BILITY.—If a State formally notifies the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services that
the State desires to accelerate the applica-
bility to the State of the amendments made
by this title, the amendments shall apply to
the State on and after such earlier date as
the State may select.

(b) STATE OPTION TO DELAY APPLICABILITY
UNTIL WAIVERS EXPIRE.—The amendments
made by this title shall not apply to a State
with respect to which there is in effect a
waiver issued under section 1115 of the Social
Security Act for the State program estab-
lished under part G of title IV of such Act,
until the waiver expires, if the State for-
mally notifies the Secretary of Health and
Human Services that the State desires to so
delay such effective date.

(c) AUTHORITY OF THE SECRETARY OF
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES TO DELAY AP-
PLICABILITY TO A STATE.—If a State formally
notifies the Secretary of Health and Human
Services that the State desires to delay the
applicability to the State of the amendments
made by this title, the amendments shall
apply to the State on and after any later
date agreed upon by the Secretary and the
State.

SEC. 304. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS RELATING TO
AVAILABILITY OF WORK FIRST PRO-
GRAM IN RURAL AREAS.

It is the sense of the Congress that the
Secretary of Health and Human Services and
the States should consider the needs of rural
areas in designing State plans under part G
of title IV of the Social Security Act.

SEC. 305. GRANTS TO COMMUNITY-BASED ORGA-
NIZATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health
and Human Services may make grants in ac-
cordance with this section to community-
based organizations that move recipients of
aid to families with dependent children
under a State plan approved under part A of
title IV of the Social Security Act or under
other public assistance programs into pri-
vate sector work.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $25,000,000 for fiscal
year 1996 and $50,000,000 for fiscal years 1997,
1998, 1999, and 2000.

(c) ELIGIBLE ORGANIZATIONS.—The Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services shall
award grants to community-based organiza-
tions that—

(1) receive at least 5 percent of their fund-
ing from local government sources; and

(2) move recipients referred to in sub-
section (a) in the direction of unsubsidized
private employment by integrating and co-
locating at least 5 of the following services—

(A) case management;
(B) job training;
(C) child care;
(D) housing;
(E) health care services;
(F) nutrition programs;
(G) life skills training; and
(H) parenting skills.
(d) AWARDING OF GRANTS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall award

grants based on the quality of applications,
subject to paragraphs (2) and (3).

(2) PREFERENCE IN AWARDING GRANTS.—In
awarding grants under this section, the Sec-
retary shall give preference to organizations
which receive more than 50 percent of their
funding from State government, local gov-
ernment or private sources.

(3) DISTRIBUTION OF GRANT.—The Secretary
shall award at least 1 grant to each State
from which the Secretary received an appli-
cation.

(4) LIMITATION ON SIZE OF GRANT.—The Sec-
retary shall not award any grants under this
section of more than $1,000,000.

(e) ISSUANCE OF REGULATIONS.—Not less
than 6 months after the date of the enact-
ment of this section, the Secretary shall pre-
scribe such regulations as may be necessary
to implement this section.

TITLE IV—FAMILY RESPONSIBILITY AND
IMPROVED CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCE-
MENT

Subtitle A—Eligibility and Other Matters
Concerning Title IV–D Program Clients

SEC. 401. STATE OBLIGATION TO PROVIDE PA-
TERNITY ESTABLISHMENT AND
CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT
SERVICES.

(a) STATE LAW REQUIREMENTS.—Section
466(a) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)) is amended by insert-
ing after paragraph (11) the following:
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‘‘(12) USE OF CENTRAL CASE REGISTRY AND

CENTRALIZED COLLECTIONS UNIT.—Procedures
under which—

‘‘(A) every child support order established
or modified in the State on or after October
1, 1998, is recorded in the central case reg-
istry established in accordance with section
454A(e); and

‘‘(B) child support payments are collected
through the centralized collections unit es-
tablished in accordance with section 454B—

‘‘(i) on and after October 1, 1998, under each
order subject to wage withholding under sec-
tion 466(b); and

‘‘(ii) on and after October 1, 1999, under
each other order required to be recorded in
such central case registry under this para-
graph or section 454A(e), except as provided
in subparagraph (C); and

‘‘(C)(i) parties subject to a child support
order described in subparagraph (B)(ii) may
opt out of the procedure for payment of sup-
port through the centralized collections unit
(but not the procedure for inclusion in the
central case registry) by filing with the
State agency a written agreement, signed by
both parties, to an alternative payment pro-
cedure; and

‘‘(ii) an agreement described in clause (i)
becomes void whenever either party advises
the State agency of an intent to vacate the
agreement.’’.

(b) STATE PLAN REQUIREMENTS.—Section
454 (42 U.S.C. 654) is amended—

(1) by striking paragraph (4) and inserting
the following:

‘‘(4) provide that such State will under-
take—

‘‘(A) to provide appropriate services under
this part to—

‘‘(i) each child with respect to whom an as-
signment is effective under section 402(a)(26),
471(a)(17), or 1912 (except in cases where the
State agency determines, in accordance with
paragraph (25), that it is against the best in-
terests of the child to do so); and

‘‘(ii) each child not described in clause (i)—
‘‘(I) with respect to whom an individual ap-

plies for such services; and
‘‘(II) (on and after October 1, 1998) each

child with respect to whom a support order
is recorded in the central State case registry
established under section 454A, regardless of
whether application is made for services
under this part; and

‘‘(B) to enforce the support obligation es-
tablished with respect to the custodial par-
ent of a child described in subparagraph (A)
unless the parties to the order which estab-
lishes the support obligation have opted, in
accordance with section 466(a)(12)(C), for an
alternative payment procedure.’’; and

(2) in paragraph (6)—
(A) by striking subparagraph (A) and in-

serting the following:
‘‘(A) services under the State plan shall be

made available to nonresidents on the same
terms as to residents;’’;

(B) in subparagraph (B)—
(i) by inserting ‘‘on individuals not receiv-

ing assistance under part A’’ after ‘‘such
services shall be imposed’’; and

(ii) by inserting ‘‘but no fees or costs shall
be imposed on any absent or custodial parent
or other individual for inclusion in the
central State registry maintained pursuant
to section 454A(e)’’; and

(C) in each of subparagraphs (B), (C), and
(D)—

(i) by indenting such subparagraph and
aligning its left margin with the left margin
of subparagraph (A); and

(ii) by striking the final comma and insert-
ing a semicolon.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Section 452(g)(2)(A) (42 U.S.C.

652(g)(2)(A)) is amended by striking ‘‘454(6)’’

each place it appears and inserting
‘‘454(4)(A)(ii)’’.

(2) Section 454(23) (42 U.S.C. 654(23)) is
amended, effective October 1, 1998, by strik-
ing ‘‘information as to any application fees
for such services and’’.

(3) Section 466(a)(3)(B) (42 U.S.C.
666(a)(3)(B)) is amended by striking ‘‘in the
case of overdue support which a State has
agreed to collect under section 454(6)’’ and
inserting ‘‘in any other case’’.

(4) Section 466(e) (42 U.S.C. 666(e)) is
amended by striking ‘‘or (6)’’.
SEC. 402. DISTRIBUTION OF PAYMENTS.

(a) DISTRIBUTIONS THROUGH STATE CHILD
SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT AGENCY TO FORMER
ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS.—Section 454(5) (42
U.S.C. 654(5)) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A)—
(A) by inserting ‘‘except as otherwise spe-

cifically provided in section 464 or 466(a)(3),’’
after ‘‘is effective,’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘except that’’ and all that
follows through the semicolon; and

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘, ex-
cept’’ and all that follows through ‘‘medical
assistance’’.

(b) DISTRIBUTION TO A FAMILY CURRENTLY
RECEIVING AFDC.—Section 457 (42 U.S.C. 657)
is amended—

(1) by striking subsection (a) and redesig-
nating subsection (b) as subsection (a);

(2) in subsection (a), as redesignated—
(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (2),

to read as follows:
‘‘(a) IN THE CASE OF A FAMILY RECEIVING

AFDC.—Amounts collected under this part
during any month as support of a child who
is receiving assistance under part A (or a
parent or caretaker relative of such a child)
shall (except in the case of a State exercising
the option under subsection (b)) be distrib-
uted as follows:

‘‘(1) an amount equal to the amount that
will be disregarded pursuant to section
402(a)(8)(A)(vi) shall be taken from each of—

‘‘(A) amounts received in a month which
represent payments for that month; and

‘‘(B) amounts received in a month which
represent payments for a prior month which
were made by the absent parent in the
month when due;

and shall be paid to the family without af-
fecting its eligibility for assistance or de-
creasing any amount otherwise payable as
assistance to such family during such
month;’’;

(B) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘or (B)’’
and all that follows and inserting ‘‘; then (B)
from any remainder, amounts equal to ar-
rearages of such support obligations as-
signed, pursuant to part A, to any other
State or States shall be paid to such other
State or States and used to pay any such ar-
rearages (with appropriate reimbursement of
the Federal Government to the extent of its
participation in the financing); and then (C)
any remainder shall be paid to the family.’’.

(3) by inserting after subsection (a), as re-
designated, the following new subsection:

‘‘(b) ALTERNATIVE DISTRIBUTION IN CASE OF
FAMILY RECEIVING AFDC.—In the case of a
State electing the option under this sub-
section, amounts collected as described in
subsection (a) shall be distributed as follows:

‘‘(1) an amount equal to the amount that
will be disregarded pursuant to section
402(a)(8)(A)(vi) shall be taken from each of—

‘‘(A) amounts received in a month which
represent payments for that month; and

‘‘(B) amounts received in a month which
represent payments for a prior month which
were made by the absent parent in the
month when due;
and shall be paid to the family without af-
fecting its eligibility for assistance or de-
creasing any amount otherwise payable as

assistance to such family during such
month;

‘‘(2) second, from any remainder, amounts
equal to the balance of support owed for the
current month shall be paid to the family;

‘‘(3) third, from any remainder, amounts
equal to arrearages of such support obliga-
tions assigned, pursuant to part A, to the
State making the collection shall be re-
tained and used by such State to pay any
such arrearages (with appropriate reimburse-
ment of the Federal Government to the ex-
tent of its participation in the financing);

‘‘(4) fourth, from any remainder, amounts
equal to arrearages of such support obliga-
tions assigned, pursuant to part A, to any
other State or States shall be paid to such
other State or States and used to pay any
such arrearages (with appropriate reimburse-
ment of the Federal Government to the ex-
tent of its participation in the financing);
and

‘‘(5) fifth, any remainder shall be paid to
the family.’’.

(c) DISTRIBUTION TO A FAMILY NOT RECEIV-
ING AFDC.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 457(c) (42 U.S.C.
657(c)) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(c) IN CASE OF FAMILY NOT RECEIVING

AFDC.—Amounts collected by a State agen-
cy under this part during any month as sup-
port of a child who is not receiving assist-
ance under part A (or of a parent or care-
taker relative of such a child) shall (subject
to the remaining provisions of this section)
be distributed as follows:

‘‘(1) first, amounts equal to the total of
such support owed for such month shall be
paid to the family;

‘‘(2) second, from any remainder, amounts
equal to arrearages of such support obliga-
tions for months during which such child did
not receive assistance under part A shall be
paid to the family;

‘‘(3) third, from any remainder, amounts
equal to arrearages of such support obliga-
tions assigned to the State making the col-
lection pursuant to part A shall be retained
and used by such State to pay any such ar-
rearages (with appropriate reimbursement of
the Federal Government to the extent of its
participation in the financing);

‘‘(4) fourth, from any remainder, amounts
equal to arrearages of such support obliga-
tions assigned to any other State pursuant
to part A shall be paid to such other State or
States, and used to pay such arrearages, in
the order in which such arrearages accrued
(with appropriate reimbursement of the Fed-
eral Government to the extent of its partici-
pation in the financing).’’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by paragraph (1) shall take effect on
October 1, 1999.

(d) DISTRIBUTION TO A CHILD RECEIVING AS-
SISTANCE UNDER PART E.—Section 457(d) (42
U.S.C. 657(d)) is amended, in the matter pre-
ceding paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘Notwith-
standing the preceding provisions of this sec-
tion, amounts’’ and inserting the following:

‘‘(d) IN CASE OF A CHILD RECEIVING ASSIST-
ANCE UNDER PART E.—Amounts’’.

(e) SUSPENSION OR CANCELLATION OF DEBTS
UPON MARRIAGE OF PARENTS.—Section 457 (42
U.S.C. 657) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(e) SUSPENSION OR CANCELLATION OF
DEBTS TO STATE UPON MARRIAGE OF PAR-
ENTS.—

‘‘(1) CIRCUMSTANCES REQUIRING SUSPENSION
OR CANCELLATION.—In any case in which a
State has been assigned rights to support
owed with respect to a child who is receiving
or has received assistance under part A and—

‘‘(A) the parent owing such support mar-
ries (or remarries) the parent with whom
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such child is living and to whom such sup-
port is owed and applies to the State for re-
lief under this subsection;

‘‘(B) the State determines (in accordance
with procedures and criteria established by
the Secretary) that the marriage is not a
sham marriage entered into solely to satisfy
this subsection; and

‘‘(C) the combined income of such parents
is less than twice the Federal poverty line,
the State shall afford relief to the parent
owing such support in accordance with para-
graph (2).

‘‘(2) SUSPENSION OR CANCELLATION.—In the
case of a marriage or remarriage described in
paragraph (1), the State shall either—

‘‘(A) cancel all debts owed to the State
pursuant to such assignment; or

‘‘(B) suspend collection of such debts for
the duration of such marriage, and cancel
such debts if such duration extends beyond
the end of the period with respect to which
support is owed.

‘‘(3) NOTICE REQUIRED.—The State shall no-
tify custodial parents of children who are re-
ceiving aid under part A of the relief avail-
able under this subsection to individuals who
marry (or remarry).’’.

(f) STATE OPTIONS TO PASS THROUGH AND
TO DISREGARD CHILD SUPPORT AMOUNTS.—

(1) STATE OPTION TO PASS THROUGH CHILD
SUPPORT.—Section 457(b)(1) (42 U.S.C.
657(b)(1)) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(1) at State option, an amount deter-
mined by the State, equal to all or a portion
of the monthly support obligation, may be
paid to the family from each of—

‘‘(A) amounts received in a month which
represent payments for that month; and

‘‘(B) amounts received in a month which
represent payments for a prior month which
were made by the absent parent in the
month when due;’’.

(2) STATE OPTION TO DISREGARD CHILD SUP-
PORT.—Section 402(a)(8)(A)(vi) (42 U.S.C
602(a)(8)(A)(vi)) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘shall disregard the first
$50’’ and inserting ‘‘may disregard all or any
portion’’;

(B) by striking ‘‘the first $50’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘and all or any portion’’; and

(C) by striking ‘‘section 457(b)’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘section 457(a)’’.

(g) PASS THROUGH AND DISREGARD OF SUP-
PORT COLLECTED ON BEHALF OF A FAMILY
SUBJECT TO THE FAMILY CAP.—

(1) PASS THROUGH.—Section 457 (42 U.S.C.
657), as amended by subsection (e) of this sec-
tion, is amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘‘(f) PASS THROUGH OF SUPPORT COLLECTED
ON BEHALF OF A FAMILY SUBJECT TO THE FAM-
ILY CAP.—Amounts collected by a State
agency under this part during any month as
support of a child who is a member of a 1-
parent family subject to section 402(a)(51)
shall be distributed to the family.’’.

(2) DISREGARD.—Section 402(a)(8)(A)(vi) (42
U.S.C. 602(a)(8)(A)(vi)) is amended by insert-
ing ‘‘, except that, in the case of a 1-parent
family subject to paragraph (51), all support
payments collected and paid to the family
under section 457(f) shall be disregarded’’ be-
fore the semicolon.

(h) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary of Health
and Human Services shall promulgate regu-
lations—

(1) under part D of title IV of the Social
Security Act, establishing a uniform nation-
wide standard for allocation of child support
collections from an obligor owing support to
more than one family; and

(2) under part A of such title, establishing
standards applicable to States electing the
alternative formula under section 457(b) of
such Act for distribution of collections on
behalf of families receiving Aid to Families
with Dependent Children, designed to mini-

mize irregular monthly payments to such
families.

(i) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—Section 454 (42
U.S.C. 654) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (11), by striking ‘‘(11)’’ and
inserting ‘‘(11)(A)’’; and

(2) by redesignating paragraph (12) as sub-
paragraph (B) of paragraph (11).
SEC. 403. DUE PROCESS RIGHTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 454 (42 U.S.C. 654),
as amended by section 402(f) of this Act, is
amended by inserting after paragraph (11)
the following new paragraph:

‘‘(12) provide for procedures to ensure
that—

‘‘(A) individuals who are applying for or re-
ceiving services under this part, or are par-
ties to cases in which services are being pro-
vided under this part—

‘‘(i) receive notice of all proceedings in
which support obligations might be estab-
lished or modified; and

‘‘(ii) receive a copy of any order establish-
ing or modifying a child support obligation,
or (in the case of a petition for modification)
a notice of determination that there should
be no change in the amount of the child sup-
port award, within 14 days after issuance of
such order or determination;

‘‘(B) individuals applying for or receiving
services under this part have access to a fair
hearing that meets standards established by
the Secretary and ensures prompt consider-
ation and resolution of complaints (but the
resort to such procedure shall not stay the
enforcement of any support order); and

‘‘(C) individuals adversely affected by the
establishment or modification of (or, in the
case of a petition for modification, the deter-
mination that there should be no change in)
a child support order shall be afforded not
less than 30 days after the receipt of the
order or determination to initiate proceed-
ings to challenge such order or determina-
tion;’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall become effec-
tive on October 1, 1997.
SEC. 404. PRIVACY SAFEGUARDS.

(a) STATE PLAN REQUIREMENT.—Section 454
(42 U.S.C. 454) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (23);

(2) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (24) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by adding after paragraph (24) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(25) will have in effect safeguards applica-
ble to all sensitive and confidential informa-
tion handled by the State agency designed to
protect the privacy rights of the parties, in-
cluding—

‘‘(A) safeguards against unauthorized use
or disclosure of information relating to pro-
ceedings or actions to establish paternity, or
to establish or enforce support;

‘‘(B) prohibitions on the release of informa-
tion on the whereabouts of one party to an-
other party against whom a protective order
with respect to the former party has been en-
tered; and

‘‘(C) prohibitions on the release of informa-
tion on the whereabouts of one party to an-
other party if the State has reason to believe
that the release of the information may re-
sult in physical or emotional harm to the
former party.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall become effec-
tive on October 1, 1997.

Subtitle B—Program Administration and
Funding

SEC. 411. FEDERAL MATCHING PAYMENTS.
(a) INCREASED BASE MATCHING RATE.—Sec-

tion 455(a)(2) (42 U.S.C. 655(a)(2)) is amended
to read as follows:

‘‘(2) The applicable percent for a quarter
for purposes of paragraph (1)(A) is—

‘‘(A) for fiscal year 1997, 69 percent,
‘‘(B) for fiscal year 1998, 72 percent, and
‘‘(C) for fiscal year 1999 and succeeding fis-

cal years, 75 percent.’’.
(b) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.—Section 455

(42 U.S.C. 655) is amended—
(1) in subsection (a)(1), in the matter pre-

ceding subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘From’’
and inserting ‘‘Subject to subsection (c),
from’’; and

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

‘‘(c) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.—Notwith-
standing the provisions of subsection (a),
total expenditures for the State program
under this part for fiscal year 1997 and each
succeeding fiscal year, reduced by the per-
centage specified for such fiscal year under
subsection (a)(2)(A), (B), or (C)(i), shall not
be less than such total expenditures for fis-
cal year 1996, reduced by 66 percent.’’.

SEC. 412. PERFORMANCE-BASED INCENTIVES
AND PENALTIES.

(a) INCENTIVE ADJUSTMENTS TO FEDERAL
MATCHING RATE.—Section 458 (42 U.S.C. 658)
is amended to read as follows:

‘‘INCENTIVE ADJUSTMENTS TO MATCHING RATE

‘‘SEC. 458. (a) INCENTIVE ADJUSTMENT.—(1)
IN GENERAL.—In order to encourage and re-
ward State child support enforcement pro-
grams which perform in an effective manner,
the Federal matching rate for payments to a
State under section 455(a)(1)(A), for each fis-
cal year beginning on or after October 1,
1998, shall be increased by a factor reflecting
the sum of the applicable incentive adjust-
ments (if any) determined in accordance
with regulations under this section with re-
spect to Statewide paternity establishment
and to overall performance in child support
enforcement.

‘‘(2) STANDARDS.—(A) IN GENERAL.—The
Secretary shall specify in regulations—

‘‘(i) the levels of accomplishment, and
rates of improvement as alternatives to such
levels, which States must attain to qualify
for incentive adjustments under this section;
and

‘‘(ii) the amounts of incentive adjustment
that shall be awarded to States achieving
specified accomplishment or improvement
levels, which amounts shall be graduated,
ranging up to—

‘‘(I) 5 percentage points, in connection
with Statewide paternity establishment; and

‘‘(II) 10 percentage points, in connection
with overall performance in child support
enforcement.

‘‘(B) LIMITATION.—In setting performance
standards pursuant to subparagraph (A)(i)
and adjustment amounts pursuant to sub-
paragraph (A)(ii), the Secretary shall ensure
that the aggregate number of percentage
point increases as incentive adjustments to
all States do not exceed such aggregate in-
creases as assumed by the Secretary in esti-
mates of the cost of this section as of June
1995, unless the aggregate performance of all
States exceeds the projected aggregate per-
formance of all States in such cost esti-
mates.

‘‘(3) DETERMINATION OF INCENTIVE ADJUST-
MENT.—The Secretary shall determine the
amount (if any) of incentive adjustment due
each State on the basis of the data submit-
ted by the State pursuant to section
454(15)(B) concerning the levels of accom-
plishment (and rates of improvement) with
respect to performance indicators specified
by the Secretary pursuant to this section.

‘‘(4) FISCAL YEAR SUBJECT TO INCENTIVE
ADJUSTMENT.—The total percentage point in-
crease determined pursuant to this section
with respect to a State program in a fiscal
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year shall apply as an adjustment to the ap-
plicable percent under section 455(a)(2) for
payments to such State for the succeeding
fiscal year.

‘‘(5) RECYCLING OF INCENTIVE ADJUST-
MENT.—A State shall expend in the State
program under this part all funds paid to the
State by the Federal Government as a result
of an incentive adjustment under this sec-
tion.

‘‘(b) MEANING OF TERMS.—For purposes of
this section—

‘‘(1) the term ‘Statewide paternity estab-
lishment percentage’ means, with respect to
a fiscal year, the ratio (expressed as a per-
centage) of—

‘‘(A) the total number of out-of-wedlock
children in the State under one year of age
for whom paternity is established or ac-
knowledged during the fiscal year, to

‘‘(B) the total number of children born out
of wedlock in the State during such fiscal
year; and

‘‘(2) the term ‘overall performance in child
support enforcement’ means a measure or
measures of the effectiveness of the State
agency in a fiscal year which takes into ac-
count factors including—

‘‘(A) the percentage of cases requiring a
child support order in which such an order
was established;

‘‘(B) the percentage of cases in which child
support is being paid;

‘‘(C) the ratio of child support collected to
child support due; and

‘‘(D) the cost-effectiveness of the State
program, as determined in accordance with
standards established by the Secretary in
regulations.’’.

(b) ADJUSTMENT OF PAYMENTS UNDER PART
D OF TITLE IV.—Section 455(a)(2) (42 U.S.C.
655(a)(2)), as amended by section 411(a) of
this Act, is amended—

(1) by striking the period at the end of sub-
paragraph (C)(ii) and inserting a comma; and

(2) by adding after and below subparagraph
(C), flush with the left margin of the sub-
section, the following:
‘‘increased by the incentive adjustment fac-
tor (if any) determined by the Secretary pur-
suant to section 458.’’.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section
454(22) (42 U.S.C. 654(22)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘incentive payments’’ the
first place it appears and inserting ‘‘incen-
tive adjustments’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘any such incentive pay-
ments made to the State for such period’’
and inserting ‘‘any increases in Federal pay-
ments to the State resulting from such in-
centive adjustments’’.

(d) CALCULATION OF IV–D PATERNITY ES-
TABLISHMENT PERCENTAGE.—(1) Section
452(g)(1) (42 U.S.C. 652(g)(1)) is amended in
the matter preceding subparagraph (A) by in-
serting ‘‘its overall performance in child sup-
port enforcement is satisfactory (as defined
in section 458(b) and regulations of the Sec-
retary), and’’ after ‘‘1994,’’.

(2) Section 452(g)(2) (42 U.S.C. 652(g)(2)) is
amended—

(A) in subparagraph (A), in the matter pre-
ceding clause (i)—

(i) by striking ‘‘paternity establishment
percentage’’ and inserting ‘‘IV–D paternity
establishment percentage’’; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘(or all States, as the case
may be)’’;

(B) in subparagraph (A)(i), by striking
‘‘during the fiscal year’’;

(C) in subparagraph (A)(ii)(I), by striking
‘‘as of the end of the fiscal year’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘in the fiscal year or, at the option of
the State, as of the end of such year’’;

(D) in subparagraph (A)(ii)(II), by striking
‘‘or (E) as of the end of the fiscal year’’ and
inserting ‘‘in the fiscal year or, at the option
of the State, as of the end of such year’’;

(E) in subparagraph (A)(iii)—
(i) by striking ‘‘during the fiscal year’’;

and
(ii) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end; and
(F) in the matter following subparagraph

(A)—
(i) by striking ‘‘who were born out of wed-

lock during the immediately preceding fiscal
year’’ and inserting ‘‘born out of wedlock’’;

(ii) by striking ‘‘such preceding fiscal
year’’ both places it appears and inserting
‘‘the preceding fiscal year’’; and

(iii) by striking ‘‘or (E)’’ the second place
it appears.

(3) Section 452(g)(3) (42 U.S.C. 652(g)(3)) is
amended—

(A) by striking subparagraph (A) and redes-
ignating subparagraphs (B) and (C) as sub-
paragraphs (A) and (B), respectively;

(B) in subparagraph (A), as redesignated,
by striking ‘‘the percentage of children born
out-of-wedlock in the State’’ and inserting
‘‘the percentage of children in the State who
are born out of wedlock or for whom support
has not been established’’; and

(C) in subparagraph (B), as redesignated—
(i) by inserting ‘‘and overall performance

in child support enforcement’’ after ‘‘pater-
nity establishment percentages’’; and

(ii) by inserting ‘‘and securing support’’ be-
fore the period.

(e) REDUCTION OF PAYMENTS UNDER PART D
OF TITLE IV.—

(1) NEW REQUIREMENTS.—Section 455 (42
U.S.C. 655) is amended by inserting after sub-
section (b) the following:

‘‘(c)(1) If the Secretary finds, with respect
to a State program under this part in a fiscal
year beginning on or after October 1, 1997—

‘‘(A)(i) on the basis of data submitted by a
State pursuant to section 454(15)(B), that the
State program in such fiscal year failed to
achieve the IV–D paternity establishment
percentage (as defined in section 452(g)(2)(A))
or the appropriate level of overall perform-
ance in child support enforcement (as de-
fined in section 458(b)(2)), or to meet other
performance measures that may be estab-
lished by the Secretary, or

‘‘(ii) on the basis of an audit or audits of
such State data conducted pursuant to sec-
tion 452(a)(4)(C), that the State data submit-
ted pursuant to section 454(15)(B) is incom-
plete or unreliable; and

‘‘(B) that, with respect to the succeeding
fiscal year—

‘‘(i) the State failed to take sufficient cor-
rective action to achieve the appropriate
performance levels as described in subpara-
graph (A)(i) of this paragraph, or

‘‘(ii) the data submitted by the State pur-
suant to section 454(15)(B) is incomplete or
unreliable,

the amounts otherwise payable to the State
under this part for quarters following the
end of such succeeding fiscal year, prior to
quarters following the end of the first quar-
ter throughout which the State program is
in compliance with such performance re-
quirement, shall be reduced by the percent-
age specified in paragraph (2).

‘‘(2) The reductions required under para-
graph (1) shall be—

‘‘(A) not less than 6 nor more than 8 per-
cent, or

‘‘(B) not less than 8 nor more than 12 per-
cent, if the finding is the second consecutive
finding made pursuant to paragraph (1), or

‘‘(C) not less than 12 nor more than 15 per-
cent, if the finding is the third or a subse-
quent consecutive such finding.

‘‘(3) For purposes of this subsection, sec-
tion 402(a)(27), and section 452(a)(4), a State
which is determined as a result of an audit
to have submitted incomplete or unreliable
data pursuant to section 454(15)(B), shall be
determined to have submitted adequate data

if the Secretary determines that the extent
of the incompleteness or unreliability of the
data is of a technical nature which does not
adversely affect the determination of the
level of the State’s performance.’’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(A) Section 403 (42 U.S.C. 603) is amended

by striking subsection (h).
(B) Section 452(a)(4) (42 U.S.C. 652(a)(4)) is

amended by striking ‘‘403(h)’’ each place
such term appears and inserting ‘‘455(c)’’.

(C) Subsections (d)(3)(A), (g)(1), and
(g)(3)(A) of section 452 (42 U.S.C. 652) are each
amended by striking ‘‘403(h)’’ and inserting
‘‘455(c)’’.

(f) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) INCENTIVE ADJUSTMENTS.—(A) The

amendments made by subsections (a), (b),
and (c) shall become effective October 1, 1997,
except to the extent provided in subpara-
graph (B).

(B) Section 458 of the Social Security Act,
as in effect prior to the enactment of this
section, shall be effective for purposes of in-
centive payments to States for fiscal years
prior to fiscal year 1999.

(2) PENALTY REDUCTIONS.—(A) The amend-
ments made by subsection (d) shall become
effective with respect to calendar quarters
beginning on and after the date of enactment
of this Act.

(B) The amendments made by subsection
(e) shall become effective with respect to cal-
endar quarters beginning on and after the
date one year after the date of enactment of
this Act.

SEC. 413. FEDERAL AND STATE REVIEWS AND AU-
DITS.

(a) STATE AGENCY ACTIVITIES.—Section 454
(42 U.S.C. 654) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (14), by striking ‘‘(14)’’ and
inserting ‘‘(14)(A)’’;

(2) by redesignating paragraph (15) as sub-
paragraph (B) of paragraph (14); and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (14) the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

‘‘(15) provide for—
‘‘(A) a process for annual reviews of and re-

ports to the Secretary on the State program
under this part, which shall include such in-
formation as may be necessary to measure
State compliance with Federal requirements
for expedited procedures and timely case
processing, using such standards and proce-
dures as are required by the Secretary, under
which the State agency will determine the
extent to which such program is in conform-
ity with applicable requirements with re-
spect to the operation of State programs
under this part (including the status of com-
plaints filed under the procedure required
under paragraph (12)(B)); and

‘‘(B) a process of extracting from the State
automated data processing system and
transmitting to the Secretary data and cal-
culations concerning the levels of accom-
plishment (and rates of improvement) with
respect to applicable performance indicators
(including IV–D paternity establishment per-
centages and overall performance in child
support enforcement) to the extent nec-
essary for purposes of sections 452(g) and
458.’’.

(b) FEDERAL ACTIVITIES.—Section 452(a)(4)
(42 U.S.C. 652(a)(4)) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘‘(4)(A) review data and calculations trans-
mitted by State agencies pursuant to section
454(15)(B) on State program accomplish-
ments with respect to performance indica-
tors for purposes of section 452(g) and 458,
and determine the amount (if any) of penalty
reductions pursuant to section 455(c) to be
applied to the State;

‘‘(B) review annual reports by State agen-
cies pursuant to section 454(15)(A) on State



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH 3650 March 23, 1995
program conformity with Federal require-
ments; evaluate any elements of a State pro-
gram in which significant deficiencies are in-
dicated by such report on the status of com-
plaints under the State procedure under sec-
tion 454(12)(B); and, as appropriate, provide
to the State agency comments, recommenda-
tions for additional or alternative corrective
actions, and technical assistance; and

‘‘(C) conduct audits, in accordance with
the government auditing standards of the
United States Comptroller General—

‘‘(i) at least once every 3 years (or more
frequently, in the case of a State which fails
to meet requirements of this part, or of regu-
lations implementing such requirements,
concerning performance standards and reli-
ability of program data) to assess the com-
pleteness, reliability, and security of the
data, and the accuracy of the reporting sys-
tems, used for the calculations of perform-
ance indicators specified in subsection (g)
and section 458;

‘‘(ii) of the adequacy of financial manage-
ment of the State program, including assess-
ments of—

‘‘(I) whether Federal and other funds made
available to carry out the State program
under this part are being appropriately ex-
pended, and are properly and fully accounted
for; and

‘‘(II) whether collections and disburse-
ments of support payments and program in-
come are carried out correctly and are prop-
erly and fully accounted for; and

‘‘(iii) for such other purposes as the Sec-
retary may find necessary;’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall be effective with
respect to calendar quarters beginning on or
after the date one year after enactment of
this section.

SEC. 414. REQUIRED REPORTING PROCEDURES.
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Section 452(a)(5) (42

U.S.C. 652(a)(5)) is amended by inserting ‘‘,
and establish procedures to be followed by
States for collecting and reporting informa-
tion required to be provided under this part,
and establish uniform definitions (including
those necessary to enable the measurement
of State compliance with the requirements
of this part relating to expedited processes
and timely case processing) to be applied in
following such procedures’’ before the semi-
colon.

(b) STATE PLAN REQUIREMENT.—Section 454
(42 U.S.C. 654), as amended by section 404(a)
of this Act, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (24);

(2) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (25) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by adding after paragraph (25) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(26) provide that the State shall use the
definitions established under section 452(a)(5)
in collecting and reporting information as
required under this part.’’.

SEC. 415. AUTOMATED DATA PROCESSING RE-
QUIREMENTS.

(a) REVISED REQUIREMENTS.—(1) Section
454(16) (42 U.S.C. 654(16)) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘, at the option of the
State,’’;

(B) by inserting ‘‘and operation by the
State agency’’ after ‘‘for the establishment’’;

(C) by inserting ‘‘meeting the requirements
of section 454A’’ after ‘‘information retrieval
system’’;

(D) by striking ‘‘in the State and localities
thereof, so as (A)’’ and inserting ‘‘so as’’;

(E) by striking ‘‘(i)’’; and
(F) by striking ‘‘(including’’ and all that

follows and inserting a semicolon.
(2) Part D of title IV (42 U.S.C. 651–669) is

amended by inserting after section 454 the
following new section:

‘‘AUTOMATED DATA PROCESSING

‘‘SEC. 454A. (a) IN GENERAL.—In order to
meet the requirements of this section, for
purposes of the requirement of section
454(16), a State agency shall have in oper-
ation a single statewide automated data
processing and information retrieval system
which has the capability to perform the
tasks specified in this section, and performs
such tasks with the frequency and in the
manner specified in this part or in regula-
tions or guidelines of the Secretary.

‘‘(b) PROGRAM MANAGEMENT.—The auto-
mated system required under this section
shall perform such functions as the Sec-
retary may specify relating to management
of the program under this part, including—

‘‘(1) controlling and accounting for use of
Federal, State, and local funds to carry out
such program; and

‘‘(2) maintaining the data necessary to
meet Federal reporting requirements on a
timely basis.

‘‘(c) CALCULATION OF PERFORMANCE INDICA-
TORS.—In order to enable the Secretary to
determine the incentive and penalty adjust-
ments required by sections 452(g) and 458, the
State agency shall—

‘‘(1) use the automated system—
‘‘(A) to maintain the requisite data on

State performance with respect to paternity
establishment and child support enforcement
in the State; and

‘‘(B) to calculate the IV–D paternity estab-
lishment percentage and overall performance
in child support enforcement for the State
for each fiscal year; and

‘‘(2) have in place systems controls to en-
sure the completeness, and reliability of, and
ready access to, the data described in para-
graph (1)(A), and the accuracy of the calcula-
tions described in paragraph (1)(B).

‘‘(d) INFORMATION INTEGRITY AND SECU-
RITY.—The State agency shall have in effect
safeguards on the integrity, accuracy, and
completeness of, access to, and use of data in
the automated system required under this
section, which shall include the following (in
addition to such other safeguards as the Sec-
retary specifies in regulations):

‘‘(1) POLICIES RESTRICTING ACCESS.—Written
policies concerning access to data by State
agency personnel, and sharing of data with
other persons, which—

‘‘(A) permit access to and use of data only
to the extent necessary to carry out program
responsibilities;

‘‘(B) specify the data which may be used
for particular program purposes, and the per-
sonnel permitted access to such data; and

‘‘(C) ensure that data obtained or disclosed
for a limited program purpose is not used or
redisclosed for another, impermissible pur-
pose.

‘‘(2) SYSTEMS CONTROLS.—Systems controls
(such as passwords or blocking of fields) to
ensure strict adherence to the policies speci-
fied under paragraph (1).

‘‘(3) MONITORING OF ACCESS.—Routine mon-
itoring of access to and use of the automated
system, through methods such as audit trails
and feedback mechanisms, to guard against
and promptly identify unauthorized access
or use.

‘‘(4) TRAINING AND INFORMATION.—The
State agency shall have in effect procedures
to ensure that all personnel (including State
and local agency staff and contractors) who
may have access to or be required to use sen-
sitive or confidential program data are fully
informed of applicable requirements and pen-
alties, and are adequately trained in security
procedures.

‘‘(5) PENALTIES.—The State agency shall
have in effect administrative penalties (up to
and including dismissal from employment)
for unauthorized access to, or disclosure or
use of, confidential data.’’.

(3) REGULATIONS.—Section 452 (42 U.S.C.
652) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(j) The Secretary shall prescribe final reg-
ulations for implementation of the require-
ments of section 454A not later than 2 years
after the date of the enactment of this sub-
section.’’.

(4) IMPLEMENTATION TIMETABLE.—Section
454(24) (42 U.S.C. 654(24)), as amended by sec-
tions 404(a)(2) and 414(b)(1) of this Act, is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(24) provide that the State will have in ef-
fect an automated data processing and infor-
mation retrieval system—

‘‘(A) by October 1, 1995, meeting all re-
quirements of this part which were enacted
on or before the date of enactment of the
Family Support Act of 1988; and

‘‘(B) by October 1, 1999, meeting all re-
quirements of this part enacted on or before
the date of enactment of the Individual Re-
sponsibility Act of 1995 (but this provision
shall not be construed to alter earlier dead-
lines specified for elements of such system),
except that such deadline shall be extended
by 1 day for each day (if any) by which the
Secretary fails to meet the deadline imposed
by section 452(j);’’.

(b) SPECIAL FEDERAL MATCHING RATE FOR
DEVELOPMENT COSTS OF AUTOMATED SYS-
TEMS.—Section 455(a) (42 U.S.C. 655(a)) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)(B)—
(A) by striking ‘‘90 percent’’ and inserting

‘‘the percent specified in paragraph (3)’’;
(B) by striking ‘‘so much of’’; and
(C) by striking ‘‘which the Secretary’’ and

all that follows and inserting ‘‘, and’’; and
(2) by adding at the end the following new

paragraph:
‘‘(3)(A) The Secretary shall pay to each

State, for each quarter in fiscal year 1996, 90
percent of so much of State expenditures de-
scribed in subparagraph (1)(B) as the Sec-
retary finds are for a system meeting the re-
quirements specified in section 454(16), or
meeting such requirements without regard
to clause (D) thereof.

‘‘(B)(i) The Secretary shall pay to each
State, for each quarter in fiscal years 1997
through 2001, the percentage specified in
clause (ii) of so much of State expenditures
described in subparagraph (1)(B) as the Sec-
retary finds are for a system meeting the re-
quirements specified in section 454(16) and
454A, subject to clause (iii).

‘‘(ii) The percentage specified in this
clause, for purposes of clause (i), is the high-
er of—

‘‘(I) 80 percent, or
‘‘(II) the percentage otherwise applicable

to Federal payments to the State under sub-
paragraph (A) (as adjusted pursuant to sec-
tion 458).’’.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
123(c) of the Family Support Act of 1988 (102
Stat. 2352; Public Law 100–485) is repealed.

(d) ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS.—For addi-
tional provisions of section 454A, as added by
subsection (a) of this section, see the amend-
ments made by sections 421, 422(c), and 433(d)
of this Act.
SEC. 416. DIRECTOR OF CSE PROGRAM; STAFFING

STUDY.
(a) REPORTING TO SECRETARY.—Section

452(a) (42 U.S.C. 652(a)) is amended in the
matter preceding paragraph (1) by striking
‘‘directly’’.

(b) STAFFING STUDIES.—
(1) SCOPE.—The Secretary of Health and

Human Services shall, directly or by con-
tract, conduct studies of the staffing of each
State child support enforcement program
under part D of title IV of the Social Secu-
rity Act. Such studies shall include a review
of the staffing needs created by requirements
for automated data processing, maintenance
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of a central case registry and centralized col-
lections of child support, and of changes in
these needs resulting from changes in such
requirements. Such studies shall examine
and report on effective staffing practices
used by the States and on recommended
staffing procedures.

(2) FREQUENCY OF STUDIES.—The Secretary
shall complete the first staffing study re-
quired under paragraph (1) by October 1, 1997,
and may conduct additional studies subse-
quently at appropriate intervals.

(3) REPORT TO THE CONGRESS.—The Sec-
retary shall submit a report to the Congress
stating the findings and conclusions of each
study conducted under this subsection.
SEC. 417. FUNDING FOR SECRETARIAL ASSIST-

ANCE TO STATE PROGRAMS.
Section 452 (42 U.S.C. 652), as amended by

section 415(a)(3) of this Act, is amended by
adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(k) FUNDING FOR FEDERAL ACTIVITIES AS-
SISTING STATE PROGRAMS.—(1) There shall be
available to the Secretary, from amounts ap-
propriated for fiscal year 1996 and each suc-
ceeding fiscal year for payments to States
under this part, the amount specified in
paragraph (2) for the costs to the Secretary
for—

‘‘(A) information dissemination and tech-
nical assistance to States, training of State
and Federal staff, staffing studies, and relat-
ed activities needed to improve programs
(including technical assistance concerning
State automated systems);

‘‘(B) research, demonstration, and special
projects of regional or national significance
relating to the operation of State programs
under this part; and

‘‘(C) operation of the Federal Parent Loca-
tor Service under section 453, to the extent
such costs are not recovered through user
fees.

‘‘(2) The amount specified in this para-
graph for a fiscal year is the amount equal to
a percentage of the reduction in Federal pay-
ments to States under part A on account of
child support (including arrearages) col-
lected in the preceding fiscal year on behalf
of children receiving aid under such part A
in such preceding fiscal year (as determined
on the basis of the most recent reliable data
available to the Secretary as of the end of
the third calendar quarter following the end
of such preceding fiscal year), equal to—

‘‘(A) 1 percent, for the activities specified
in subparagraphs (A) and (B) of paragraph
(1); and

‘‘(B) 2 percent, for the activities specified
in subparagraph (C) of paragraph (1).’’.
SEC. 418. REPORTS AND DATA COLLECTION BY

THE SECRETARY.
(a) ANNUAL REPORT TO CONGRESS.—(1) Sec-

tion 452(a)(10)(A) (42 U.S.C. 652(a)(10)(A)) is
amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘this part;’’ and inserting
‘‘this part, including—’’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following in-
dented clauses:

‘‘(i) the total amount of child support pay-
ments collected as a result of services fur-
nished during such fiscal year to individuals
receiving services under this part;

‘‘(ii) the cost to the States and to the Fed-
eral Government of furnishing such services
to those individuals; and

‘‘(iii) the number of cases involving fami-
lies—

‘‘(I) who became ineligible for aid under
part A during a month in such fiscal year;
and

‘‘(II) with respect to whom a child support
payment was received in the same month;’’.

(2) Section 452(a)(10)(C) (42 U.S.C.
652(a)(10)(C)) is amended—

(A) in the matter preceding clause (i)—

(i) by striking ‘‘with the data required
under each clause being separately stated for
cases’’ and inserting ‘‘separately stated for
(1) cases’’;

(ii) by striking ‘‘cases where the child was
formerly receiving’’ and inserting ‘‘or for-
merly received’’;

(iii) by inserting ‘‘or 1912’’ after
‘‘471(a)(17)’’; and

(iv) by inserting ‘‘(2)’’ before ‘‘all other’’;
(B) in each of clauses (i) and (ii), by strik-

ing ‘‘, and the total amount of such obliga-
tions’’;

(C) in clause (iii), by striking ‘‘described
in’’ and all that follows and inserting ‘‘in
which support was collected during the fiscal
year;’’;

(D) by striking clause (iv); and
(E) by redesignating clause (v) as clause

(vii), and inserting after clause (iii) the fol-
lowing new clauses:

‘‘(iv) the total amount of support collected
during such fiscal year and distributed as
current support;

‘‘(v) the total amount of support collected
during such fiscal year and distributed as ar-
rearages;

‘‘(vi) the total amount of support due and
unpaid for all fiscal years; and’’.

(3) Section 452(a)(10)(G) (42 U.S.C.
652(a)(10)(G)) is amended by striking ‘‘on the
use of Federal courts and’’.

(4) Section 452(a)(10) (42 U.S.C. 652(a)(10)) is
amended by striking all that follows sub-
paragraph (I).

(b) DATA COLLECTION AND REPORTING.—Sec-
tion 469 (42 U.S.C. 669) is amended—

(1) by striking subsections (a) and (b) and
inserting the following:

‘‘(a) The Secretary shall collect and main-
tain, on a fiscal year basis, up-to-date statis-
tics, by State, with respect to services to es-
tablish paternity and services to establish
child support obligations, the data specified
in subsection (b), separately stated, in the
case of each such service, with respect to—

‘‘(1) families (or dependent children) re-
ceiving aid under plans approved under part
A (or E); and

‘‘(2) families not receiving such aid.
‘‘(b) The data referred to in subsection (a)

are—
‘‘(1) the number of cases in the caseload of

the State agency administering the plan
under this part in which such service is need-
ed; and

‘‘(2) the number of such cases in which the
service has been provided.’’; and

(2) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘(a)(2)’’
and inserting ‘‘(b)(2)’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall be effective with
respect to fiscal year 1996 and succeeding fis-
cal years.

Subtitle C—Locate and Case Tracking

SEC. 421. CENTRAL STATE AND CASE REGISTRY.
Section 454A, as added by section 415(a)(2)

of this Act, is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(e) CENTRAL CASE REGISTRY.—(1) IN GEN-
ERAL.—The automated system required
under this section shall perform the func-
tions, in accordance with the provisions of
this subsection, of a single central registry
containing records with respect to each case
in which services are being provided by the
State agency (including, on and after Octo-
ber 1, 1998, each order specified in section
466(a)(12)), using such standardized data ele-
ments (such as names, social security num-
bers or other uniform identification num-
bers, dates of birth, and case identification
numbers), and containing such other infor-
mation (such as information on case status)
as the Secretary may require.

‘‘(2) PAYMENT RECORDS.—Each case record
in the central registry shall include a record
of—

‘‘(A) the amount of monthly (or other peri-
odic) support owed under the support order,
and other amounts due or overdue (including
arrears, interest or late payment penalties,
and fees);

‘‘(B) the date on which or circumstances
under which the support obligation will ter-
minate under such order;

‘‘(C) all child support and related amounts
collected (including such amounts as fees,
late payment penalties, and interest on ar-
rearages);

‘‘(D) the distribution of such amounts col-
lected; and

‘‘(E) the birth date of the child for whom
the child support order is entered.

‘‘(3) UPDATING AND MONITORING.—The State
agency shall promptly establish and main-
tain, and regularly monitor, case records in
the registry required by this subsection, on
the basis of—

‘‘(A) information on administrative actions
and administrative and judicial proceedings
and orders relating to paternity and support;

‘‘(B) information obtained from matches
with Federal, State, or local data sources;

‘‘(C) information on support collections
and distributions; and

‘‘(D) any other relevant information.
‘‘(f) DATA MATCHES AND OTHER DISCLO-

SURES OF INFORMATION.—The automated sys-
tem required under this section shall have
the capacity, and be used by the State agen-
cy, to extract data at such times, and in such
standardized format or formats, as may be
required by the Secretary, and to share and
match data with, and receive data from,
other data bases and data matching services,
in order to obtain (or provide) information
necessary to enable the State agency (or
Secretary or other State or Federal agen-
cies) to carry out responsibilities under this
part. Data matching activities of the State
agency shall include at least the following:

‘‘(1) DATA BANK OF CHILD SUPPORT OR-
DERS.—Furnish to the Data Bank of Child
Support Orders established under section
453(h) (and update as necessary, with infor-
mation including notice of expiration of or-
ders) minimal information (to be specified by
the Secretary) on each child support case in
the central case registry.

‘‘(2) FEDERAL PARENT LOCATOR SERVICE.—
Exchange data with the Federal Parent Lo-
cator Service for the purposes specified in
section 453.

‘‘(3) AFDC AND MEDICAID AGENCIES.—Ex-
change data with State agencies (of the
State and of other States) administering the
programs under part A and title XIX, as nec-
essary for the performance of State agency
responsibilities under this part and under
such programs.

‘‘(4) INTRA- AND INTERSTATE DATA
MATCHES.—Exchange data with other agen-
cies of the State, agencies of other States,
and interstate information networks, as nec-
essary and appropriate to carry out (or assist
other States to carry out) the purposes of
this part.’’.
SEC. 422. CENTRALIZED COLLECTION AND DIS-

BURSEMENT OF SUPPORT PAY-
MENTS.

(a) STATE PLAN REQUIREMENT.—Section 454
(42 U.S.C. 654), as amended by sections 404(a)
and 414(b) of this Act, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (25);

(2) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (26) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by adding after paragraph (26) the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

‘‘(27) provide that the State agency, on and
after October 1, 1998—
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‘‘(A) will operate a centralized, automated

unit for the collection and disbursement of
child support under orders being enforced
under this part, in accordance with section
454B; and

‘‘(B) will have sufficient State staff (con-
sisting of State employees), and (at State op-
tion) contractors reporting directly to the
State agency to monitor and enforce support
collections through such centralized unit, in-
cluding carrying out the automated data
processing responsibilities specified in sec-
tion 454A(g) and to impose, as appropriate in
particular cases, the administrative enforce-
ment remedies specified in section
466(c)(1).’’.

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF CENTRALIZED COL-
LECTION UNIT.—Part D of title IV (42 U.S.C.
651–669) is amended by adding after section
454A the following new section:

‘‘CENTRALIZED COLLECTION AND DISBURSEMENT
OF SUPPORT PAYMENTS

‘‘SEC. 454B. (a) IN GENERAL.—In order to
meet the requirement of section 454(27), the
State agency must operate a single central-
ized, automated unit for the collection and
disbursement of support payments, coordi-
nated with the automated data system re-
quired under section 454A, in accordance
with the provisions of this section, which
shall be—

‘‘(1) operated directly by the State agency
(or by two or more State agencies under a re-
gional cooperative agreement), or by a single
contractor responsible directly to the State
agency; and

‘‘(2) used for the collection and disburse-
ment (including interstate collection and
disbursement) of payments under support or-
ders in all cases being enforced by the State
pursuant to section 454(4).

‘‘(b) REQUIRED PROCEDURES.—The central-
ized collections unit shall use automated
procedures, electronic processes, and com-
puter-driven technology to the maximum ex-
tent feasible, efficient, and economical, for
the collection and disbursement of support
payments, including procedures—

‘‘(1) for receipt of payments from parents,
employers, and other States, and for dis-
bursements to custodial parents and other
obligees, the State agency, and the State
agencies of other States;

‘‘(2) for accurate identification of pay-
ments;

‘‘(3) to ensure prompt disbursement of the
custodial parent’s share of any payment; and

‘‘(4) to furnish to either parent, upon re-
quest, timely information on the current
status of support payments.’’.

(c) USE OF AUTOMATED SYSTEM.—Section
454A, as added by section 415(a)(2) of this Act
and as amended by section 421 of this Act, is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection:

‘‘(g) CENTRALIZED COLLECTION AND DIS-
TRIBUTION OF SUPPORT PAYMENTS.—The auto-
mated system required under this section
shall be used, to the maximum extent fea-
sible, to assist and facilitate collections and
disbursement of support payments through
the centralized collections unit operated
pursuant to section 454B, through the per-
formance of functions including at a mini-
mum—

‘‘(1) generation of orders and notices to
employers (and other debtors) for the with-
holding of wages (and other income)—

‘‘(A) within two working days after receipt
(from the directory of New Hires established
under section 453(i) or any other source) of
notice of and the income source subject to
such withholding; and

‘‘(B) using uniform formats directed by the
Secretary;

‘‘(2) ongoing monitoring to promptly iden-
tify failures to make timely payment; and

‘‘(3) automatic use of enforcement mecha-
nisms (including mechanisms authorized
pursuant to section 466(c)) where payments
are not timely made.’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall become effective
on October 1, 1998.
SEC. 423. AMENDMENTS CONCERNING INCOME

WITHHOLDING.
(a) MANDATORY INCOME WITHHOLDING.—(1)

Section 466(a)(1) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)(1)) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(1) INCOME WITHHOLDING.—(A) UNDER OR-
DERS ENFORCED UNDER THE STATE PLAN.—Pro-
cedures described in subsection (b) for the
withholding from income of amounts pay-
able as support in cases subject to enforce-
ment under the State plan.

‘‘(B) UNDER CERTAIN ORDERS PREDATING
CHANGE IN REQUIREMENT.—Procedures under
which all child support orders issued (or
modified) before October 1, 1996, and which
are not otherwise subject to withholding
under subsection (b), shall become subject to
withholding from wages as provided in sub-
section (b) if arrearages occur, without the
need for a judicial or administrative hear-
ing.’’.

(2) Section 466(a)(8) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)(8)) is
repealed.

(3) Section 466(b) (42 U.S.C. 666(b)) is
amended—

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1),
by striking ‘‘subsection (a)(1)’’ and inserting
‘‘subsection (a)(1)(A)’’;

(B) in paragraph (5), by striking all that
follows ‘‘administered by’’ and inserting
‘‘the State through the centralized collec-
tions unit established pursuant to section
454B, in accordance with the requirements of
such section 454B.’’;

(C) in paragraph (6)(A)(i)—
(i) by inserting ‘‘, in accordance with time-

tables established by the Secretary,’’ after
‘‘must be required’’; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘to the appropriate agen-
cy’’ and all that follows and inserting ‘‘to
the State centralized collections unit within
5 working days after the date such amount
would (but for this subsection) have been
paid or credited to the employee, for dis-
tribution in accordance with this part.’’;

(D) in paragraph (6)(A)(ii), by inserting ‘‘be
in a standard format prescribed by the Sec-
retary, and’’ after ‘‘shall’’; and

(E) in paragraph (6)(D)—
(i) by striking ‘‘employer who discharges’’

and inserting ‘‘employer who—(A) dis-
charges’’;

(ii) by relocating subparagraph (A), as des-
ignated, as an indented subparagraph after
and below the introductory matter;

(iii) by striking the period at the end; and
(iv) by adding after and below subpara-

graph (A) the following new subparagraph:
‘‘(B) fails to withhold support from wages,

or to pay such amounts to the State central-
ized collections unit in accordance with this
subsection.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
466(c) (42 U.S.C. 666(c)) is repealed.

(c) DEFINITION OF TERMS.—The Secretary
shall promulgate regulations providing defi-
nitions, for purposes of part D of title IV of
the Social Security Act, for the term ‘‘in-
come’’ and for such other terms relating to
income withholding under section 466(b) of
such Act as the Secretary may find it nec-
essary or advisable to define.
SEC. 424. LOCATOR INFORMATION FROM INTER-

STATE NETWORKS.
Section 466(a) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)), as amended

by section 423(a)(2) of this Act, is amended
by inserting after paragraph (7) the follow-
ing:

‘‘(8) LOCATOR INFORMATION FROM INTER-
STATE NETWORKS.—Procedures ensuring that
the State will neither provide funding for,

nor use for any purpose (including any pur-
pose unrelated to the purposes of this part),
any automated interstate network or system
used to locate individuals—

‘‘(A) for purposes relating to the use of
motor vehicles; or

‘‘(B) providing information for law enforce-
ment purposes (where child support enforce-
ment agencies are otherwise allowed access
by State and Federal law),

unless all Federal and State agencies admin-
istering programs under this part (including
the entities established under section 453)
have access to information in such system or
network to the same extent as any other
user of such system or network.’’.

SEC. 425. EXPANDED FEDERAL PARENT LOCATOR
SERVICE.

(a) EXPANDED AUTHORITY TO LOCATE INDI-
VIDUALS AND ASSETS.—Section 453 (42 U.S.C.
653) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by striking all that
follows ‘‘subsection (c))’’ and inserting the
following:
‘‘, for the purpose of establishing parentage,
establishing, setting the amount of, modify-
ing, or enforcing child support obligations—

‘‘(1) information on, or facilitating the dis-
covery of, the location of any individual—

‘‘(A) who is under an obligation to pay
child support;

‘‘(B) against whom such an obligation is
sought; or

‘‘(C) to whom such an obligation is owed,
including such individual’s social security
number (or numbers), most recent residen-
tial address, and the name, address, and em-
ployer identification number of such individ-
ual’s employer; and

‘‘(2) information on the individual’s wages
(or other income) from, and benefits of, em-
ployment (including rights to or enrollment
in group health care coverage); and

‘‘(3) information on the type, status, loca-
tion, and amount of any assets of, or debts
owed by or to, any such individual.’’; and

(2) in subsection (b)—
(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1),

by striking ‘‘social security’’ and all that
follows through ‘‘absent parent’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘information specified in subsection
(a)’’; and

(B) in paragraph (2), by inserting before the
period ‘‘, or from any consumer reporting
agency (as defined in section 603(f) of the
Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C.
1681a(f))’’;

(3) in subsection (e)(1), by inserting before
the period ‘‘, or by consumer reporting agen-
cies’’.

(b) REIMBURSEMENT FOR DATA FROM FED-
ERAL AGENCIES.—Section 453(e)(2) (42 U.S.C.
653(e)(2)) is amended in the fourth sentence
by inserting before the period ‘‘in an amount
which the Secretary determines to be rea-
sonable payment for the data exchange
(which amount shall not include payment for
the costs of obtaining, compiling, or main-
taining the data)’’.

(c) ACCESS TO CONSUMER REPORTS UNDER
FAIR CREDIT REPORTING ACT.—(1) Section 608
of the Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C.
1681f) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘, limited to’’ and inserting
‘‘to a governmental agency (including the
entire consumer report, in the case of a Fed-
eral, State, or local agency administering a
program under part D of title IV of the So-
cial Security Act, and limited to’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘employment, to a govern-
mental agency’’ and inserting ‘‘employment,
in the case of any other governmental agen-
cy)’’.

(2) REIMBURSEMENT FOR REPORTS BY STATE
AGENCIES AND CREDIT BUREAUS.—Section 453
(42 U.S.C. 653) is amended by adding at the
end the following new subsection:
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‘‘(g) The Secretary is authorized to reim-

burse costs to State agencies and consumer
credit reporting agencies the costs incurred
by such entities in furnishing information
requested by the Secretary pursuant to this
section in an amount which the Secretary
determines to be reasonable payment for the
data exchange (which amount shall not in-
clude payment for the costs of obtaining,
compiling, or maintaining the data).’’.

(d) DISCLOSURE OF TAX RETURN INFORMA-
TION.—(1) Section 6103(1)(6)(A)(ii) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by
striking ‘‘, but only if’’ and all that follows
and inserting a period.

(2) Section 6103(1)(8)(A) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 is amended by inserting
‘‘Federal,’’ before ‘‘State or local’’.

(e) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Sections 452(a)(9), 453(a), 453(b), 463(a),

and 463(e) (42 U.S.C. 652(a)(9), 653(a), 653(b),
663(a), and 663(e)) are each amended by in-
serting ‘‘Federal’’ before ‘‘Parent’’ each
place it appears.

(2) Section 453 (42 U.S.C. 653) is amended in
the heading by adding ‘‘FEDERAL’’ before
‘‘PARENT’’.

(f) NEW COMPONENTS.—Section 453 (42
U.S.C. 653), as amended by subsection (c)(2)
of this section, is amended by adding at the
end the following:

‘‘(h) DATA BANK OF CHILD SUPPORT OR-
DERS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than October 1,
1998, in order to assist States in administer-
ing their State plans under this part and
parts A, F, and G, and for the other purposes
specified in this section, the Secretary shall
establish and maintain in the Federal Parent
Locator Service an automated registry to be
known as the Data Bank of Child Support
Orders, which shall contain abstracts of
child support orders and other information
described in paragraph (2) on each case in
each State central case registry maintained
pursuant to section 454A(e), as furnished
(and regularly updated), pursuant to section
454A(f), by State agencies administering pro-
grams under this part.

‘‘(2) CASE INFORMATION.—The information
referred to in paragraph (1), as specified by
the Secretary, shall include sufficient infor-
mation (including names, social security
numbers or other uniform identification
numbers, and State case identification num-
bers) to identify the individuals who owe or
are owed support (or with respect to or on
behalf of whom support obligations are
sought to be established), and the State or
States which have established or modified,
or are enforcing or seeking to establish, such
an order.

‘‘(i) DIRECTORY OF NEW HIRES.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than October 1,

1998, In order to assist States in administer-
ing their State plans under this part and
parts A, F, and G, and for the other purposes
specified in this section, the Secretary shall
establish and maintain in the Federal Parent
Locator Service an automated directory to
be known as the directory of New Hires, con-
taining—

‘‘(A) information supplied by employers on
each newly hired individual, in accordance
with paragraph (2); and

‘‘(B) information supplied by State agen-
cies administering State unemployment
compensation laws, in accordance with para-
graph (3).

‘‘(2) EMPLOYER INFORMATION.—
‘‘(A) INFORMATION REQUIRED.—Subject to

subparagraph (D), each employer shall fur-
nish to the Secretary, for inclusion in the di-
rectory established under this subsection,
not later than 10 days after the date (on or
after October 1, 1998) on which the employer
hires a new employee (as defined in subpara-
graph (C)), a report containing the name,

date of birth, and social security number of
such employee, and the employer identifica-
tion number of the employer.

‘‘(B) REPORTING METHOD AND FORMAT.—The
Secretary shall provide for transmission of
the reports required under subparagraph (A)
using formats and methods which minimize
the burden on employers, which shall in-
clude—

‘‘(i) automated or electronic transmission
of such reports;

‘‘(ii) transmission by regular mail; and
‘‘(iii) transmission of a copy of the form re-

quired for purposes of compliance with sec-
tion 3402 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986.

‘‘(C) EMPLOYEE DEFINED.—For purposes of
this paragraph, the term ‘employee’ means
any individual subject to the requirement of
section 3402(f)(2) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986.

‘‘(D) PAPERWORK REDUCTION REQUIRE-
MENT.—As required by the information re-
sources management policies published by
the Director of the Office of Management
and Budget pursuant to section 3504(b)(1) of
title 44, United States Code, the Secretary,
in order to minimize the cost and reporting
burden on employers, shall not require re-
porting pursuant to this paragraph if an al-
ternative reporting mechanism can be devel-
oped that either relies on existing Federal or
State reporting or enables the Secretary to
collect the needed information in a more
cost-effective and equally expeditious man-
ner, taking into account the reporting costs
on employers.

‘‘(E) CIVIL MONEY PENALTY ON NONCOMPLY-
ING EMPLOYERS.—(i) Any employer that fails
to make a timely report in accordance with
this paragraph with respect to an individual
shall be subject to a civil money penalty, for
each calendar year in which the failure oc-
curs, of the lesser of $500 or 1 percent of the
wages or other compensation paid by such
employer to such individual during such cal-
endar year.

‘‘(ii) Subject to clause (iii), the provisions
of section 1128A (other than subsections (a)
and (b) thereof) shall apply to a civil money
penalty under clause (i) in the same manner
as they apply to a civil money penalty or
proceeding under section 1128A(a).

‘‘(iii) Any employer with respect to whom
a penalty under this subparagraph is upheld
after an administrative hearing shall be lia-
ble to pay all costs of the Secretary with re-
spect to such hearing.

‘‘(3) EMPLOYMENT SECURITY INFORMATION.—
‘‘(A) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—Each State

agency administering a State unemployment
compensation law approved by the Secretary
of Labor under the Federal Unemployment
Tax Act shall furnish to the Secretary of
Health and Human Services extracts of the
reports to the Secretary of Labor concerning
the wages and unemployment compensation
paid to individuals required under section
303(a)(6), in accordance with subparagraph
(B).

‘‘(B) MANNER OF COMPLIANCE.—The extracts
required under subparagraph (A) shall be fur-
nished to the Secretary of Health and
Human Services on a quarterly basis, with
respect to calendar quarters beginning on
and after October 1, 1996, by such dates, in
such format, and containing such informa-
tion as required by that Secretary in regula-
tions.

‘‘(j) DATA MATCHES AND OTHER DISCLO-
SURES.—

‘‘(1) VERIFICATION BY SOCIAL SECURITY AD-
MINISTRATION.—(A) The Secretary shall
transmit data on individuals and employers
maintained under this section to the Social
Security Administration to the extent nec-
essary for verification in accordance with
subparagraph (B).

‘‘(B) The Social Security Administration
shall verify the accuracy of, correct or sup-
ply to the extent necessary and feasible, and
report to the Secretary, the following infor-
mation in data supplied by the Secretary
pursuant to subparagraph (A):

‘‘(i) the name, social security number, and
birth date of each individual; and

‘‘(ii) the employer identification number of
each employer.

‘‘(2) CHILD SUPPORT LOCATOR MATCHES.—For
the purpose of locating individuals for pur-
poses of paternity establishment and estab-
lishment and enforcement of child support,
the Secretary shall—

‘‘(A) match data in the directory of New
Hires against the child support order ab-
stracts in the Data Bank of Child Support
Orders not less often than every 2 working
days; and

‘‘(B) report information obtained from
such a match to concerned State agencies
operating programs under this part not later
than 2 working days after such match.

‘‘(3) DATA MATCHES AND DISCLOSURES OF

DATA IN ALL REGISTRIES FOR TITLE IV PRO-
GRAM PURPOSES.—The Secretary shall—

‘‘(A) perform matches of data in each com-
ponent of the Federal Parent Locator Serv-
ice maintained under this section against
data in each other such component (other
than the matches required pursuant to para-
graph (1)), and report information resulting
from such matches to State agencies operat-
ing programs under this part and parts A, F,
and G; and

‘‘(B) disclose data in such registries to
such State agencies,

to the extent, and with the frequency, that
the Secretary determines to be effective in
assisting such States to carry out their re-
sponsibilities under such programs.

‘‘(k) FEES.—
‘‘(1) FOR SSA VERIFICATION.—The Secretary

shall reimburse the Commissioner of Social
Security, at a rate negotiated between the
Secretary and the Commissioner, the costs
incurred by the Commissioner in performing
the verification services specified in sub-
section (j).

‘‘(2) FOR INFORMATION FROM SESAS.—The
Secretary shall reimburse costs incurred by
State employment security agencies in fur-
nishing data as required by subsection (j)(3),
at rates which the Secretary determines to
be reasonable (which rates shall not include
payment for the costs of obtaining, compil-
ing, or maintaining such data).

‘‘(3) FOR INFORMATION FURNISHED TO STATE

AND FEDERAL AGENCIES.—State and Federal
agencies receiving data or information from
the Secretary pursuant to this section shall
reimburse the costs incurred by the Sec-
retary in furnishing such data or informa-
tion, at rates which the Secretary deter-
mines to be reasonable (which rates shall in-
clude payment for the costs of obtaining,
verifying, maintaining, and matching such
data or information).

‘‘(l) RESTRICTION ON DISCLOSURE AND USE.—
Data in the Federal Parent Locator Service,
and information resulting from matches
using such data, shall not be used or dis-
closed except as specifically provided in this
section.

‘‘(m) RETENTION OF DATA.—Data in the
Federal Parent Locator Service, and data re-
sulting from matches performed pursuant to
this section, shall be retained for such period
(determined by the Secretary) as appropriate
for the data uses specified in this section.

‘‘(n) INFORMATION INTEGRITY AND SECU-
RITY.—The Secretary shall establish and im-
plement safeguards with respect to the enti-
ties established under this section designed
to—
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‘‘(1) ensure the accuracy and completeness

of information in the Federal Parent Locator
Service; and

‘‘(2) restrict access to confidential infor-
mation in the Federal Parent Locator Serv-
ice to authorized persons, and restrict use of
such information to authorized purposes.

‘‘(o) LIMIT ON LIABILITY.—The Secretary
shall not be liable to either a State or an in-
dividual for inaccurate information provided
to a component of the Federal Parent Loca-
tor Service section and disclosed by the Sec-
retary in accordance with this section.’’.

(g) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) TO PART D OF TITLE IV OF THE SOCIAL SE-

CURITY ACT.—Section 454(8)(B) (42 U.S.C.
654(8)(B)) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(B) the Federal Parent Locator Service
established under section 453;’’.

(2) TO FEDERAL UNEMPLOYMENT TAX ACT.—
Section 3304(16) of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986 is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare’’ each place such term
appears and inserting ‘‘Secretary of Health
and Human Services’’;

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘such
information’’ and all that follows and insert-
ing ‘‘information furnished under subpara-
graph (A) or (B) is used only for the purposes
authorized under such subparagraph;’’;

(C) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of sub-
paragraph (A);

(D) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as
subparagraph (C); and

(E) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the
following new subparagraph:

‘‘(B) wage and unemployment compensa-
tion information contained in the records of
such agency shall be furnished to the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services (in ac-
cordance with regulations promulgated by
such Secretary) as necessary for the pur-
poses of the directory of New Hires estab-
lished under section 453(i) of the Social Secu-
rity Act, and’’.

(3) TO STATE GRANT PROGRAM UNDER TITLE
III OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT.—Section
303(a) (42 U.S.C. 503(a)) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (8);

(B) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (9) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(C) by adding after paragraph (9) the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

‘‘(10) The making of quarterly electronic
reports, at such dates, in such format, and
containing such information, as required by
the Secretary of Health and Human Services
under section 453(i)(3), and compliance with
such provisions as such Secretary may find
necessary to ensure the correctness and ver-
ification of such reports.’’.
SEC. 426. USE OF SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBERS.

(a) STATE LAW REQUIREMENT.—Section
466(a) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)), as amended by sec-
tion 401(a) of this Act, is amended by insert-
ing after paragraph (12) the following:

‘‘(13) SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBERS REQUIRED.—
Procedures requiring the recording of social
security numbers—

‘‘(A) of both parties on marriage licenses
and divorce decrees; and

‘‘(B) of both parents, on birth records and
child support and paternity orders.’’.

(b) CLARIFICATION OF FEDERAL POLICY.—
Section 205(c)(2)(C)(ii) (42 U.S.C.
405(c)(2)(C)(ii)) is amended by striking the
third sentence and inserting ‘‘This clause
shall not be considered to authorize disclo-
sure of such numbers except as provided in
the preceding sentence.’’.
Subtitle D—Streamlining and Uniformity of

Procedures
SEC. 431. ADOPTION OF UNIFORM STATE LAWS.

Section 466(a) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)), as amended
by sections 401(a) and 426(a) of this Act, is

amended inserting after paragraph (13) the
following:

‘‘(14) INTERSTATE ENFORCEMENT.—(A) ADOP-
TION OF UIFSA.—Procedures under which the
State adopts in its entirety (with the modi-
fications and additions specified in this para-
graph) not later than January 1, 1997, and
uses on and after such date, the Uniform
Interstate Family Support Act, as approved
by the National Conference of Commis-
sioners on Uniform State Laws in August,
1992.

‘‘(B) EXPANDED APPLICATION OF UIFSA.—The
State law adopted pursuant to subparagraph
(A) shall be applied to any case—

‘‘(i) involving an order established or modi-
fied in one State and for which a subsequent
modification is sought in another State; or

‘‘(ii) in which interstate activity is re-
quired to enforce an order.

‘‘(C) JURISDICTION TO MODIFY ORDERS.—The
State law adopted pursuant to subparagraph
(A) of this paragraph shall contain the fol-
lowing provision in lieu of section 611(a)(1) of
the Uniform Interstate Family Support Act
described in such subparagraph (A):

‘‘ ‘(1) the following requirements are met:
‘‘ ‘(i) the child, the individual obligee, and

the obligor—
‘‘ ‘(I) do not reside in the issuing State; and
‘‘ ‘(II) either reside in this State or are sub-

ject to the jurisdiction of this State pursu-
ant to section 201; and

‘‘ ‘(ii) (in any case where another State is
exercising or seeks to exercise jurisdiction
to modify the order) the conditions of sec-
tion 204 are met to the same extent as re-
quired for proceedings to establish orders;
or’.

‘‘(D) SERVICE OF PROCESS.—The State law
adopted pursuant to subparagraph (A) shall
recognize as valid, for purposes of any pro-
ceeding subject to such State law, service of
process upon persons in the State (and proof
of such service) by any means acceptable in
another State which is the initiating or re-
sponding State in such proceeding.

‘‘(E) COOPERATION BY EMPLOYERS.—The
State law adopted pursuant to subparagraph
(A) shall provide for the use of procedures
(including sanctions for noncompliance)
under which all entities in the State (includ-
ing for-profit, nonprofit, and governmental
employers) are required to provide promptly,
in response to a request by the State agency
of that or any other State administering a
program under this part, information on the
employment, compensation, and benefits of
any individual employed by such entity as
an employee or contractor.’’.

SEC. 432. IMPROVEMENTS TO FULL FAITH AND
CREDIT FOR CHILD SUPPORT OR-
DERS.

Section 1738B of title 28, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(2), by striking ‘‘sub-
section (e)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsections (e),
(f), and (i)’’;

(2) in subsection (b), by inserting after the
2nd undesignated paragraph the following:

‘‘ ‘child’s home State’ means the State in
which a child lived with a parent or a person
acting as parent for at least six consecutive
months immediately preceding the time of
filing of a petition or comparable pleading
for support and, if a child is less than six
months old, the State in which the child
lived from birth with any of them. A period
of temporary absence of any of them is
counted as part of the six-month period.’’;

(3) in subsection (c), by inserting ‘‘by a
court of a State’’ before ‘‘is made’’;

(4) in subsection (c)(1), by inserting ‘‘and
subsections (e), (f), and (g)’’ after ‘‘located’’;

(5) in subsection (d)—
(A) by inserting ‘‘individual’’ before ‘‘con-

testant’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘subsection (e)’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘subsections (e) and (f)’’;

(6) in subsection (e), by striking ‘‘make a
modification of a child support order with re-
spect to a child that is made’’ and inserting
‘‘modify a child support order issued’’;

(7) in subsection (e)(1), by inserting ‘‘pursu-
ant to subsection (i)’’ before the semicolon;

(8) in subsection (e)(2)—
(A) by inserting ‘‘individual’’ before ‘‘con-

testant’’ each place such term appears; and
(B) by striking ‘‘to that court’s making the

modification and assuming’’ and inserting
‘‘with the State of continuing, exclusive ju-
risdiction for a court of another State to
modify the order and assume’’;

(9) by redesignating subsections (f) and (g)
as subsections (g) and (h), respectively;

(10) by inserting after subsection (e) the
following:

‘‘(f) RECOGNITION OF CHILD SUPPORT OR-
DERS.—If one or more child support orders
have been issued in this or another State
with regard to an obligor and a child, a court
shall apply the following rules in determin-
ing which order to recognize for purposes of
continuing, exclusive jurisdiction and en-
forcement:

‘‘(1) If only one court has issued a child
support order, the order of that court must
be recognized.

‘‘(2) If two or more courts have issued child
support orders for the same obligor and
child, and only one of the courts would have
continuing, exclusive jurisdiction under this
section, the order of that court must be rec-
ognized.

‘‘(3) If two or more courts have issued child
support orders for the same obligor and
child, and only one of the courts would have
continuing, exclusive jurisdiction under this
section, an order issued by a court in the
current home State of the child must be rec-
ognized, but if an order has not been issued
in the current home State of the child, the
order most recently issued must be recog-
nized.

‘‘(4) If two or more courts have issued child
support orders for the same obligor and
child, and none of the courts would have con-
tinuing, exclusive jurisdiction under this
section, a court may issue a child support
order, which must be recognized.

‘‘(5) The court that has issued an order rec-
ognized under this subsection is the court
having continuing, exclusive jurisdiction.’’;

(11) in subsection (g) (as so redesignated)—
(A) by striking ‘‘PRIOR’’ and inserting

‘‘MODIFIED’’; and
(B) by striking ‘‘subsection (e)’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘subsections (e) and (f)’’;
(12) in subsection (h) (as so redesignated)—
(A) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘includ-

ing the duration of current payments and
other obligations of support’’ before the
comma; and

(B) in paragraph (3), by inserting ‘‘arrears
under’’ after ‘‘enforce’’; and

(13) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(i) REGISTRATION FOR MODIFICATION.—If

there is no individual contestant or child re-
siding in the issuing State, the party or sup-
port enforcement agency seeking to modify,
or to modify and enforce, a child support
order issued in another State shall register
that order in a State with jurisdiction over
the nonmovant for the purpose of modifica-
tion.’’.

SEC. 433. STATE LAWS PROVIDING EXPEDITED
PROCEDURES.

(a) STATE LAW REQUIREMENTS.—Section 466
(42 U.S.C. 666) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(2), in the first sen-
tence, to read as follows: ‘‘Expedited admin-
istrative and judicial procedures (including
the procedures specified in subsection (c)) for
establishing paternity and for establishing,
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modifying, and enforcing support obliga-
tions.’’; and

(2) by adding after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing new subsection:

‘‘(c) EXPEDITED PROCEDURES.—The proce-
dures specified in this subsection are the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(1) ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION BY STATE
AGENCY.—Procedures which give the State
agency the authority (and recognize and en-
force the authority of State agencies of
other States), without the necessity of ob-
taining an order from any other judicial or
administrative tribunal (but subject to due
process safeguards, including (as appro-
priate) requirements for notice, opportunity
to contest the action, and opportunity for an
appeal on the record to an independent ad-
ministrative or judicial tribunal), to take
the following actions relating to establish-
ment or enforcement of orders:

‘‘(A) GENETIC TESTING.—To order genetic
testing for the purpose of paternity estab-
lishment as provided in section 466(a)(5).

‘‘(B) DEFAULT ORDERS.—To enter a default
order, upon a showing of service of process
and any additional showing required by
State law—

‘‘(i) establishing paternity, in the case of
any putative father who refuses to submit to
genetic testing; and

‘‘(ii) establishing or modifying a support
obligation, in the case of a parent (or other
obligor or obligee) who fails to respond to
notice to appear at a proceeding for such
purpose.

‘‘(C) SUBPOENAS.—To subpoena any finan-
cial or other information needed to estab-
lish, modify, or enforce an order, and to
sanction failure to respond to any such sub-
poena.

‘‘(D) ACCESS TO PERSONAL AND FINANCIAL
INFORMATION.—To obtain access, subject to
safeguards on privacy and information secu-
rity, to the following records (including
automated access, in the case of records
maintained in automated data bases):

‘‘(i) records of other State and local gov-
ernment agencies, including—

‘‘(I) vital statistics (including records of
marriage, birth, and divorce);

‘‘(II) State and local tax and revenue
records (including information on residence
address, employer, income and assets);

‘‘(III) records concerning real and titled
personal property;

‘‘(IV) records of occupational and profes-
sional licenses, and records concerning the
ownership and control of corporations, part-
nerships, and other business entities;

‘‘(V) employment security records;
‘‘(VI) records of agencies administering

public assistance programs;
‘‘(VII) records of the motor vehicle depart-

ment; and
‘‘(VIII) corrections records; and
‘‘(ii) certain records held by private enti-

ties, including—
‘‘(I) customer records of public utilities

and cable television companies; and
‘‘(II) information (including information

on assets and liabilities) on individuals who
owe or are owed support (or against or with
respect to whom a support obligation is
sought) held by financial institutions (sub-
ject to limitations on liability of such enti-
ties arising from affording such access).

‘‘(E) INCOME WITHHOLDING.—To order in-
come withholding in accordance with sub-
section (a)(1) and (b) of section 466.

‘‘(F) CHANGE IN PAYEE.—(In cases where
support is subject to an assignment under
section 402(a)(26), 471(a)(17), or 1912, or to a
requirement to pay through the centralized
collections unit under section 454B) upon
providing notice to obligor and obligee, to
direct the obligor or other payor to change

the payee to the appropriate government en-
tity.

‘‘(G) SECURE ASSETS TO SATISFY ARREAR-
AGES.—For the purpose of securing overdue
support—

‘‘(i) to intercept and seize any periodic or
lump-sum payment to the obligor by or
through a State or local government agency,
including—

‘‘(I) unemployment compensation, work-
ers’ compensation, and other benefits;

‘‘(II) judgments and settlements in cases
under the jurisdiction of the State or local
government; and

‘‘(III) lottery winnings;
‘‘(ii) to attach and seize assets of the obli-

gor held by financial institutions;
‘‘(iii) to attach public and private retire-

ment funds in appropriate cases, as deter-
mined by the Secretary; and

‘‘(iv) to impose liens in accordance with
paragraph (a)(4) and, in appropriate cases, to
force sale of property and distribution of pro-
ceeds.

‘‘(H) INCREASE MONTHLY PAYMENTS.—For
the purpose of securing overdue support, to
increase the amount of monthly support pay-
ments to include amounts for arrearages
(subject to such conditions or restrictions as
the State may provide).

‘‘(I) SUSPENSION OF DRIVERS’ LICENSES.—To
suspend drivers’ licenses of individuals owing
past-due support, in accordance with sub-
section (a)(16).

‘‘(2) SUBSTANTIVE AND PROCEDURAL
RULES.—The expedited procedures required
under subsection (a)(2) shall include the fol-
lowing rules and authority, applicable with
respect to all proceedings to establish pater-
nity or to establish, modify, or enforce sup-
port orders:

‘‘(A) LOCATOR INFORMATION; PRESUMPTIONS
CONCERNING NOTICE.—Procedures under
which—

‘‘(i) the parties to any paternity or child
support proceedings are required (subject to
privacy safeguards) to file with the tribunal
before entry of an order, and to update as ap-
propriate, information on location and iden-
tity (including Social Security number, resi-
dential and mailing addresses, telephone
number, driver’s license number, and name,
address, and telephone number of employer);
and

‘‘(ii) in any subsequent child support en-
forcement action between the same parties,
the tribunal shall be authorized, upon suffi-
cient showing that diligent effort has been
made to ascertain such party’s current loca-
tion, to deem due process requirements for
notice and service of process to be met, with
respect to such party, by delivery to the
most recent residential or employer address
so filed pursuant to clause (i).

‘‘(B) STATEWIDE JURISDICTION.—Procedures
under which—

‘‘(i) the State agency and any administra-
tive or judicial tribunal with authority to
hear child support and paternity cases exerts
statewide jurisdiction over the parties, and
orders issued in such cases have statewide ef-
fect; and

‘‘(ii) (in the case of a State in which orders
in such cases are issued by local jurisdic-
tions) a case may be transferred between ju-
risdictions in the State without need for any
additional filing by the petitioner, or service
of process upon the respondent, to retain ju-
risdiction over the parties.’’.

(c) EXCEPTIONS FROM STATE LAW REQUIRE-
MENTS.—Section 466(d) (42 U.S.C. 666(d)) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘(d) If’’ and inserting the
following:

‘‘(d) EXEMPTIONS FROM REQUIREMENTS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2),

if’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘‘(2) NONEXEMPT REQUIREMENTS.—The Sec-
retary shall not grant an exemption from the
requirements of—

‘‘(A) subsection (a)(5) (concerning proce-
dures for paternity establishment);

‘‘(B) subsection (a)(10) (concerning modi-
fication of orders);

‘‘(C) subsection (a)(12) (concerning record-
ing of orders in the central State case reg-
istry);

‘‘(D) subsection (a)(13) (concerning record-
ing of Social Security numbers);

‘‘(E) subsection (a)(14) (concerning inter-
state enforcement); or

‘‘(F) subsection (c) (concerning expedited
procedures), other than paragraph (1)(A)
thereof (concerning establishment or modi-
fication of support amount).’’.

(d) AUTOMATION OF STATE AGENCY FUNC-
TIONS.—Section 454A, as added by section
415(a)(2) of this Act and as amended by sec-
tions 421 and 422(c) of this Act, is amended
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(h) EXPEDITED ADMINISTRATIVE PROCE-
DURES.—The automated system required
under this section shall be used, to the maxi-
mum extent feasible, to implement any expe-
dited administrative procedures required
under section 466(c).’’.

Subtitle E—Paternity Establishment

SEC. 441. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.
It is the sense of the Congress that social

services should be provided in hospitals to
women who have become pregnant as a re-
sult of rape or incest.

SEC. 442. AVAILABILITY OF PARENTING SOCIAL
SERVICES FOR NEW FATHERS.

Section 466(a) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)), as amended
by sections 401(a), 426(a), and 431 of this Act,
is amended by inserting after paragraph (14)
the following:

‘‘(15) Procedures for providing new fathers
with positive parenting counseling that
stresses the importance of paying child sup-
port in a timely manner, in accordance with
regulations prescribed by the Secretary.’’.

SEC. 443. COOPERATION REQUIREMENT AND
GOOD CAUSE EXCEPTION.

(a) CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT REQUIRE-
MENTS.—Section 454 (42 U.S.C. 654) is amend-
ed—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (23);

(2) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (24) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (24) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(25) provide that the State agency admin-
istering the plan under this part—

‘‘(A) will make the determination specified
under paragraph (4), as to whether an indi-
vidual is cooperating with efforts to estab-
lish paternity and secure support (or has
good cause not to cooperate with such ef-
forts) for purposes of the requirements of
sections 402(a)(26) and 1912;

‘‘(B) will advise individuals, both orally
and in writing, of the grounds for good cause
exceptions to the requirement to cooperate
with such efforts;

‘‘(C) will take the best interests of the
child into consideration in making the deter-
mination whether such individual has good
cause not to cooperate with such efforts;

‘‘(D)(i) will make the initial determination
as to whether an individual is cooperating
(or has good cause not to cooperate) with ef-
forts to establish paternity within 10 days
after such individual is referred to such
State agency by the State agency admin-
istering the program under part A of title
XIX;
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‘‘(ii) will make redeterminations as to co-

operation or good cause at appropriate inter-
vals; and

‘‘(iii) will promptly notify the individual,
and the State agencies administering such
programs, of each such determination and
redetermination;

‘‘(E) with respect to any child born on or
after the date 10 months after enactment of
this provision, will not determine (or rede-
termine) the mother (or other custodial rel-
ative) of such child to be cooperating with
efforts to establish paternity unless such in-
dividual furnishes—

‘‘(i) the name of the putative father (or fa-
thers); and

‘‘(ii) sufficient additional information to
enable the State agency, if reasonable efforts
were made, to verify the identity of the per-
son named as the putative father (including
such information as the putative father’s
present address, telephone number, date of
birth, past or present place of employment,
school previously or currently attended, and
names and addresses of parents, friends, or
relatives able to provide location informa-
tion, or other information that could enable
service of process on such person), and

‘‘(F)(i) (where a custodial parent who was
initially determined not to be cooperating
(or to have good cause not to cooperate) is
later determined to be cooperating or to
have good cause not to cooperate) will imme-
diately notify the State agencies administer-
ing the programs under part A of title XIX
that this eligibility condition has been met;
and

‘‘(ii) (where a custodial parent was ini-
tially determined to be cooperating (or to
have good cause not to cooperate)) will not
later determine such individual not to be co-
operating (or not to have good cause not to
cooperate) until such individual has been af-
forded an opportunity for a hearing.’’.

(b) AFDC AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Section 402(a)(11) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)(11)) is

amended by striking ‘‘furnishing of’’ and in-
serting ‘‘application for’’.

(2) Section 402(a)(26) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)(26)) is
amended—

(A) in each of subparagraphs (A) and (B),
by redesignating clauses (i) and (ii) as
subclauses (I) and (II);

(B) by indenting and redesignating sub-
paragraphs (A), (B), and (C) as clauses (i),
(ii), and (iv), respectively;

(C) in clause (ii), as redesignated—
(i) by striking ‘‘is claimed, or in obtaining

any other payments or property due such ap-
plicant or such child,’’ and inserting ‘‘is
claimed;’’; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘unless’’ and all that fol-
lows through ‘‘aid is claimed; and’’;

(D) by adding after clause (ii) the following
new clause:

‘‘(iii) to cooperate with the State in ob-
taining any other payments or property due
such applicant or such child; and’’;

(E) in the matter preceding clause (i) (as so
redesignated) to read as follows:

‘‘(26) provide—
‘‘(A) that, as a condition of eligibility for

aid, each applicant or recipient will be re-
quired (subject to subparagraph (C))—’’;

(F) in subparagraph (A)(iv), as redesig-
nated, by striking ‘‘, unless such individual’’
and all that follows through ‘‘individuals in-
volved’’;

(G) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraphs:

‘‘(B) that the State agency will imme-
diately refer each applicant requiring pater-
nity establishment services to the State
agency administering the program under
part D;

‘‘(C) that an individual will not be required
to cooperate with the State, as provided
under subparagraph (A), if the individual is

found to have good cause for refusing to co-
operate, as determined in accordance with
standards prescribed by the Secretary, which
standards shall take into consideration the
best interests of the child on whose behalf
aid is claimed—

‘‘(i) to the satisfaction of the State agency
administering the program under part D, as
determined in accordance with section
454(25), with respect to the requirements
under clauses (i) and (ii) of subparagraph (A);
and

‘‘(ii) to the satisfaction of the State agency
administering the program under this part,
with respect to the requirements under
clauses (iii) and (iv) of subparagraph (A);

‘‘(D) that (except as provided in subpara-
graph (E)) an applicant requiring paternity
establishment services (other than an indi-
vidual eligible for emergency assistance as
defined in section 406(e)) shall not be eligible
for any aid under a State plan approved
under this part until such applicant—

‘‘(i) has furnished to the agency admin-
istering the State plan under part D the in-
formation specified in section 454(25)(E); or

‘‘(ii) has been determined by such agency
to have good cause not to cooperate;

‘‘(E) that the provisions of subparagraph
(D) shall not apply—

‘‘(i) if the State agency specified in such
subparagraph has not, within 10 days after
such individual was referred to such agency,
provided the notification required by section
454(25)(D)(iii), until such notification is re-
ceived; and

‘‘(ii) if such individual appeals a deter-
mination that the individual lacks good
cause for noncooperation, until after such
determination is affirmed after notice and
opportunity for a hearing; and’’; and

(H)(i) by relocating and redesignating as
subparagraph (F) the text at the end of sub-
paragraph (A)(ii) beginning with ‘‘that, if the
relative’’ and all that follows through the
semicolon;

(ii) in subparagraph (F), as so redesignated
and relocated, by striking ‘‘subparagraphs
(A) and (B) of this paragraph’’ and inserting
‘‘subparagraph (A)’’; and

(iii) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of sub-
paragraph (a)(ii).

(c) MEDICAID AMENDMENTS.—Section 1912(a)
(42 U.S.C. 1396k(a)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)(B), by inserting ‘‘(ex-
cept as provided in paragraph (2))’’ after ‘‘to
cooperate with the State’’;

(2) in subparagraphs (B) and (C) of para-
graph (1) by striking ‘‘, unless’’ and all that
follows and inserting a semicolon; and

(3) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para-
graph (5), and inserting after paragraph (1)
the following new paragraphs:

‘‘(2) provide that the State agency will im-
mediately refer each applicant or recipient
requiring paternity establishment services
to the State agency administering the pro-
gram under part D of title IV;

‘‘(3) provide that an individual will not be
required to cooperate with the State, as pro-
vided under paragraph (1), if the individual is
found to have good cause for refusing to co-
operate, as determined in accordance with
standards prescribed by the Secretary, which
standards shall take into consideration the
best interests of the individuals involved—

‘‘(A) to the satisfaction of the State agen-
cy administering the program under part D,
as determined in accordance with section
454(25), with respect to the requirements to
cooperate with efforts to establish paternity
and to obtain support (including medical
support) from a parent; and

‘‘(B) to the satisfaction of the State agency
administering the program under this title,
with respect to other requirements to co-
operate under paragraph (1);

‘‘(4) provide that (except as provided in
paragraph (5)) an applicant requiring pater-
nity establishment services (other than an
individual eligible for emergency assistance
as defined in section 406(e), or presumptively
eligible pursuant to section 1920) shall not be
eligible for medical assistance under this
title until such applicant—

‘‘(i) has furnished to the agency admin-
istering the State plan under part D of title
IV the information specified in section
454(25)(E); or

‘‘(ii) has been determined by such agency
to have good cause not to cooperate; and

‘‘(5) provide that the provisions of para-
graph (4) shall not apply with respect to an
applicant—

‘‘(i) if such agency has not, within 10 days
after such individual was referred to such
agency, provided the notification required by
section 454(25)(D)(iii), until such notification
is received); and

‘‘(ii) if such individual appeals a deter-
mination that the individual lacks good
cause for noncooperation, until after such
determination is affirmed after notice and
opportunity for a hearing.’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall be effective with
respect to applications filed in or after the
first calendar quarter beginning 10 months
or more after the date of the enactment of
this Act (or such earlier quarter as the State
may select) for aid under a State plan ap-
proved under part A of title IV or for medical
assistance under a State plan approved under
title XIX.
SEC. 444. FEDERAL MATCHING PAYMENTS.

(a) INCREASED BASE MATCHING RATE.—Sec-
tion 455(a)(2) (42 U.S.C. 655(a)(2)) is amended
to read as follows:

‘‘(2) The applicable percent for a quarter
for purposes of paragraph (1)(A) is—

‘‘(A) for fiscal year 1996, 69 percent;
‘‘(B) for fiscal year 1997, 72 percent; and
‘‘(C) for fiscal year 1998 and succeeding fis-

cal years, 75 percent.’’.
(b) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.—Section 455

(42 U.S.C. 655) is amended—
(1) in subsection (a)(1), in the matter pre-

ceding subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘From’’
and inserting ‘‘Subject to subsection (c),
from’’; and

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

‘‘(c) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.—Notwith-
standing subsection (a), total expenditures
for the State program under this part for fis-
cal year 1996 and each succeeding fiscal year,
reduced by the percentage specified for such
fiscal year under subparagraph (A), (B), or
(C)(i) of paragraph (2), shall not be less than
such total expenditures for fiscal year 1995,
reduced by 66 percent.’’.
SEC. 445. PERFORMANCE-BASED INCENTIVES

AND PENALTIES.
(a) INCENTIVE ADJUSTMENTS TO FEDERAL

MATCHING RATE.—Section 458 (42 U.S.C. 658)
is amended to read as follows:

‘‘INCENTIVE ADJUSTMENTS TO MATCHING RATE

‘‘SEC. 458. (a) INCENTIVE ADJUSTMENT.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In order to encourage

and reward State child support enforcement
programs which perform in an effective man-
ner, the Federal matching rate for payments
to a State under section 455(a)(1)(A), for each
fiscal year beginning on or after October 1,
1997, shall be increased by a factor reflecting
the sum of the applicable incentive adjust-
ments (if any) determined in accordance
with regulations under this section with re-
spect to Statewide paternity establishment
and the overall performance of the State in
child support enforcement.

‘‘(2) STANDARDS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall

specify in regulations—
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‘‘(i) the levels of accomplishment, and

rates of improvement as alternatives to such
levels, which States must attain to qualify
for incentive adjustments under this section;
and

‘‘(ii) the amounts of incentive adjustment
that shall be awarded to States achieving
specified accomplishment or improvement
levels, which amounts shall be graduated,
ranging up to—

‘‘(I) 5 percentage points, in connection
with Statewide paternity establishment; and

‘‘(II) 10 percentage points, in connection
with overall performance in child support
enforcement.

‘‘(B) LIMITATION.—In setting performance
standards pursuant to subparagraph (A)(i)
and adjustment amounts pursuant to sub-
paragraph (A)(ii), the Secretary shall ensure
that the aggregate number of percentage
point increases as incentive adjustments to
all States do not exceed such aggregate in-
creases as assumed by the Secretary in esti-
mates of the cost of this section as of June
1994, unless the aggregate performance of all
States exceeds the projected aggregate per-
formance of all States in such cost esti-
mates.

‘‘(3) DETERMINATION OF INCENTIVE ADJUST-
MENT.—

‘‘(A) USE OF PERFORMANCE INDICATORS.—
The Secretary shall, for fiscal year 1998 and
each succeeding fiscal year, determine the
amount (if any) of incentive adjustment for
each State on the basis of the data submit-
ted by the State pursuant to section
454(15)(B) with respect to performance indi-
cators established by the Secretary.

‘‘(B) MINIMUM PERFORMANCE REQUIRED.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall not

determine an incentive adjustment for a
State for a fiscal year if the level of perform-
ance of the State for the fiscal year with re-
spect to such performance indicators is
below the performance threshold established
by the Secretary for the State for the fiscal
year.

‘‘(ii) ESTABLISHMENT OF STATE PERFORM-
ANCE THRESHOLD.—The performance thresh-
old with respect to such performance indica-
tors for a State and a fiscal year shall be at
or above the greater of—

‘‘(I) the national average level of perform-
ance with respect to such indicators, as of
the date of the enactment of this section; or

‘‘(II) the level of performance of the State
with respect to such indicators for the imme-
diately preceding fiscal year.

‘‘(C) DEADLINE FOR ISSUANCE OF REGULA-
TIONS.—Within 90 days after the date of the
enactment of this section, the Secretary
shall issue regulations setting forth the cri-
teria for awarding incentive adjustments.

‘‘(4) FISCAL YEAR SUBJECT TO INCENTIVE AD-
JUSTMENT.—The total percentage point in-
crease determined pursuant to this section
with respect to a State program in a fiscal
year shall apply as an adjustment to the per-
cent applicable under section 455(a)(2) for
payments to such State for the succeeding
fiscal year.

‘‘(b) DEFINITIONS.—As used in subsection
(a):

‘‘(1) STATEWIDE PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT
PERCENTAGE.—The term ‘Statewide paternity
establishment percentage’ means, with re-
spect to a fiscal year, the ratio (expressed as
a percentage) of—

‘‘(A) the total number of out-of-wedlock
children in the State under one year of age
for whom paternity is established or ac-
knowledged during the fiscal year, to

‘‘(B) the total number of children born out
of wedlock in the State during such fiscal
year.

‘‘(2) OVERALL PERFORMANCE OF THE STATE
IN CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT.—The term
‘overall performance of the State in child

support enforcement’ means a measure or
measures of the effectiveness of the State
agency in a fiscal year which takes into ac-
count factors including—

‘‘(A) the percentage of cases requiring a
child support order in which such an order
was established;

‘‘(B) the percentage of cases in which child
support is being paid;

‘‘(C) the ratio of child support collected to
child support due; and

‘‘(D) the cost-effectiveness of the State
program, as determined in accordance with
standards established by the Secretary in
regulations.’’.

(b) TITLE IV–D PAYMENT ADJUSTMENT.—
Section 455(a)(2) (42 U.S.C. 655(a)(2)), as
amended by section 415(a) of this Act, is
amended—

(1) by striking the period at the end of sub-
paragraph (C) and inserting a semicolon; and

(2) by adding after and below subparagraph
(C), flush with the left margin of the sub-
section, the following:
‘‘increased by the incentive adjustment fac-
tor (if any) determined by the Secretary pur-
suant to section 458.’’.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section
454(22) (42 U.S.C. 654(22)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘incentive payments’’ the
1st place such term appears and inserting
‘‘incentive adjustments’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘any such incentive pay-
ments made to the State for such period’’
and inserting ‘‘any increases in Federal pay-
ments to the State resulting from such in-
centive adjustments’’.

(d) CALCULATION OF IV–D PATERNITY ES-
TABLISHMENT PERCENTAGE.—

(1) Section 452(g)(1) (42 U.S.C. 652(g)(1)) is
amended in the matter preceding subpara-
graph (A) by inserting ‘‘its overall perform-
ance in child support enforcement is satis-
factory (as defined in section 458(b) and regu-
lations of the Secretary), and’’ after ‘‘1994,’’.

(2) Section 452(g)(2)(A) (42 U.S.C.
652(g)(2)(A)) is amended in the matter pre-
ceding clause (i)—

(A) by striking ‘‘paternity establishment
percentage’’ and inserting ‘‘IV–D paternity
establishment percentage’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘(or all States, as the case
may be)’’.

(3) Section 452(g)(3) (42 U.S.C. 652(g)(3)) is
amended—

(A) by striking subparagraph (A) and redes-
ignating subparagraphs (B) and (C) as sub-
paragraphs (A) and (B), respectively;

(B) in subparagraph (A) (as so redesig-
nated), by striking ‘‘the percentage of chil-
dren born out-of-wedlock in a State’’ and in-
serting ‘‘the percentage of children in a
State who are born out of wedlock or for
whom support has not been established’’; and

(C) in subparagraph (B) (as so redesig-
nated)—

(i) by inserting ‘‘and overall performance
in child support enforcement’’ after ‘‘pater-
nity establishment percentages’’; and

(ii) by inserting ‘‘and securing support’’ be-
fore the period.

(e) TITLE IV–A PAYMENT REDUCTION.—Sec-
tion 403 (42 U.S.C. 603) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘1958—’’
and inserting ‘‘1958—’’ (subject to subsection
(h))—’’;

(2) in subsection (h), by striking all that
precedes paragraph (3) and inserting the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(h)(1) If the Secretary finds, with respect
to a State program under this part in a fiscal
year beginning on or after October 1, 1996—

‘‘(A)(i) on the basis of data submitted by a
State pursuant to section 454(15)(B), that the
State program in such fiscal year failed to
achieve the IV–D paternity establishment
percentage (as defined in section 452(g)(2)(A))
or the appropriate level of overall perform-

ance in child support enforcement (as de-
fined in section 458(b)(2)), or to meet other
performance measures that may be estab-
lished by the Secretary, or

‘‘(ii) on the basis of an audit or audits of
such State data conducted pursuant to sec-
tion 452(a)(4)(C), that the State data submit-
ted pursuant to section 454(15)(B) is incom-
plete or unreliable; and

‘‘(B) that, with respect to the succeeding
fiscal year—

‘‘(i) the State failed to take sufficient cor-
rective action to achieve the appropriate
performance levels as described in subpara-
graph (A)(i), or

‘‘(ii) the data submitted by the State pur-
suant to section 454(15)(B) is incomplete or
unreliable,

the amounts otherwise payable to the State
under this part for quarters following the
end of such succeeding fiscal year, prior to
quarters following the end of the first quar-
ter throughout which the State program is
in compliance with such performance re-
quirement, shall be reduced by the percent-
age specified in paragraph (2).

‘‘(2) The reductions required under para-
graph (1) shall be—

‘‘(A) not less than 1 nor more than 2 per-
cent, or

‘‘(B) not less than 2 nor more than 3 per-
cent, if the finding is the 2nd consecutive
finding made pursuant to paragraph (1), or

‘‘(C) not less than 3 nor more than 5 per-
cent, if the finding is the 3rd or a subsequent
consecutive such finding.’’; and

(3) in subsection (h)(3), by striking ‘‘not in
full compliance’’ and all that follows and in-
serting ‘‘determined as a result of an audit
to have submitted incomplete or unreliable
data pursuant to section 454(15)(B), shall be
determined to have submitted adequate data
if the Secretary determines that the extent
of the incompleteness or unreliability of the
data is of a technical nature which does not
adversely affect the determination of the
level of the State’s performance.’’.

(f) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) INCENTIVE ADJUSTMENTS.—(A) The

amendments made by subsections (a), (b),
and (c) shall become effective October 1, 1996,
except to the extent provided in subpara-
graph (B).

(B) Section 458 of the Social Security Act,
as in effect immediately before the date of
the enactment of this section, shall be effec-
tive for purposes of incentive payments to
States for fiscal years before fiscal year 1998.

(2) PENALTY REDUCTIONS.—(A) The amend-
ments made by subsection (d) shall become
effective with respect to calendar quarters
beginning on and after the date of enactment
of this Act.

(B) The amendments made by subsection
(e) shall become effective with respect to cal-
endar quarters beginning on and after the
date that is 1 year after the date of enact-
ment of this Act.

SEC. 446. STATE LAWS CONCERNING PATERNITY
ESTABLISHMENT.

(a) STATE LAWS REQUIRED.—Section
466(a)(5) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)(5)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘(5)’’ and inserting the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(5) PROCEDURES CONCERNING PATERNITY ES-
TABLISHMENT.—’’;

(2) in subparagraph (A)—
(A) by striking ‘‘(A)(i)’’ and inserting the

following:
‘‘(A) ESTABLISHMENT PROCESS AVAILABLE

FROM BIRTH UNTIL AGE EIGHTEEN.—(i)’’; and
(B) by indenting clauses (i) and (ii) so that

the left margin of such clauses is 2 ems to
the right of the left margin of paragraph (4);

(3) in subparagraph (B)—
(A) by striking ‘‘(B)’’ and inserting the fol-

lowing:
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‘‘(B) PROCEDURES CONCERNING GENETIC

TESTING.—(i)’’;
(B) in clause (i), as redesignated, by insert-

ing before the period ‘‘, where such request is
supported by a sworn statement (I) by such
party alleging paternity setting forth facts
establishing a reasonable possibility of the
requisite sexual contact of the parties, or (II)
by such party denying paternity setting
forth facts establishing a reasonable possi-
bility of the nonexistence of sexual contact
of the parties;’’;

(C) by inserting after and below clause (i)
(as redesignated) the following new clause:

‘‘(ii) Procedures which require the State
agency, in any case in which such agency or-
ders genetic testing—

‘‘(I) to pay costs of such tests, subject to
recoupment (where the State so elects) from
the putative father if paternity is estab-
lished; and

‘‘(II) to obtain additional testing in any
case where an original test result is dis-
puted, upon request and advance payment by
the disputing party.’’;

(4) by striking subparagraphs (C) and (D)
and inserting the following:

‘‘(C) PATERNITY ACKNOWLEDGMENT.—(i) Pro-
cedures for a simple civil process for volun-
tarily acknowledging paternity under which
the State must provide that, before a mother
and a putative father can sign an acknowl-
edgment of paternity, the putative father
and the mother must be given notice, orally,
in writing, and in a language that each can
understand, of the alternatives to, the legal
consequences of, and the rights (including, if
1 parent is a minor, any rights afforded due
to minority status) and responsibilities that
arise from, signing the acknowledgment.

‘‘(ii) Such procedures must include a hos-
pital-based program for the voluntary ac-
knowledgment of paternity focusing on the
period immediately before or after the birth
of a child.

‘‘(iii) Such procedures must require the
State agency responsible for maintaining
birth records to offer voluntary paternity es-
tablishment services.

‘‘(iv) The Secretary shall prescribe regula-
tions governing voluntary paternity estab-
lishment services offered by hospitals and
birth record agencies. The Secretary shall
prescribe regulations specifying the types of
other entities that may offer voluntary pa-
ternity establishment services, and govern-
ing the provision of such services, which
shall include a requirement that such an en-
tity must use the same notice provisions
used by, the same materials used by, provide
the personnel providing such services with
the same training provided by, and evaluate
the provision of such services in the same
manner as, voluntary paternity establish-
ment programs of hospitals and birth record
agencies.

‘‘(v) Such procedures must require the
State and those required to establish pater-
nity to use only the affidavit developed
under section 452(a)(7) for the voluntary ac-
knowledgment of paternity, and to give full
faith and credit to such an affidavit signed in
any other State.

‘‘(D) STATUS OF SIGNED PATERNITY AC-
KNOWLEDGMENT.—(i) Procedures under which
a signed acknowledgment of paternity is
considered a legal finding of paternity, sub-
ject to the right of any signatory to rescind
the acknowledgment within 60 days.

‘‘(ii)(I) Procedures under which, after the
60-day period referred to in clause (i), a
signed acknowledgment of paternity may be
challenged in court only on the basis of
fraud, duress, or material mistake of fact,
with the burden of proof upon the challenger,
and under which the legal responsibilities
(including child support obligations) of any
signatory arising from the acknowledgment

may not be suspended during the challenge,
except for good cause shown.

‘‘(II) Procedures under which, after the 60-
day period referred to in clause (i), a minor
who signs an acknowledgment of paternity
other than in the presence of a parent or
court-appointed guardian ad litem may re-
scind the acknowledgment in a judicial or
administrative proceeding, until the earlier
of—

‘‘(aa) attaining the age of majority; or
‘‘(bb) the date of the first judicial or ad-

ministrative proceeding brought (after the
signing) to establish a child support obliga-
tion, visitation rights, or custody rights with
respect to the child whose paternity is the
subject of the acknowledgment, and at which
the minor is represented by a parent, guard-
ian ad litem, or attorney.’’;

(5) by striking subparagraph (E) and insert-
ing the following:

‘‘(E) BAR ON ACKNOWLEDGMENT RATIFICA-
TION PROCEEDINGS.—Procedures under which
no judicial or administrative proceedings are
required or permitted to ratify an unchal-
lenged acknowledgment of paternity.’’;

(6) by striking subparagraph (F) and insert-
ing the following:

‘‘(F) ADMISSIBILITY OF GENETIC TESTING RE-
SULTS.—Procedures—

‘‘(i) requiring that the State admit into
evidence, for purposes of establishing pater-
nity, results of any genetic test that is—

‘‘(I) of a type generally acknowledged, by
accreditation bodies designated by the Sec-
retary, as reliable evidence of paternity; and

‘‘(II) performed by a laboratory approved
by such an accreditation body;

‘‘(ii) that any objection to genetic testing
results must be made in writing not later
than a specified number of days before any
hearing at which such results may be intro-
duced into evidence (or, at State option, not
later than a specified number of days after
receipt of such results); and

‘‘(iii) that, if no objection is made, the test
results are admissible as evidence of pater-
nity without the need for foundation testi-
mony or other proof of authenticity or accu-
racy.’’; and

(7) by adding after subparagraph (H) the
following new subparagraphs:

‘‘(I) NO RIGHT TO JURY TRIAL.—Procedures
providing that the parties to an action to es-
tablish paternity are not entitled to jury
trial.

‘‘(J) TEMPORARY SUPPORT ORDER BASED ON
PROBABLE PATERNITY IN CONTESTED CASES.—
Procedures which require that a temporary
order be issued, upon motion by a party, re-
quiring the provision of child support pend-
ing an administrative or judicial determina-
tion of parentage, where there is clear and
convincing evidence of paternity (on the
basis of genetic tests or other evidence).

‘‘(K) PROOF OF CERTAIN SUPPORT AND PA-
TERNITY ESTABLISHMENT COSTS.—Procedures
under which bills for pregnancy, childbirth,
and genetic testing are admissible as evi-
dence without requiring third-party founda-
tion testimony, and shall constitute prima
facie evidence of amounts incurred for such
services and testing on behalf of the child.

‘‘(L) WAIVER OF STATE DEBTS FOR COOPERA-
TION.—At the option of the State, procedures
under which the tribunal establishing pater-
nity and support has discretion to waive
rights to all or part of amounts owed to the
State (but not to the mother) for costs relat-
ed to pregnancy, childbirth, and genetic test-
ing and for public assistance paid to the fam-
ily where the father cooperates or acknowl-
edges paternity before or after genetic test-
ing.

‘‘(M) STANDING OF PUTATIVE FATHERS.—
Procedures ensuring that the putative father
has a reasonable opportunity to initiate a
paternity action.’’.

(b) NATIONAL PATERNITY ACKNOWLEDGMENT
AFFIDAVIT.—Section 452(a)(7) (42 U.S.C.
652(a)(7)) is amended by inserting ‘‘, and de-
velop an affidavit to be used for the vol-
untary acknowledgment of paternity which
shall include the social security account
number of each parent’’ before the semi-
colon.

(c) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Section 468 (42
U.S.C. 668) is amended by striking ‘‘a simple
civil process for voluntarily acknowledging
paternity and’’.

SEC. 447. OUTREACH FOR VOLUNTARY PATER-
NITY ESTABLISHMENT.

(a) STATE PLAN REQUIREMENT.—Section
454(23) (42 U.S.C. 654(23)) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new subpara-
graph:

‘‘(C) publicize the availability and encour-
age the use of procedures for voluntary es-
tablishment of paternity and child support
through a variety of means, which—

‘‘(i) include distribution of written mate-
rials at health care facilities (including hos-
pitals and clinics), and other locations such
as schools;

‘‘(ii) may include pre-natal programs to
educate expectant couples on individual and
joint rights and responsibilities with respect
to paternity (and may require all expectant
recipients of assistance under part A to par-
ticipate in such pre-natal programs, as an
element of cooperation with efforts to estab-
lish paternity and child support);

‘‘(iii) include, with respect to each child
discharged from a hospital after birth for
whom paternity or child support has not
been established, reasonable follow-up ef-
forts (including at least one contact of each
parent whose whereabouts are known, except
where there is reason to believe such follow-
up efforts would put mother or child at risk),
providing—

‘‘(I) in the case of a child for whom pater-
nity has not been established, information
on the benefits of and procedures for estab-
lishing paternity; and

‘‘(II) in the case of a child for whom pater-
nity has been established but child support
has not been established, information on the
benefits of and procedures for establishing a
child support order, and an application for
child support services;’’.

(b) ENHANCED FEDERAL MATCHING.—Section
455(a)(1)(C) (42 U.S.C. 655(a)(1)(C)) is amend-
ed—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(i)’’ before ‘‘laboratory
costs’’, and

(2) by inserting before the semicolon ‘‘, and
(ii) costs of outreach programs designed to
encourage voluntary acknowledgment of pa-
ternity’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.—(1) The amendments
made by subsection (a) shall become effec-
tive October 1, 1997.

(2) The amendments made by subsection
(b) shall be effective with respect to calendar
quarters beginning on and after October 1,
1996.

Subtitle F—Establishment and Modification
of Support Orders

SEC. 451. NATIONAL CHILD SUPPORT GUIDE-
LINES COMMISSION.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is hereby es-
tablished a commission to be known as the
‘‘National Child Support Guidelines Commis-
sion’’ (in this section referred to as the
‘‘Commission’’).

(b) GENERAL DUTIES.—The Commission
shall develop a national child support guide-
line for consideration by the Congress that is
based on a study of various guideline models,
the benefits and deficiencies of such models,
and any needed improvements.

(c) MEMBERSHIP.—
(1) NUMBER; APPOINTMENT.—
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(A) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall be

composed of 12 individuals appointed jointly
by the Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices and the Congress, not later than Janu-
ary 15, 1997, of which—

(i) 2 shall be appointed by the Chairman of
the Committee on Finance of the Senate,
and 1 shall be appointed by the ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee;

(ii) 2 shall be appointed by the Chairman of
the Committee on Ways and Means of the
House of Representatives, and 1 shall be ap-
pointed by the ranking minority member of
the Committee; and

(iii) 6 shall be appointed by the Secretary
of Health and Human Services.

(B) QUALIFICATIONS OF MEMBERS.—Members
of the Commission shall have expertise and
experience in the evaluation and develop-
ment of child support guidelines. At least 1
member shall represent advocacy groups for
custodial parents, at least 1 member shall
represent advocacy groups for noncustodial
parents, and at least 1 member shall be the
director of a State program under part D of
title IV of the Social Security Act.

(2) TERMS OF OFFICE.—Each member shall
be appointed for a term of 2 years. A vacancy
in the Commission shall be filled in the man-
ner in which the original appointment was
made.

(d) COMMISSION POWERS, COMPENSATION,
ACCESS TO INFORMATION, AND SUPERVISION.—
The first sentence of subparagraph (C), the
first and third sentences of subparagraph
(D), subparagraph (F) (except with respect to
the conduct of medical studies), clauses (ii)
and (iii) of subparagraph (G), and subpara-
graph (H) of section 1886(e)(6) of the Social
Security Act shall apply to the Commission
in the same manner in which such provisions
apply to the Prospective Payment Assess-
ment Commission.

(e) REPORT.—Not later than 2 years after
the appointment of members, the Commis-
sion shall submit to the President, the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means of the House of
Representatives, and the Committee on Fi-
nance of the Senate, a recommended na-
tional child support guideline and a final as-
sessment of issues relating to such a pro-
posed national child support guideline.

(f) TERMINATION.—The Commission shall
terminate 6 months after the submission of
the report described in subsection (e).

SEC. 452. SIMPLIFIED PROCESS FOR REVIEW AND
ADJUSTMENT OF CHILD SUPPORT
ORDERS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 466(a)(10) (42
U.S.C. 666(a)(10)) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘‘(10) PROCEDURES FOR MODIFICATION OF SUP-
PORT ORDERS.—

‘‘(A)(i) Procedures under which—
‘‘(I) every 3 years, at the request of either

parent subject to a child support order, the
State shall review and, as appropriate, ad-
just the order in accordance with the guide-
lines established under section 467(a) if the
amount of the child support award under the
order differs from the amount that would be
awarded in accordance with such guidelines,
without a requirement for any other change
in circumstances; and

‘‘(II) upon request at any time of either
parent subject to a child support order, the
State shall review and, as appropriate, ad-
just the order in accordance with the guide-
lines established under section 467(a) based
on a substantial change in the circumstances
of either such parent.

‘‘(ii) Such procedures shall require both
parents subject to a child support order to be
notified of their rights and responsibilities
provided for under clause (i) at the time the
order is issued and in the annual information
exchange form provided under subparagraph
(B).

‘‘(B) Procedures under which each child
support order issued or modified in the State
after the effective date of this subparagraph
shall require the parents subject to the order
to provide each other with a complete state-
ment of their respective financial condition
annually on a form which shall be estab-
lished by the Secretary and provided by the
State. The Secretary shall establish regula-
tions for the enforcement of such exchange
of information.’’.
Subtitle G—Enforcement of Support Orders

SEC. 461. FEDERAL INCOME TAX REFUND OFF-
SET.

(a) CHANGED ORDER OF REFUND DISTRIBU-
TION UNDER INTERNAL REVENUE CODE.—Sec-
tion 6402(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 is amended by striking the 3rd sentence.

(b) ELIMINATION OF DISPARITIES IN TREAT-
MENT OF ASSIGNED AND NON-ASSIGNED AR-
REARAGES.—(1) Section 464(a) (42 U.S.C.
664(a)) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘(a)’’ and inserting ‘‘(a)
OFFSET AUTHORIZED.—’’;

(B) in paragraph (1)—
(i) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘which

has been assigned to such State pursuant to
section 402(a)(26) or section 471(a)(17)’’; and

(ii) in the second sentence, by striking ‘‘in
accordance with section 457 (b)(4) or (d)(3)’’
and inserting ‘‘as provided in paragraph (2)’’;

(C) in paragraph (2), to read as follows:
‘‘(2) The State agency shall distribute

amounts paid by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury pursuant to paragraph (1)—

‘‘(A) in accordance with section 457 (a)(4)
or (d)(3), in the case of past-due support as-
signed to a State pursuant to section
402(a)(26) or section 471(a)(17); and

‘‘(B) to or on behalf of the child to whom
the support was owed, in the case of past-due
support not so assigned.’’;

(D) in paragraph (3)—
(i) by striking ‘‘or (2)’’ each place it ap-

pears; and
(ii) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘under

paragraph (2)’’ and inserting ‘‘on account of
past-due support described in paragraph
(2)(B)’’.

(2) Section 464(b) (42 U.S.C. 664(b)) is
amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘(b)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘(b)
REGULATIONS.—’’; and

(B) by striking paragraph (2).
(3) Section 464(c) (42 U.S.C. 664(c)) is

amended—
(A) by striking ‘‘(c)(1) Except as provided

in paragraph (2), as’’ and inserting ‘‘(c) DEFI-
NITION.—As’’; and

(B) by striking paragraphs (2) and (3).
(c) TREATMENT OF LUMP-SUM TAX REFUND

UNDER AFDC.—
(1) EXEMPTION FROM LUMP-SUM RULE.—Sec-

tion 402(a)(17) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)(17)) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following: ‘‘but
this paragraph shall not apply to income re-
ceived by a family that is attributable to a
child support obligation owed with respect to
a member of the family and that is paid to
the family from amounts withheld from a
Federal income tax refund otherwise payable
to the person owing such obligation, to the
extent that such income is placed in a quali-
fied asset account (as defined in section
406(j)) the total amounts in which, after such
placement, does not exceed $10,000;’’.

(2) QUALIFIED ASSET ACCOUNT DEFINED.—
Section 406 (42 U.S.C. 606), as amended by
section 402(g)(2) of this Act, is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘‘(j)(1) The term ‘qualified asset account’
means a mechanism approved by the State
(such as individual retirement accounts, es-
crow accounts, or savings bonds) that allows
savings of a family receiving aid to families
with dependent children to be used for quali-
fied distributions.

‘‘(2) The term ‘qualified distribution’
means a distribution from a qualified asset

account for expenses directly related to 1 or
more of the following purposes:

‘‘(A) The attendance of a member of the
family at any education or training program.

‘‘(B) The improvement of the employ-
ability (including self-employment) of a
member of the family (such as through the
purchase of an automobile).

‘‘(C) The purchase of a home for the fam-
ily.

‘‘(D) A change of the family residence.’’.
(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments

made by this section shall become effective
October 1, 1999.

SEC. 462. INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE COLLEC-
TION OF ARREARS.

(a) AMENDMENT TO INTERNAL REVENUE

CODE.—Section 6305(a) of the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986 is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘except as
provided in paragraph (5)’’ after ‘‘collected’’;

(2) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (3);

(3) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (4) and inserting a comma;

(4) by adding after paragraph (4) the follow-
ing new paragraph:

‘‘(5) no additional fee may be assessed for
adjustments to an amount previously cer-
tified pursuant to such section 452(b) with re-
spect to the same obligor.’’; and

(5) by striking ‘‘Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare’’ each place it appears
and inserting ‘‘Secretary of Health and
Human Services’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall become effective
October 1, 1997.

SEC. 463. AUTHORITY TO COLLECT SUPPORT
FROM FEDERAL EMPLOYEES.

(a) CONSOLIDATION AND STREAMLINING OF

AUTHORITIES.—
(1) Section 459 (42 U.S.C. 659) is amended in

the caption by inserting ‘‘INCOME WITHHOLD-
ING,’’ before ‘‘GARNISHMENT’’.

(2) Section 459(a) (42 U.S.C. 659(a)) is
amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘(a)’’ and inserting ‘‘(a)
CONSENT TO SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT.—

(B) by striking ‘‘section 207’’ and inserting
‘‘section 207 of this Act and 38 U.S.C. 5301’’;
and

(C) by striking all that follows ‘‘a private
person,’’ and inserting ‘‘to withholding in ac-
cordance with State law pursuant to sub-
sections (a)(1) and (b) of section 466 and regu-
lations of the Secretary thereunder, and to
any other legal process brought, by a State
agency administering a program under this
part or by an individual obligee, to enforce
the legal obligation of such individual to
provide child support or alimony.’’.

(3) Section 459(b) (42 U.S.C. 659(b)) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(b) CONSENT TO REQUIREMENTS APPLICA-
BLE TO PRIVATE PERSON.— Except as other-
wise provided herein, each entity specified in
subsection (a) shall be subject, with respect
to notice to withhold income pursuant to
subsection (a)(1) or (b) of section 466, or to
any other order or process to enforce support
obligations against an individual (if such
order or process contains or is accompanied
by sufficient data to permit prompt identi-
fication of the individual and the moneys in-
volved), to the same requirements as would
apply if such entity were a private person.’’.

(4) Section 459(c) (42 U.S.C. 659(c)) is redes-
ignated and relocated as paragraph (2) of
subsection (f), and is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘responding to interrog-
atories pursuant to requirements imposed by
section 461(b)(3)’’ and inserting ‘‘taking ac-
tions necessary to comply with the require-
ments of subsection (A) with regard to any
individual’’; and
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(B) by striking ‘‘any of his duties’’ and all

that follows and inserting ‘‘such duties.’’.
(5) Section 461 (42 U.S.C. 661) is amended by

striking subsection (b), and section 459 (42
U.S.C. 659) is amended by inserting after sub-
section (b) (as added by paragraph (3) of this
subsection) the following:

‘‘(c) DESIGNATION OF AGENT; RESPONSE TO
NOTICE OR PROCESS.—(1) The head of each
agency subject to the requirements of this
section shall—

‘‘(A) designate an agent or agents to re-
ceive orders and accept service of process;
and

‘‘(B) publish (i) in the appendix of such reg-
ulations, (ii) in each subsequent republica-
tion of such regulations, and (iii) annually in
the Federal Register, the designation of such
agent or agents, identified by title of posi-
tion, mailing address, and telephone num-
ber.’’.

(6) Section 459 (42 U.S.C. 659) is amended by
striking subsection (d) and by inserting after
subsection (c)(1) (as added by paragraph (5) of
this subsection) the following:

‘‘(2) Whenever an agent designated pursu-
ant to paragraph (1) receives notice pursuant
to subsection (a)(1) or (b) of section 466, or is
effectively served with any order, process, or
interrogatories, with respect to an individ-
ual’s child support or alimony payment obli-
gations, such agent shall—

‘‘(A) as soon as possible (but not later than
fifteen days) thereafter, send written notice
of such notice or service (together with a
copy thereof) to such individual at his duty
station or last-known home address;

‘‘(B) within 30 days (or such longer period
as may be prescribed by applicable State
law) after receipt of a notice pursuant to
subsection (a)(1) or (b) of section 466, comply
with all applicable provisions of such section
466; and

‘‘(C) within 30 days (or such longer period
as may be prescribed by applicable State
law) after effective service of any other such
order, process, or interrogatories, respond
thereto.’’.

(7) Section 461 (42 U.S.C. 661) is amended by
striking subsection (c), and section 459 (42
U.S.C. 659) is amended by inserting after sub-
section (c) (as added by paragraph (5) and
amended by paragraph (6) of this subsection)
the following:

‘‘(d) PRIORITY OF CLAIMS.—In the event
that a governmental entity receives notice
or is served with process, as provided in this
section, concerning amounts owed by an in-
dividual to more than one person—

‘‘(1) support collection under section 466(b)
must be given priority over any other proc-
ess, as provided in section 466(b)(7);

‘‘(2) allocation of moneys due or payable to
an individual among claimants under section
466(b) shall be governed by the provisions of
such section 466(b) and regulations there-
under; and

‘‘(3) such moneys as remain after compli-
ance with subparagraphs (A) and (B) shall be
available to satisfy any other such processes
on a first-come, first-served basis, with any
such process being satisfied out of such mon-
eys as remain after the satisfaction of all
such processes which have been previously
served.’’.

(8) Section 459(e) (42 U.S.C. 659(e)) is
amended by striking ‘‘(e)’’ and inserting the
following:

‘‘(e) NO REQUIREMENT TO VARY PAY CY-
CLES.—’’.

(9) Section 459(f) (42 U.S.C. 659(f)) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘(f)’’ and inserting the follow-
ing:

‘‘(f) RELIEF FROM LIABILITY.—(1)’’.
(10) Section 461(a) (42 U.S.C. 661(a)) is re-

designated and relocated as section 459(g),
and is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘(g)’’ and inserting the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(g) REGULATIONS.—’’; and
(B) by striking ‘‘section 459’’ and inserting

‘‘this section’’.
(11) Section 462 (42 U.S.C. 662) is amended

by striking subsection (f), and section 459 (42
U.S.C. 659) is amended by inserting the fol-
lowing after subsection (g) (as added by para-
graph (10) of this subsection):

‘‘(h) MONEYS SUBJECT TO PROCESS.—(1)
Subject to subsection (i), moneys paid or
payable to an individual which are consid-
ered to be based upon remuneration for em-
ployment, for purposes of this section—

‘‘(A) consist of—
‘‘(i) compensation paid or payable for per-

sonal services of such individual, whether
such compensation is denominated as wages,
salary, commission, bonus, pay, allowances,
or otherwise (including severance pay, sick
pay, and incentive pay);

‘‘(ii) periodic benefits (including a periodic
benefit as defined in section 228(h)(3)) or
other payments—

‘‘(I) under the insurance system estab-
lished by title II;

‘‘(II) under any other system or fund estab-
lished by the United States which provides
for the payment of pensions, retirement or
retired pay, annuities, dependents’ or survi-
vors’ benefits, or similar amounts payable on
account of personal services performed by
the individual or any other individual;

‘‘(III) as compensation for death under any
Federal program;

‘‘(IV) under any Federal program estab-
lished to provide ‘black lung’ benefits; or

‘‘(V) by the Secretary of Veterans Affairs
as pension, or as compensation for a service-
connected disability or death (except any
compensation paid by such Secretary to a
former member of the Armed Forces who is
in receipt of retired or retainer pay if such
former member has waived a portion of his
retired pay in order to receive such com-
pensation); and

‘‘(iii) worker’s compensation benefits paid
under Federal or State law; but

‘‘(B) do not include any payment—
‘‘(i) by way of reimbursement or otherwise,

to defray expenses incurred by such individ-
ual in carrying out duties associated with
his employment; or

‘‘(ii) as allowances for members of the uni-
formed services payable pursuant to chapter
7 of title 37, United States Code, as pre-
scribed by the Secretaries concerned (defined
by section 101(5) of such title) as necessary
for the efficient performance of duty.’’.

(12) Section 462(g) (42 U.S.C. 662(g)) is re-
designated and relocated as section 459(i) (42
U.S.C. 659(i)).

(13)(A) Section 462 (42 U.S.C. 662) is amend-
ed—

(i) in subsection (e)(1), by redesignating
subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C) as clauses (i),
(ii), and (iii); and

(ii) in subsection (e), by redesignating
paragraphs (1) and (2) as subparagraphs (A)
and (B).

(B) Section 459 (42 U.S.C. 659) is amended
by adding at the end the following:

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

(C) Subsections (a) through (e) of section
462 (42 U.S.C. 662), as amended by subpara-
graph (A) of this paragraph, are relocated
and redesignated as paragraphs (1) through
(4), respectively of section 459(j) (as added by
subparagraph (B) of this paragraph, (42
U.S.C. 659(j)), and the left margin of each of
such paragraphs (1) through (4) is indented 2
ems to the right of the left margin of sub-
section (i) (as added by paragraph (12) of this
subsection).

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) TO PART D OF TITLE IV.—Sections 461 and

462 (42 U.S.C. 661), as amended by subsection
(a) of this section, are repealed.

(2) TO TITLE 5, UNITED STATES CODE.—Sec-
tion 5520a of title 5, United States Code, is
amended, in subsections (h)(2) and (i), by
striking ‘‘sections 459, 461, and 462 of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 659, 661, and 662)’’
and inserting ‘‘section 459 of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 659)’’.

(c) MILITARY RETIRED AND RETAINER PAY.—
(1) DEFINITION OF COURT.—Section 1408(a)(1)
of title 10, United States Code, is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of sub-
paragraph (B);

(B) by striking the period at the end of
subparagraph (C) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(C) by adding after subparagraph (C) the
following new paragraph:

‘‘(D) any administrative or judicial tribu-
nal of a State competent to enter orders for
support or maintenance (including a State
agency administering a State program under
part D of title IV of the Social Security
Act).’’;

(2) DEFINITION OF COURT ORDER.—Section
1408(a)(2) of such title is amended by insert-
ing ‘‘or a court order for the payment of
child support not included in or accompanied
by such a decree or settlement,’’ before
‘‘which—’’.

(3) PUBLIC PAYEE.—Section 1408(d) of such
title is amended—

(A) in the heading, by striking ‘‘to spouse’’
and inserting ‘‘to (or for benefit of)’’; and

(B) in paragraph (1), in the first sentence,
by inserting ‘‘(or for the benefit of such
spouse or former spouse to a State central
collections unit or other public payee des-
ignated by a State, in accordance with part
D of title IV of the Social Security Act, as
directed by court order, or as otherwise di-
rected in accordance with such part D)’’ be-
fore ‘‘in an amount sufficient’’.

(4) RELATIONSHIP TO PART D OF TITLE IV.—
Section 1408 of such title is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new subsection:

‘‘(j) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER LAWS.—In any
case involving a child support order against
a member who has never been married to the
other parent of the child, the provisions of
this section shall not apply, and the case
shall be subject to the provisions of section
459 of the Social Security Act.’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall become effective 6
months after the date of the enactment of
this Act.

SEC. 464. ENFORCEMENT OF CHILD SUPPORT OB-
LIGATIONS OF MEMBERS OF THE
ARMED FORCES.

(a) AVAILABILITY OF LOCATOR INFORMA-
TION.—

(1) MAINTENANCE OF ADDRESS INFORMA-
TION.—The Secretary of Defense shall estab-
lish a centralized personnel locator service
that includes the address of each member of
the Armed Forces under the jurisdiction of
the Secretary. Upon request of the Secretary
of Transportation, addresses for members of
the Coast Guard shall be included in the cen-
tralized personnel locator service.

(2) TYPE OF ADDRESS.—
(A) RESIDENTIAL ADDRESS.—Except as pro-

vided in subparagraph (B), the address for a
member of the Armed Forces shown in the
locator service shall be the residential ad-
dress of that member.

(B) DUTY ADDRESS.—The address for a
member of the Armed Forces shown in the
locator service shall be the duty address of
that member in the case of a member—

(i) who is permanently assigned overseas,
to a vessel, or to a routinely deployable unit;
or

(ii) with respect to whom the Secretary
concerned makes a determination that the
member’s residential address should not be



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H 3661March 23, 1995
disclosed due to national security or safety
concerns.

(3) UPDATING OF LOCATOR INFORMATION.—
Within 30 days after a member listed in the
locator service establishes a new residential
address (or a new duty address, in the case of
a member covered by paragraph (2)(B)), the
Secretary concerned shall update the locator
service to indicate the new address of the
member.

(4) AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION.—The
Secretary of Defense shall make information
regarding the address of a member of the
Armed Forces listed in the locator service
available, on request, to the Federal Parent
Locator Service.

(b) FACILITATING GRANTING OF LEAVE FOR
ATTENDANCE AT HEARINGS.—

(1) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary of each
military department, and the Secretary of
Transportation with respect to the Coast
Guard when it is not operating as a service
in the Navy, shall prescribe regulations to
facilitate the granting of leave to a member
of the Armed Forces under the jurisdiction
of that Secretary in a case in which—

(A) the leave is needed for the member to
attend a hearing described in paragraph (2);

(B) the member is not serving in or with a
unit deployed in a contingency operation (as
defined in section 101 of title 10, United
States Code); and

(C) the exigencies of military service (as
determined by the Secretary concerned) do
not otherwise require that such leave not be
granted.

(2) COVERED HEARINGS.—Paragraph (1) ap-
plies to a hearing that is conducted by a
court or pursuant to an administrative proc-
ess established under State law, in connec-
tion with a civil action—

(A) to determine whether a member of the
Armed Forces is a natural parent of a child;
or

(B) to determine an obligation of a member
of the Armed Forces to provide child sup-
port.

(3) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sub-
section:

(A) The term ‘‘court’’ has the meaning
given that term in section 1408(a) of title 10,
United States Code.

(B) The term ‘‘child support’’ has the
meaning given such term in section 462 of
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 662).

(c) PAYMENT OF MILITARY RETIRED PAY IN
COMPLIANCE WITH CHILD SUPPORT ORDERS.—

(1) DATE OF CERTIFICATION OF COURT
ORDER.—Section 1408 of title 10, United
States Code, is amended—

(A) by redesignating subsection (i) as sub-
section (j); and

(B) by inserting after subsection (h) the
following new subsection (i):

‘‘(i) CERTIFICATION DATE.—It is not nec-
essary that the date of a certification of the
authenticity or completeness of a copy of a
court order or an order of an administrative
process established under State law for child
support received by the Secretary concerned
for the purposes of this section be recent in
relation to the date of receipt by the Sec-
retary.’’.

(2) PAYMENTS CONSISTENT WITH ASSIGN-
MENTS OF RIGHTS TO STATES.—Section
1408(d)(1) of such title is amended by insert-
ing after the first sentence the following: ‘‘In
the case of a spouse or former spouse who,
pursuant to section 402(a)(26) of the Social
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 602(26)), assigns to a
State the rights of the spouse or former
spouse to receive support, the Secretary con-
cerned may make the child support pay-
ments referred to in the preceding sentence
to that State in amounts consistent with
that assignment of rights.’’.

(3) ARREARAGES OWED BY MEMBERS OF THE
UNIFORMED SERVICES.—Section 1408(d) of such

title is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

‘‘(6) In the case of a court order or an order
of an administrative process established
under State law for which effective service is
made on the Secretary concerned on or after
the date of the enactment of this paragraph
and which provides for payments from the
disposable retired pay of a member to satisfy
the amount of child support set forth in the
order, the authority provided in paragraph
(1) to make payments from the disposable re-
tired pay of a member to satisfy the amount
of child support set forth in a court order or
an order of an administrative process estab-
lished under State law shall apply to pay-
ment of any amount of child support arrear-
ages set forth in that order as well as to
amounts of child support that currently be-
come due.’’.
SEC. 465. MOTOR VEHICLE LIENS.

Section 466(a)(4) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)(4)) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘(4) Procedures’’ and insert-
ing the following:

‘‘(4) LIENS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Procedures’’; and
(2) by adding at the end the following new

subparagraph:
‘‘(B) MOTOR VEHICLE LIENS.—Procedures for

placing liens for arrears of child support on
motor vehicle titles of individuals owing
such arrears equal to or exceeding two
months of support, under which—

‘‘(i) any person owed such arrears may
place such a lien;

‘‘(ii) the State agency administering the
program under this part shall systematically
place such liens;

‘‘(iii) expedited methods are provided for—
‘‘(I) ascertaining the amount of arrears;
‘‘(II) affording the person owing the arrears

or other titleholder to contest the amount of
arrears or to obtain a release upon fulfilling
the support obligation;

‘‘(iv) such a lien has precedence over all
other encumbrances on a vehicle title other
than a purchase money security interest;
and

‘‘(v) the individual or State agency owed
the arrears may execute on, seize, and sell
the property in accordance with State law.’’.
SEC. 466. VOIDING OF FRAUDULENT TRANSFERS.

Section 466(a) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)), as amended
by sections 401(a), 426(a), 431, and 442 of this
Act, is amended by inserting after paragraph
(15) the following:

‘‘(16) FRAUDULENT TRANSFERS.—Procedures
under which—

‘‘(A) the State has in effect—
‘‘(i) the Uniform Fraudulent Conveyance

Act of 1981,
‘‘(ii) the Uniform Fraudulent Transfer Act

of 1984, or
‘‘(iii) another law, specifying indicia of

fraud which create a prima facie case that a
debtor transferred income or property to
avoid payment to a child support creditor,
which the Secretary finds affords com-
parable rights to child support creditors; and

‘‘(B) in any case in which the State knows
of a transfer by a child support debtor with
respect to which such a prima facie case is
established, the State must—

‘‘(i) seek to void such transfer; or
‘‘(ii) obtain a settlement in the best inter-

ests of the child support creditor.’’.
SEC. 467. STATE LAW AUTHORIZING SUSPENSION

OF LICENSES.
Section 466(a) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)), as amended

by sections 401(a), 426(a), 431, 442, and 466 of
this Act, is amended by inserting after para-
graph (16) the following:

‘‘(17) AUTHORITY TO WITHHOLD OR SUSPEND
LICENSES.—Procedures under which the State
has (and uses in appropriate cases) authority
(subject to appropriate due process safe-
guards) to withhold or suspend, or to restrict

the use of driver’s licenses, and professional
and occupational licenses of individuals
owing overdue child support or failing, after
receiving appropriate notice, to comply with
subpoenas or warrants relating to paternity
or child support proceedings.’’.

SEC. 468. REPORTING ARREARAGES TO CREDIT
BUREAUS.

Section 466(a)(7) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)(7)) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(7) REPORTING ARREARAGES TO CREDIT BU-
REAUS.—(A) Procedures (subject to safe-
guards pursuant to subparagraph (B)) requir-
ing the State to report periodically to
consumer reporting agencies (as defined in
section 603(f) of the Fair Credit Reporting
Act (15 U.S.C. 1681a(f)) the name of any ab-
sent parent who is delinquent by 90 days or
more in the payment of support, and the
amount of overdue support owed by such par-
ent.

‘‘(B) Procedures ensuring that, in carrying
out subparagraph (A), information with re-
spect to an absent parent is reported—

‘‘(i) only after such parent has been af-
forded all due process required under State
law, including notice and a reasonable oppor-
tunity to contest the accuracy of such infor-
mation; and

‘‘(ii) only to an entity that has furnished
evidence satisfactory to the State that the
entity is a consumer reporting agency.’’.

SEC. 469. EXTENDED STATUTE OF LIMITATION
FOR COLLECTION OF ARREARAGES.

(a) AMENDMENTS.—Section 466(a)(9) (42
U.S.C. 666(a)(9)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘(9) Procedures’’ and insert-
ing the following:

‘‘(9) LEGAL TREATMENT OF ARREARS.—
‘‘(A) FINALITY.—Procedures’’;
(2) by redesignating subparagraphs (A), (B),

and (C) as clauses (i), (ii), and (iii), respec-
tively, and by indenting each of such clauses
2 additional ems to the right; and

(3) by adding after and below subparagraph
(A), as redesignated, the following new sub-
paragraph:

‘‘(B) STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS.—Procedures
under which the statute of limitations on
any arrearages of child support extends at
least until the child owed such support is 30
years of age.’’.

(b) APPLICATION OF REQUIREMENT.—The
amendment made by this section shall not be
read to require any State law to revive any
payment obligation which had lapsed prior
to the effective date of such State law.

SEC. 470. CHARGES FOR ARREARAGES.
(a) STATE LAW REQUIREMENT.—Section

466(a) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)), as amended by sec-
tions 401(a), 426(a), 431, 442, 466, and 467 of
this Act, is amended by inserting after para-
graph (17) the following:

‘‘(18) CHARGES FOR ARREARAGES.—Proce-
dures providing for the calculation and col-
lection of interest or penalties for arrearages
of child support, and for distribution of such
interest or penalties collected for the benefit
of the child (except where the right to sup-
port has been assigned to the State).’’.

(b) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary of Health
and Human Services shall establish by regu-
lation a rule to resolve choice of law con-
flicts arising in the implementation of the
amendment made by subsection (a).

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
454(21) (42 U.S.C. 654(21)) is repealed.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall be effective with
respect to arrearages accruing on or after
October 1, 1998.

SEC. 471. DENIAL OF PASSPORTS FOR
NONPAYMENT OF CHILD SUPPORT.

(a) HHS CERTIFICATION PROCEDURE.—
(1) SECRETARIAL RESPONSIBILITY.—Section

452 (42 U.S.C. 652), as amended by sections
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415(a)(3) and 417 of this Act, is amended by
adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(l) CERTIFICATIONS FOR PURPOSES OF PASS-
PORT RESTRICTIONS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Where the Secretary re-
ceives a certification by a State agency in
accordance with the requirements of section
454(28) that an individual owes arrearages of
child support in an amount exceeding $5,000
or in an amount exceeding 24 months’ worth
of child support, the Secretary shall trans-
mit such certification to the Secretary of
State for action (with respect to denial, rev-
ocation, or limitation of passports) pursuant
to section 471(b) of the Individual Respon-
sibility Act of 1995.

‘‘(2) LIMIT ON LIABILITY.—The Secretary
shall not be liable to an individual for any
action with respect to a certification by a
State agency under this section.’’.

(2) STATE CSE AGENCY RESPONSIBILITY.—
Section 454 (42 U.S.C. 654), as amended by
sections 404(a), 414(b), and 422(a) of this Act,
is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (26);

(B) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (27) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(C) by adding after paragraph (27) the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

‘‘(28) provide that the State agency will
have in effect a procedure (which may be
combined with the procedure for tax refund
offset under section 464) for certifying to the
Secretary, for purposes of the procedure
under section 452(l) (concerning denial of
passports) determinations that individuals
owe arrearages of child support in an amount
exceeding $5,000 or in an amount exceeding 24
months’ worth of child support, under which
procedure—

‘‘(A) each individual concerned is afforded
notice of such determination and the con-
sequences thereof, and an opportunity to
contest the determination; and

‘‘(B) the certification by the State agency
is furnished to the Secretary in such format,
and accompanied by such supporting docu-
mentation, as the Secretary may require.’’.

(b) STATE DEPARTMENT PROCEDURE FOR DE-
NIAL OF PASSPORTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of State,
upon certification by the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, in accordance with sec-
tion 452(l) of the Social Security Act, that an
individual owes arrearages of child support
in excess of $5,000, shall refuse to issue a
passport to such individual, and may revoke,
restrict, or limit a passport issued previously
to such individual.

(2) LIMIT ON LIABILITY.—The Secretary of
State shall not be liable to an individual for
any action with respect to a certification by
a State agency under this section.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section and the
amendments made by this section shall be-
come effective October 1, 1996.
SEC. 472. INTERNATIONAL CHILD SUPPORT EN-

FORCEMENT.
(a) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS THAT THE UNIT-

ED STATES SHOULD RATIFY THE UNITED NA-
TIONS CONVENTION OF 1956.—It is the sense of
the Congress that the United States should
ratify the United Nations Convention of 1956.

(b) TREATMENT OF INTERNATIONAL CHILD
SUPPORT CASES AS INTERSTATE CASES.—Sec-
tion 454 (42 U.S.C. 654), as amended by sec-
tions 404(a), 414(b), 422(a), and 471(a)(2) of this
Act, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (27);

(2) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (28) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (28) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(29) provide that the State must treat
international child support cases in the same

manner as the State treats interstate child
support cases.’’.

SEC. 473. SEIZURE OF LOTTERY WINNINGS, SET-
TLEMENTS, PAYOUTS, AWARDS, AND
BEQUESTS, AND SALE OF FOR-
FEITED PROPERTY, TO PAY CHILD
SUPPORT ARREARAGES.

Section 466(a) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)), as amended
by sections 401(a), 426(a), 431, 442, 466, 467, and
470(a) of this Act, is amended by inserting
after paragraph (18) the following:

‘‘(19) Procedures, in addition to other in-
come withholding procedures, under which a
lien is imposed against property with the fol-
lowing effect:

‘‘(A) The distributor of the winnings from
a State lottery or State-sanctioned or tribal-
sanctioned gambling house or casino shall—

‘‘(i) suspend payment of the winnings from
the person otherwise entitled to the payment
until an inquiry is made to and a response is
received from the State child support en-
forcement agency as to whether the person
owes a child support arrearage; and

‘‘(ii) if there is such an arrearage, withhold
from the payment the lesser of the amount
of the payment or the amount of the arrear-
age, and pay the amount withheld to the
agency for distribution.

‘‘(B) The person required to make a pay-
ment under a policy of insurance or a settle-
ment of a claim made with respect to the
policy shall—

‘‘(i) suspend the payment until an inquiry
is made to and a response received from the
agency as to whether the person otherwise
entitled to the payment owes a child support
arrearage; and

‘‘(ii) if there is such an arrearage, withhold
from the payment the lesser of the amount
of the payment or the amount of the arrear-
age, and pay the amount withheld to the
agency for distribution.

‘‘(C) The payor of any amount pursuant to
an award, judgment, or settlement in any ac-
tion brought in Federal or State court
shall—

‘‘(i) suspend the payment of the amount
until an inquiry is made to and a response is
received from the agency as to whether the
person otherwise entitled to the payment
owes a child support arrearage; and

‘‘(ii) if there is such an arrearage, withhold
from the payment the lesser of the amount
of the payment or the amount of the arrear-
age, and pay the amount withheld to the
agency for distribution.

‘‘(D) If the State seizes property forfeited
to the State by an individual by reason of a
criminal conviction, the State shall—

‘‘(i) hold the property until an inquiry is
made to and a response is received from the
agency as to whether the individual owes a
child support arrearage; and

‘‘(ii) if there is such an arrearage, sell the
property and, after satisfying the claims of
all other private or public claimants to the
property and deducting from the proceeds of
the sale the attendant costs (such as for tow-
ing, storage, and the sale), pay the lesser of
the remaining proceeds or the amount of the
arrearage directly to the agency for distribu-
tion.

‘‘(E) Any person required to make a pay-
ment in respect of a decedent shall—

‘‘(i) suspend the payment until an inquiry
is made to and a response received from the
agency as to whether the person otherwise
entitled to the payment owes a child support
arrearage; and

‘‘(ii) if there is such an arrearage, withhold
from the payment the lesser of the amount
of the payment or the amount of the arrear-
age, and pay the amount withheld to the
agency for distribution.’’.

SEC. 474. LIABILITY OF GRANDPARENTS FOR FI-
NANCIAL SUPPORT OF CHILDREN OF
THEIR MINOR CHILDREN.

Section 466(a) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)), as amended
by sections 401(a), 426(a), 431, 442, 466, 467,
470(a), and 473 of this Act, is amended by in-
serting after paragraph (19) the following:

‘‘(20) Procedures under which each parent
of an individual who has not attained 18
years of age is liable for the financial sup-
port of any child of the individual to the ex-
tent that the individual is unable to provide
such support. The preceding sentence shall
not apply to the State if the State plan ex-
plicitly provides for such inapplicability.’’.
SEC. 475. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING

PROGRAMS FOR NONCUSTODIAL
PARENTS UNABLE TO MEET CHILD
SUPPORT OBLIGATIONS.

It is the sense of the Congress that the
States should develop programs, such as the
program of the State of Wisconsin known as
the ‘‘Children’s First Program’’, that are de-
signed to work with noncustodial parents
who are unable to meet their child support
obligations.

Subtitle H—Medical Support
SEC. 481. TECHNICAL CORRECTION TO ERISA

DEFINITION OF MEDICAL CHILD
SUPPORT ORDER.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 609(a)(2)(B) of the
Employee Retirement Income Security Act
of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1169(a)(2)(B)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘issued by a court of com-
petent jurisdiction’’;

(2) by striking the period at the end of
clause (ii) and inserting a comma; and

(3) by adding, after and below clause (ii),
the following:

‘‘if such judgment, decree, or order (I) is is-
sued by a court of competent jurisdiction or
(II) is issued by an administrative adjudica-
tor and has the force and effect of law under
applicable State law.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by

this section shall take effect on the date of
the enactment of this Act.

(2) PLAN AMENDMENTS NOT REQUIRED UNTIL
JANUARY 1, 1996.—Any amendment to a plan
required to be made by an amendment made
by this section shall not be required to be
made before the first plan year beginning on
or after January 1, 1996, if—

(A) during the period after the date before
the date of the enactment of this Act and be-
fore such first plan year, the plan is operated
in accordance with the requirements of the
amendments made by this section, and

(B) such plan amendment applies retro-
actively to the period after the date before
the date of the enactment of this Act and be-
fore such first plan year.

A plan shall not be treated as failing to be
operated in accordance with the provisions
of the plan merely because it operates in ac-
cordance with this paragraph.
SEC. 482. EXTENSION OF MEDICAID ELIGIBILITY

FOR FAMILIES LOSING AFDC DUE TO
INCREASED CHILD SUPPORT COL-
LECTIONS.

Section 402(a) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)), as amended
by the other provisions of this Act, is amend-
ed—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (55);

(2) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (56) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (56) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(57) provide that each member of a family
which would be eligible for aid under the
State plan but for the receipt of child sup-
port payments shall be considered to be re-
ceiving such aid for purposes of eligibility
for medical assistance under the State plan
approved under title XIX for so long as the
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family would (but for such receipt) be eligi-
ble for such aid.’’.

Subtitle I—Effect of Enactment
SEC. 491. EFFECTIVE DATES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise spe-
cifically provided (but subject to subsections
(b) and (c))—

(1) provisions of this title requiring enact-
ment or amendment of State laws under sec-
tion 466 of the Social Security Act, or revi-
sion of State plans under section 454 of such
Act, shall be effective with respect to periods
beginning on and after October 1, 1996; and

(2) all other provisions of this title shall
become effective upon enactment.

(b) GRACE PERIOD FOR STATE LAW
CHANGES.—The provisions of this title shall
become effective with respect to a State on
the later of—

(1) the date specified in this title, or
(2) the effective date of laws enacted by the

legislature of such State implementing such
provisions,

but in no event later than the first day of the
first calendar quarter beginning after the
close of the first regular session of the State
legislature that begins after the date of en-
actment of this Act. For purposes of the pre-
vious sentence, in the case of a State that
has a 2-year legislative session, each year of
such session shall be deemed to be a separate
regular session of the State legislature.

(c) GRACE PERIOD FOR STATE CONSTITU-
TIONAL AMENDMENT.—A State shall not be
found out of compliance with any require-
ment enacted by this title if it is unable to
comply without amending the State con-
stitution until the earlier of—

(1) the date one year after the effective
date of the necessary State constitutional
amendment, or

(2) the date five years after enactment of
this title.
SEC. 492. SEVERABILITY.

If any provision of this title or the applica-
tion thereof to any person or circumstance is
held invalid, the invalidity shall not affect
other provisions or applications of this title
which can be given effect without regard to
the invalid provision or application, and to
this end the provisions of this title shall be
severable.
TITLE V—TEEN PREGNANCY AND FAMILY

STABILITY
Subtitle A—Federal Role

SEC. 501. STATE OPTION TO DENY AFDC FOR AD-
DITIONAL CHILDREN.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 402(a) (42 U.S.C.
602(a)), as amended by sections 101, 102,
211(a), 232, and 301(a) of this Act, is amend-
ed—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (49);

(2) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (50) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (50) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(51) at the option of the State, provide
that—

‘‘(A)(i) notwithstanding paragraph (7)(A),
the needs of a child will not be taken into ac-
count in making the determination under
paragraph (7) with respect to the family of
the child if the child was born (other than as
a result of rape or incest) to a member of the
family—

‘‘(I) while the family was a recipient of aid
under the State plan; or

‘‘(II) during the 6-month period ending
with the date the family applied for such aid;
and

‘‘(ii) if the amount of aid payable to a fam-
ily under the State plan is reduced by reason
of subparagraph (A), each member of the
family shall be considered to be receiving
such aid for purposes of eligibility for medi-

cal assistance under the State plan approved
under title XIX for so long as such aid would
otherwise not be so reduced; and

‘‘(B) if the State exercises the option, the
State may provide the family with vouchers,
in amounts not exceeding the amount of any
such reduction in aid, that may be used only
to pay for particular goods and services spec-
ified by the State as suitable for the care of
the child of the parent (such as diapers,
clothing, or school supplies).’’.

(b) APPLICABILITY.—The amendments made
by subsection (a) shall apply to payments
under a State plan approved under part A of
title IV of the Social Security Act for
months beginning after the date of the en-
actment of this Act, and to payments to
States under such part for quarters begin-
ning after such date.
SEC. 502. MINORS RECEIVING AFDC REQUIRED

TO LIVE UNDER RESPONSIBLE
ADULT SUPERVISION.

Section 402(a)(43) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)(43)) is
amended by striking ‘‘at the option of the
State,’’.
SEC. 503. NATIONAL CLEARINGHOUSE ON ADO-

LESCENT PREGNANCY.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Title XX (42 U.S.C. 1397–

1397f), as amended by section 222(b) of this
Act, is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:
‘‘SEC. 2010. NATIONAL CLEARINGHOUSE ON ADO-

LESCENT PREGNANCY.
‘‘(a) NATIONAL CLEARINGHOUSE ON ADOLES-

CENT PREGNANCY.—
‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The responsible Fed-

eral officials shall establish, through grant
or contract, a national center for the collec-
tion and provision of programmatic informa-
tion and technical assistance that relates to
adolescent pregnancy prevention programs,
to be known as the ‘National Clearinghouse
on Adolescent Pregnancy Prevention Pro-
grams’.

‘‘(2) FUNCTIONS.—The national center es-
tablished under paragraph (1) shall serve as a
national information and data clearing-
house, and as a training, technical assist-
ance, and material development source for
adolescent pregnancy prevention programs.
Such center shall—

‘‘(A) develop and maintain a system for
disseminating information on all types of ad-
olescent pregnancy prevention program and
on the state of adolescent pregnancy preven-
tion program development, including infor-
mation concerning the most effective model
programs;

‘‘(B) develop and sponsor a variety of train-
ing institutes and curricula for adolescent
pregnancy prevention program staff;

‘‘(C) identify model programs representing
the various types of adolescent pregnancy
prevention programs;

‘‘(D) develop technical assistance mate-
rials and activities to assist other entities in
establishing and improving adolescent preg-
nancy prevention programs;

‘‘(E) develop networks of adolescent preg-
nancy prevention programs for the purpose
of sharing and disseminating information;
and

‘‘(F) conduct such other activities as the
responsible Federal officials find will assist
in developing and carrying out programs or
activities to reduce adolescent pregnancy.

‘‘(b) FUNDING.—The responsible Federal of-
ficials shall make grants to eligible entities
for the establishment and operation of a Na-
tional Clearinghouse on Adolescent Preg-
nancy Prevention Programs under sub-
section (a) so that in the aggregate the ex-
penditures for such grants do not exceed
$2,000,000 for fiscal year 1996, $4,000,000 for fis-
cal year 1997, $8,000,000 for fiscal year 1998,
and $10,000,000 for fiscal year 1999 and each
subsequent fiscal year.

‘‘(c) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section:

‘‘(1) ADOLESCENTS.—The term ‘adolescents’
means youth who are ages 10 through 19.

‘‘(2) ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—The term ‘eligible
entity’ means a partnership that includes—

‘‘(A) a local education agency, acting on
behalf of one or more schools, together with

‘‘(B) one or more community-based organi-
zations, institutions of higher education, or
public or private agencies or organizations.

‘‘(3) ELIGIBLE AREA.—The term ‘eligible
area’ means a school attendance area in
which—

‘‘(A) at least 75 percent of the children are
from low-income families as that term is
used in part A of title I of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965; or

‘‘(B) the number of children receiving Aid
to Families with Dependent Children under
part A of title IV is substantial as deter-
mined by the responsible Federal officials; or

‘‘(C) the unmarried adolescent birth rate is
high, as determined by the responsible Fed-
eral officials.

‘‘(4) SCHOOL.—The term ‘school’ means a
public elementary, middle, or secondary
school.

‘‘(5) RESPONSIBLE FEDERAL OFFICIALS.—The
term ‘responsible Federal officials’ means
the Secretary of Education, the Secretary of
Health and Human Services, and the Chief
Executive Officer of the Corporation for Na-
tional and Community Service.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall become effective
October 1, 1994.

SEC. 504. INCENTIVE FOR TEEN PARENTS TO AT-
TEND SCHOOL.

Section 402(a) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)), as amended
by sections 101, 102, 211(a), 232, 301(a), and
501(a) of this Act, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (50);

(2) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (51) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (51) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(52) provide that the amount of aid other-
wise payable under the plan for a month to
a family that includes a parent who has not
attained 20 years of age and has not com-
pleted secondary school (or received a cer-
tificate of high school equivalency) may be
reduced by 25 percent if, during the imme-
diately preceding month, the parent has
failed without good cause (as defined by the
State in consultation with the Secretary) to
maintain minimum attendance (as defined
by the State in consultation with the Sec-
retary) at an educational institution.’’.

SEC. 505. STATE OPTION TO DISREGARD 100–
HOUR RULE UNDER AFDC–UP PRO-
GRAM.

Section 407(a) (42 U.S.C. 607(a)) is amend-
ed—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ after ‘‘(a)’’; and
(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(2) A standard prescribed pursuant to

paragraph (1) that imposes a limit on the
amount of time during which a parent who is
the principal earner in a family in which
both parents are married may be employed
during a month shall not apply to a State if
the State plan under this part explicitly pro-
vides for such inapplicability.’’.

SEC. 506. STATE OPTION TO DISREGARD 6–
MONTH LIMITATION ON AFDC–UP
BENEFITS.

Section 407(b)(2)(B) (42 U.S.C. 607(b)(2)(B))
is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing:

‘‘(iv) A regulation prescribed by the Sec-
retary that limits the length of time with re-
spect to which a family of a dependent child
in which both parents are married may re-
ceive aid to families with dependent children
by reason of this section shall not apply to a
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State if the State plan under this part ex-
plicitly provides for such inapplicability.’’.
SEC. 507. ELIMINATION OF QUARTERS OF COV-

ERAGE REQUIREMENT UNDER
AFDC–UP PROGRAM FOR FAMILIES
IN WHICH BOTH PARENTS ARE
TEENS.

Section 407(b)(1)(A)(iii) (42 U.S.C.
607(b)(1)(A)(iii)) is amended by striking
‘‘(iii)(I)’’ and inserting ‘‘(iii) neither of the
child’s parents have attained 20 years of age,
and (I)’’.
SEC. 508. DENIAL OF FEDERAL HOUSING BENE-

FITS TO MINORS WHO BEAR CHIL-
DREN OUT-OF-WEDLOCK.

(a) PROHIBITION OF ASSISTANCE.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, a house-
hold whose head of household is an individ-
ual who has borne a child out-of-wedlock be-
fore attaining 18 years of age may not be
provided Federal housing assistance for a
dwelling unit until attaining such age, un-
less—

(1) after the birth of the child—
(A) the individual marries an individual

who has been determined by the relevant
State to be the biological father of the child;
or

(B) the biological parent of the child has
legal custody of the child and marries an in-
dividual who legally adopts the child;

(2) the individual is a biological and custo-
dial parent of another child who was not
born out-of-wedlock; or

(3) eligibility for such Federal housing as-
sistance is based in whole or in part on any
disability or handicap of a member of the
household.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the following definitions shall apply:

(1) COVERED PROGRAM.—The term ‘‘covered
program’’ means—

(A) the program of rental assistance on be-
half of low-income families provided under
section 8 of the United States Housing Act of
1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437f);

(B) the public housing program under title
I of the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42
U.S.C. 1437 et seq.);

(C) the program of rent supplement pay-
ments on behalf of qualified tenants pursu-
ant to contracts entered into under section
101 of the Housing and Urban Development
Act of 1965 (12 U.S.C. 1701s);

(D) the program of interest reduction pay-
ments pursuant to contracts entered into by
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment under section 236 of the National Hous-
ing Act (12 U.S.C. 1715z–1);

(E) the program for mortgage insurance
provided pursuant to sections 221(d) (3) or (4)
of the National Housing Act (12 U.S.C.
1715l(d)) for multifamily housing for low- and
moderate-income families;

(F) the rural housing loan program under
section 502 of the Housing Act of 1949 (42
U.S.C. 1472);

(G) the rural housing loan guarantee pro-
gram under section 502(h) of the Housing Act
of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 1472(h));

(H) the loan and grant programs under sec-
tion 504 of the Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C.
1474) for repairs and improvements to rural
dwellings;

(I) the program of loans for rental and co-
operative rural housing under section 515 of
the Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 1485);

(J) the program of rental assistance pay-
ments pursuant to contracts entered into
under section 521(a)(2)(A) of the Housing Act
of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 1490a(a)(2)(A));

(K) the loan and assistance programs under
sections 514 and 516 of the Housing Act of
1949 (42 U.S.C. 1484, 1486) for housing for farm
labor;

(L) the program of grants and loans for
mutual and self-help housing and technical
assistance under section 523 of the Housing
Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 1490c);

(M) the program of grants for preservation
and rehabilitation of housing under section
533 of the Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C.
1490m); and

(N) the program of site loans under section
524 of the Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C.
1490d).

(2) COVERED PROJECT.—The term ‘‘covered
project’’ means any housing for which Fed-
eral housing assistance is provided that is
attached to the project or specific dwelling
units in the project.

(3) FEDERAL HOUSING ASSISTANCE.—The
term ‘‘Federal housing assistance’’ means—

(A) assistance provided under a covered
program in the form of any contract, grant,
loan, subsidy, cooperative agreement, loan
or mortgage guarantee or insurance, or other
financial assistance; or

(B) occupancy in a dwelling unit that is—
(i) provided assistance under a covered pro-

gram; or
(ii) located in a covered project and subject

to occupancy limitations under a covered
program that are based on income.

(4) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’’ means the
States of the United States, the District of
Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico, the Commonwealth of the Northern
Mariana Islands, Guam, the Virgin Islands,
American Samoa, and any other territory or
possession of the United States.

(c) LIMITATIONS ON APPLICABILITY.—Sub-
section (a) shall not apply to Federal hous-
ing assistance provided for a household pur-
suant to an application or request for such
assistance made by such household before
the effective date of this Act if the household
was receiving such assistance on the effec-
tive date of this Act.
SEC. 509. STATE OPTION TO DENY AFDC TO

MINOR PARENTS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 402(a) (42 U.S.C.

602(a)), as amended by sections 101, 102,
211(a), 232, 301(a), 501(a), and 504 of this Act,
is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (51);

(2) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (52) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (52) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(53)(A) at the option of the State, provide
that—

‘‘(i) in making the determination under
paragraph (7) with respect to a family, the
State may disregard the needs of any family
member who is a parent and has not attained
18 years of age or such lesser age as the State
may prescribe; and

‘‘(ii) if the amount of aid payable to a fam-
ily under the State plan is reduced by reason
of subparagraph (A), each member of the
family shall be considered to be receiving
such aid for purposes of eligibility for medi-
cal assistance under the State plan approved
under title XIX for so long as such aid would
otherwise not be so reduced; and

‘‘(B) if the State exercises the option, the
State may provide the family with vouchers,
in amounts not exceeding the amount of any
such reduction in aid, that may be used only
to pay for—

‘‘(i) particular goods and services specified
by the State as suitable for the care of the
child of the parent (such as diapers, clothing,
or cribs); and

‘‘(ii) the costs associated with a maternity
home, foster home, or other adult-supervised
supportive living arrangement in which the
parent and the child live.’’.

(b) APPLICABILITY.—The amendments made
by subsection (a) shall apply to payments
under a State plan approved under part A of
title IV of the Social Security Act for
months beginning on or after January 1, 1998,
and to payments to States under such part
for quarters beginning after such date.

Subtitle B—State Role

SEC. 511. TEENAGE PREGNANCY PREVENTION
AND FAMILY STABILITY.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—
(1) long-term welfare dependency is in-

creasing driven by illegitimate births;
(2) too many teens are becoming parents

and too few are able to responsibly care for
and nurture their children;

(3) new research has shown that spending
time in a single-parent family puts children
at substantially increased risk of dropping
out of high school, having a child out-of-wed-
lock, or being neither in school nor at work;
and

(4) between 1986 and 1991, the rate of births
to teens aged 15 to 19 rose 24 percent, from
50.2 to 62.1 births per 1,000 females.

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense
of the Congress that—

(1) children should be educated about the
risks involved in choosing parenthood at an
early age;

(2) reproductive family planning and edu-
cation should be made available to every po-
tential parent so as to give such parents the
opportunity to avoid unintended births;

(3) States should use funds provided under
title XX of the Social Security Act to pro-
vide comprehensive services to youth in high
risk neighborhoods, through community or-
ganizations, churches, and schools; and

(4) States should work with schools for the
early identification and referral of children
at risk for parenthood at an early age.

SEC. 512. AVAILABILITY OF FAMILY PLANNING
SERVICES.

Section 402(a)(15)(A) (42 U.S.C.
602(a)(15)(A)) is amended by striking ‘‘out of
wedlock’’.

TITLE VI—PROGRAM SIMPLIFICATION

Subtitle A—Increased State Flexibility

SEC. 601. STATE OPTION TO PROVIDE AFDC
THROUGH ELECTRONIC BENEFIT
TRANSFER SYSTEMS.

Section 402(a) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)), as amended
by sections 101, 102, 211(a), 232, 301(a), 501(a),
504, and 509(a) of this Act, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (52);

(2) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (53) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (53) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(54) at the option of the State, provide for
the payment of aid under the State plan
through the use of electronic benefit transfer
systems.’’.

SEC. 602. DEADLINE FOR ACTION ON APPLICA-
TION FOR WAIVER OF REQUIRE-
MENT APPLICABLE TO PROGRAM OF
AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT
CHILDREN.

Section 1115 (42 U.S.C. 1315) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘‘(e) The Secretary shall approve or deny
an application for a waiver under this sec-
tion with respect to a requirement of section
402, not later than 90 days after the Sec-
retary receives the application, unless other-
wise agreed upon by the Secretary and the
applicant.’’.

Subtitle B—Coordination of AFDC and Food
Stamp Programs

SEC. 611. AMENDMENTS TO PART A OF TITLE IV
OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT.

(a) STATE OPTION TO USE INCOME AND ELIGI-
BILITY VERIFICATION SYSTEM.—Section
1137(b) (42 U.S.C. 1320b–7(b)) is amended—

(1) by striking paragraphs (1) and (4), and
redesignating paragraphs (2), (3), and (5) as
paragraphs (1), (2), and (3), respectively; and

(2) in paragraph (2) (as so redesignated), by
adding ‘‘or’’ at the end.
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(b) STATE OPTION TO USE RETROSPECTIVE

BUDGETING WITHOUT MONTHLY REPORTING.—
Section 402(a)(13) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)(13)) is
amended—

(1) by striking all that precedes subpara-
graph (A) and inserting the following:

‘‘(13) provide, at the option of the State
and with respect to such category or cat-
egories as the State may select and identify
in the State plan, that—’’; and

(2) in each of subparagraphs (A) and (B), by
striking ‘‘, in the case of families who are re-
quired to report monthly to the State agen-
cy pursuant to paragraph (14)’’.

(c) EXCLUSION FROM INCOME OF ALL INCOME
OF DEPENDENT CHILD WHO IS A STUDENT.—
Section 402(a)(8)(A)(i) (42 U.S.C.
602(a)(8)(A)(i)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘earned’’; and
(2) by inserting ‘‘applying for or’’ before

‘‘receiving’’.
(d) EXCLUSION FROM INCOME OF CERTAIN EN-

ERGY ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS BASED ON
NEED.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 402(a)(8)(A) (42
U.S.C. 602(a)(8)(A)), as amended by sections
231 and 242(b)(1) of this Act, is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of clause
(ix); and

(B) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(xi) shall disregard any energy or utility-

cost assistance payment based on need, that
is paid to any member of the family under—

‘‘(I) a State or local general assistance pro-
gram; or

‘‘(II) another basic assistance program
comparable to general assistance (as deter-
mined by the Secretary); and’’.

(2) INCLUSION OF ENERGY ASSISTANCE PRO-
VIDED UNDER THE LIHEAP PROGRAM.—Section
402(a)(8)(B) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)(8)(B)) is amend-
ed—

(A) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of clause
(i); and

(B) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(iii) shall not disregard any assistance

provided directly to, or indirectly for the
benefit of, any person described in subpara-
graph (A)(ii) under the Low-Income Home
Energy Assistance Act of 1981, notwithstand-
ing section 2605(f)(1) of such Act; and’’.

(e) APPLICABILITY TO AFDC OF FUTURE IN-
COME EXCLUSIONS UNDER FOOD STAMP PRO-
GRAM.—Section 402(a)(8)(A) (42 U.S.C.
602(a)(8)(A)), as amended by sections 231,
242(b)(1) of this Act and by subsection (d)(1)
of this section, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of clause
(x); and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(xii) shall disregard from the income of

any child, relative, or other individual de-
scribed in clause (ii) applying for aid under
the State plan, any child, relative, or other
individual so described receiving such aid, or
both, any funds that a Federal statute (en-
acted after the date of the enactment of this
clause) excludes from income for purposes of
determining eligibility for benefits under the
food stamp program under the Food Stamp
Act of 1977, the level of benefits under the
program, or both, respectively.’’.

(f) PERIODIC REVIEWS.—Section 402(a) (42
U.S.C. 602(a)), as amended by sections 101,
102, 211(a), 232, 301(a), 501(a), 504, 509(a), and
601 of this Act, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (53);

(2) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (54) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (54) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(55) provide that the State shall, not less
frequently than annually review each deter-
mination made under the State plan with re-
spect to the eligibility of each recipient of
aid under the State plan;’’.

(g) EXCLUSION FROM RESOURCES OF ES-
SENTIAL EMPLOYMENT-RELATED PROPERTY.—
Section 402(a)(7)(B) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)(7)(B)), as
amended by section 242(a) of this Act, is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of clause
(iv); and

(2) by inserting ‘‘, or (vi) the value of real
and tangible personal property (other than
currency, commercial paper, and similar
property) of a family member that is essen-
tial to the employment or self-employment
of the member, until the expiration of the 1-
year period beginning on the date the mem-
ber ceases to be so employed or so self-em-
ployed’’ before the semicolon.

(h) EXCLUSION FROM RESOURCES OF EQUITY
IN CERTAIN INCOME-PRODUCING REAL PROP-
ERTY.—Section 402(a)(7)(B) (42 U.S.C.
602(a)(7)(B)), as amended by section 242(a) of
this Act and by subsection (g) of this section,
is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of clause
(v); and

(2) by inserting ‘‘, or (vii) the equity of any
member of the family in real property to
which 1 or more members of the family have
sole and clear title, that the State agency
determines is producing income consistent
with the fair market value of the property’’
before the semicolon.

(i) EXCLUSION FROM RESOURCES OF LIFE IN-
SURANCE POLICIES.—Section 402(a)(7)(B) (42
U.S.C. 602(a)(7)(B)), as amended by section
242(a) of this Act and by subsections (g) and
(h) of this section, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of clause
(vi); and

(2) by inserting ‘‘, or (viii) any life insur-
ance policy’’ before the semicolon.

(j) EXCLUSION FROM RESOURCES OF REAL
PROPERTY THAT THE FAMILY IS MAKING A
GOOD FAITH EFFORT TO SELL.—Section
402(a)(7)(B)(iii) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)(7)(B)(iii)) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘for such period or periods
of time as the Secretary may prescribe’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘any such period’’ and in-
serting ‘‘any period during which the family
is making such an effort’’.

(k) PROMPT RESTORATION OF BENEFITS
WRONGFULLY DENIED.—Section 402(a) (42
U.S.C. 602(a)), as amended by sections 101,
102, 211(a), 232, 301(a), 501(a), 504, 509(a), and
601 of this Act and by subsection (f) of this
section, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (54);

(2) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (55) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (55) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(56) provide that, upon receipt of a re-
quest from a family for the payment of any
amount of aid under the State plan the pay-
ment of which to the family has been wrong-
fully denied or terminated, the State shall
promptly pay the amount to the family if
the wrongful denial or termination occurred
not more than 1 year before the date of the
request or the date the State agency is noti-
fied or otherwise discovers the wrongful de-
nial or termination.’’.
SEC. 612. AMENDMENTS TO THE FOOD STAMP

ACT OF 1977.
(a) CERTIFICATION PERIOD.—(1) Section 3(c)

of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C.
2012(c)) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(c) ‘Certification period’ means the period
specified by the State agency for which
households shall be eligible to receive au-
thorization cards, except that such period
shall be—

‘‘(1) 24 months for households in which all
adult members are elderly or disabled; and

‘‘(2) not more than 12 months for all other
households.’’.

(2) Section 6(c)(1)(C) of the Food Stamp
Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2015(c)(1)(C)) is amend-
ed—

(A) in clause (ii) by adding ‘‘and’’ at the
end;

(B) in clause (iii) by striking ‘‘; and’’ at the
end and inserting a period; and

(C) by striking clause (iv).
(b) INCLUSION OF ENERGY ASSISTANCE IN IN-

COME.—
(1) AMENDMENTS TO THE FOOD STAMP ACT

OF 1977.—Section 5 of the Food Stamp Act of
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2014) is amended—

(A) in subsection (d)—
(i) by striking paragraph (11); and
(ii) by redesignating paragraphs (12)

through (16) as paragraphs (11) through (15),
respectively; and

(B) in subsection (k)—
(i) in paragraph (1)(B) by striking ‘‘, not in-

cluding energy or utility-cost assistance,’’;
and

(ii) in paragraph (2)—
(I) by striking subparagraph (C); and
(II) by redesignating subparagraphs (D)

through (H) as subparagraphs (C) through
(J), respectively.

(2) AMENDMENTS TO THE LOW-INCOME HOME

ENERGY ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1981.—Section
2605(f) of the Low-Income Home Energy As-
sistance Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 8624(f)) is
amended—

(A) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘food
stamps,’’; and

(B) by amending paragraph (2) to read as
follows:

‘‘(2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply for any
purpose under the Food Stamp Act of 1977.’’.

(c) EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN JTPA INCOME.—
Section 5(d) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7
U.S.C. 2014(d)), as amended by subsection (b),
is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and (15)’’ and inserting
‘‘(15)’’; and

(2) by inserting before the period the fol-
lowing:

‘‘, and (16) income received under the Job
Training Partnership Act by a household
member who is less than 19 years of age’’.

(d) EXCLUSION OF EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE
FROM INCOME.—Section 5(d) of the Food
Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2014(d)) is amend-
ed—

(1) by amending paragraph (3) to read as
follows: ‘‘(3) all educational loans on which
payment is deferred (including any loan
origination fees or insurance premiums asso-
ciated with such loans), grants, scholarships,
fellowships, veterans’ educational benefits,
and the like awarded to a household member
enrolled at a recognized institution of post-
secondary education, at a school for the
handicapped, in a vocational education pro-
gram, or in a program that provides for com-
pletion of a secondary school diploma or ob-
taining the equivalent thereof,’’; and

(2) in paragraph (5) by striking ‘‘and no
portion’’ and all that follows through ‘‘reim-
bursement’’.

(e) LIMITATION ON ADDITIONAL EARNED IN-
COME DEDUCTION.—The 3rd sentence of sec-
tion 5(e) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7
U.S.C. 2014(e)) is amended by striking
‘‘earned income that’’ and all that follows
through ‘‘report’’, and inserting ‘‘determin-
ing an overissuance due to the failure of a
household to report earned income’’.

(f) EXCLUSION OF ESSENTIAL EMPLOYMENT-
RELATED PROPERTY.—Section 5(g)(3) of the
Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2014(g)(3)) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(3) The value of real and tangible personal
property (other than currency, commercial
paper, and similar property) of a household
member that is essential to the employment
or self-employment of such member shall be
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excluded by the Secretary from financial re-
sources until the expiration of the 1-year pe-
riod beginning on the date such member
ceases to be so employed or so self-em-
ployed.’’.

(g) EXCLUSION OF LIFE INSURANCE POLI-
CIES.—Section 5(g) of the Food Stamp Act of
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2014(g)) is amended by adding
at the end the following:

‘‘(6) The Secretary shall exclude from fi-
nancial resources the cash value of any life
insurance policy owned by a member of a
household.’’.

(h) IN-TANDEM EXCLUSIONS FROM INCOME.—
Section 5 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7
U.S.C. 2014) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(n) Whenever a Federal statute enacted
after the date of the enactment of this Act
excludes funds from income for purposes of
determining eligibility, benefit levels, or
both under State plans approved under part
A of title IV of the Social Security Act, then
such funds shall be excluded from income for
purposes of determining eligibility, benefit
levels, or both, respectively, under the food
stamp program of households all of whose
members receive benefits under a State plan
approved under part A of title IV of the So-
cial Security Act.’’.

(i) APPLICATION OF AMENDMENTS.—The
amendments made by this section shall not
apply with respect to certification periods
beginning before the effective date of this
section.

Subtitle C—Fraud Reduction
SEC. 631. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS IN SUPPORT

OF THE EFFORTS OF THE ADMINIS-
TRATION TO ADDRESS THE PROB-
LEMS OF FRAUD AND ABUSE IN THE
SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME
PROGRAM.

The Congress hereby expresses support for
the efforts of the Social Security Adminis-
tration to reduce fraud and abuse in the sup-
plemental security income program under
title XVI of the Social Security Act by im-
plementing a structured approach to disabil-
ity decisionmaking that takes into consider-
ation the large number of disability claims
received while providing a basis for consist-
ent, equitable decisionmaking by claims ad-
judicators at each level, that provides for the
following:

(1) A simplification of the monetary guide-
lines for determining whether an individual
(except those filing for benefits based on
blindness) is engaging in substantial gainful
activity.

(2) The replacement of a threshold severity
requirement for determining whether a
claimant has a medically determinable im-
pairment with a threshold inquiry as to
whether the claimant has a medically deter-
minable physical or mental impairment that
can be demonstrated by acceptable clinical
and laboratory diagnostic techniques.

(3) The comparison of an impairment re-
ferred to in paragraph (2) with an index of
disabling impairments that contains fewer
impairments, has less detail and complexity,
and does not rely on the concept of ‘‘medical
equivalence’’.

(4)(A) The consideration of whether an in-
dividual has the ability to perform substan-
tial gainful activity despite any functional
loss caused by a medically determinable
physical or mental impairment.

(B) The definition of the physical and men-
tal requirements of substantial gainful ac-
tivity.

(C) The objective measurement, to the ex-
tent possible, of whether an individual meets
such requirements.

(D) The development, with the assistance
of the medical community and other outside
experts from disability programs, of stand-

ardized criteria which can be used to meas-
ure an individual’s functional ability.

(E) The assumption by the Social Security
Administration of primary responsibility for
documenting functional ability using the
standardized measurement criteria, with the
goal of developing functional assessment in-
struments that are standardized, accurately
measure an individual’s functional abilities,
and are universally accepted by the public,
the advocacy community, and health care
professionals.

(F) The use of the results of the standard-
ized functional measurement with a new
standard to describe basic physical and men-
tal demands of a baseline of work that rep-
resents substantial gainful activity and that
exists in significant numbers in the national
economy.

(5)(A) An evaluation of whether a child is
engaging in substantial gainful activity,
whether a child has a medically determina-
ble physical or mental impairment that will
meet the duration requirement, and whether
a child has an impairment that meets the
criteria in the index of disabling impair-
ments.

(B) The development, with the assistance
of the medical community and educational
experts, of standardized criteria which can
be used to measure a child’s functional abil-
ity to perform a baseline of functions that
are comparable to the baseline of occupa-
tional demands for an adult.

(C) The conduct of research to specifically
identify a skill acquisition threshold to
measure broad areas required to develop the
ability to perform substantial gainful activ-
ity.
SEC. 632. STUDY ON FEASIBILITY OF SINGLE

TAMPER-PROOF IDENTIFICATION
CARD TO SERVE PROGRAMS UNDER
BOTH THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT
AND HEALTH REFORM LEGISLA-
TION.

(a) STUDY.—As soon as practicable after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Commissioner of Social Security shall con-
duct a study of the feasibility of issuing, in
counterfeit-resistant form, a single identi-
fication card which would combine the fea-
tures of the social security card now issued
pursuant to section 205 of the Social Secu-
rity Act and any health security card which
may be provided for in health reform legisla-
tion enacted in the 104th Congress. In such
study, the Commissioner shall devote par-
ticular consideration to—

(1) employment in such card of finger-print
identification, bar code validation, a photo-
graph, a hologram, or any other identifiable
feature,

(2) the efficiencies and economies which
may be achieved by combining the features
of the social security card as currently is-
sued and the features of any health security
card which might be issued under health re-
form legislation, and

(3) any costs and risks which might result
from combining such features in a single
identification card and possible means of al-
leviating any such costs and risks.

(b) REPORT.—The Commissioner of Social
Security shall, not later than 1 year after
the date of the enactment of this Act, trans-
mit a report to each House of the Congress
setting forth the Commissioner’s findings
from the study conducted pursuant to sub-
section (a). Such report may include such
recommendations for administrative or leg-
islative changes as the Commissioner consid-
ers appropriate.

Subtitle D—Additional Provisions
SEC. 641. STATE OPTIONS REGARDING UNEM-

PLOYED PARENT PROGRAM.
(a) DURATION OF UNEMPLOYMENT AND

RECENCY-OF-WORK TESTS.—Section

407(b)(1)(A) (42 U.S.C. 607(b)(1)(A)), as amend-
ed by section 507 of this Act, is amended—

(1) by striking the matter preceding clause
(i) and inserting the following:

‘‘(A) subject to paragraph (2), shall provide
for the payment of aid to families with de-
pendent children with respect to a dependent
child within the meaning of subsection (a)—
’’.

(2) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘whichever’’
and inserting ‘‘when, if the State chooses to
so require (and specifies in its State plan),
whichever’’;

(3) in clause (ii), by inserting ‘‘when’’ be-
fore such parent; and

(4) in clause (iii), by inserting ‘‘when, if the
State chooses to so require (and so specifies
in its State plan)’’ after ‘‘(iii)’’.

(b) STATE OPTION TO EXPAND PROGRAM.—
Section 407(a) (42 U.S.C. 607(a)) is amended
by inserting ‘‘or the unemployment (as de-
fined (if at all) by the State in the State plan
approved under section 402)’’ before ‘‘of the
parent’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Subsection (b) and
the amendments made by subsection (a)
shall become effective October 1, 1996.

SEC. 642. DEFINITION OF ESSENTIAL PERSON.
(a) GENERAL REQUIREMENT.—Section 402 (42

U.S.C. 602), as amended by section
222(a)(1)(A) of this Act, is amended by insert-
ing after subsection (f) the following:

‘‘(g) In order that the State may include
the needs of an individual in determining the
needs of the dependent child and relative
with whom the child is living, such individ-
ual must be living in the same home as such
child and relative, and—

‘‘(1) furnishing personal services required
because of the relative’s physical or mental
inability to provide care necessary for her-
self or himself or for the dependent child
(which, for purposes of this subsection only,
includes a child receiving supplemental secu-
rity income benefits under title XVI); or

‘‘(2) furnishing child care services, or care
for an incapacitated member of the family,
that is necessary to permit the caretaker
relative—

‘‘(A) to engage in full or part-time employ-
ment outside the home, or

‘‘(B) to attend a course of education de-
signed to lead to a high school diploma (or
its equivalent) or a course of training on a
full or part-time basis, or to participate in
the program under part G on a full or part-
time basis.’’.

SEC. 643. ‘‘FILL-THE-GAP’’ BUDGETING.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 402(a)(8)(A) (42

U.S.C. 602(a)(8)(A)), as amended by sections
231, 242(b)(1), and 611(d)(1) of this Act, is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of clause
(xi); and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(xiii) in addition to any other amounts re-

quired or permitted by this paragraph to be
disregarded in a month, may exempt count-
able income identified in the State plan by
type or source and by amount, but in an
amount not exceeding the difference between
the State’s standard of need applicable to
the family and the amount from which all
remaining nonexempt income is subtracted
to determine the amount of aid payable
under the State plan to a family of the same
size with no other income;’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on
October 1, 1997.

SEC. 644. REPEAL OF REQUIREMENT TO MAKE
CERTAIN SUPPLEMENTAL PAY-
MENTS IN STATES PAYING LESS
THAN THEIR NEEDS STANDARDS.

Section 402(a)(28) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)(28)) is
hereby repealed.
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SEC. 645. COLLECTION OF AFDC OVERPAYMENTS

FROM FEDERAL TAX REFUNDS.
(a) AUTHORITY TO INTERCEPT TAX RE-

FUND.—(1) Part A of title IV (42 U.S.C. 601–
617) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘‘COLLECTION OF OVERPAYMENTS FROM
FEDERAL TAX REFUNDS

‘‘SEC. 418. (a) Upon receiving notice from a
State agency administering a plan approved
under this part that a named individual has
been overpaid under the State plan approved
under this part, the Secretary of the Treas-
ury shall determine whether any amounts as
refunds of Federal taxes paid are payable to
such individual, regardless of whether such
individual filed a tax return as a married or
unmarried individual. If the Secretary of the
Treasury finds that any such amount is pay-
able, he shall withhold from such refunds an
amount equal to the overpayment sought to
be collected by the State and pay such
amount to the State agency.

‘‘(b) The Secretary of the Treasury shall
issue regulations, approved by the Secretary
of Health and Human Services, that pro-
vide—

‘‘(1) that a State may only submit under
subsection (a) requests for collection of over-
payments with respect to individuals (A)
who are no longer receiving aid under the
State plan approved under this part, (B) with
respect to whom the State has already taken
appropriate action under State law against
the income or resources of the individuals or
families involved as required under section
402(a)(22) (B), and (C) to whom the State
agency has given notice of its intent to re-
quest withholding by the Secretary of the
Treasury from their income tax refunds;

‘‘(2) that the Secretary of the Treasury
will give a timely and appropriate notice to
any other person filing a joint return with
the individual whose refund is subject to
withholding under subsection (a); and

‘‘(3) the procedures that the State and the
Secretary of the Treasury will follow in car-
rying out this section which, to the maxi-
mum extent feasible and consistent with the
specific provisions of this section, will be the
same as those issued pursuant to section
464(b) applicable to collection of past-due
child support.’’.

(2) Section 6402 of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 (as amended by section 443(a) of
this Act) is amended—

(A) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘(c) and
(d)’’ and inserting ‘‘(c), (d), and (e)’’;

(B) by redesignating subsections (e)
through (i) as subsections (f) through (j), re-
spectively; and

(C) by inserting after subsection (d) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(g) COLLECTION OF OVERPAYMENTS UNDER
TITLE IV–A OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT.—
The amount of any overpayment to be re-
funded to the person making the overpay-
ment shall be reduced (after reductions pur-
suant to subsections (c) and (d), but before a
credit against future liability for an internal
revenue tax) in accordance with section 418
of the Social Security Act (concerning recov-
ery of overpayments to individuals under
State plans approved under part A of title IV
of such Act).’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
552a(a)(8)(B)(iv)(III) of title 5, United States
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘section 464 or
1137 of the Social Security Act’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘section 419, 464, or 1137 of the Social Se-
curity Act.’’
SEC. 646. TERRITORIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1108(a) (42 U.S.C.
1308(a)) is amended by striking paragraphs
(1), (2), and (3) and inserting the following:

‘‘(1) for payment to Puerto Rico shall not
exceed—

‘‘(A) $82,000,000 with respect to fiscal years
1994, 1995, and 1996, and

‘‘(B) $102,500,000 or, if greater, such amount
adjusted by the CPI (as prescribed in sub-
section (f)) for fiscal year 1997 and each fiscal
year thereafter;

‘‘(2) for payment to the Virgin Islands shall
not exceed—

‘‘(A) $2,800,000 with respect to fiscal years
1994, 1995, and 1996, and

‘‘(B) $3,500,000 or, if greater, such amount
adjusted by the CPI (as prescribed in sub-
section (f)) for fiscal year 1997 and each fiscal
year thereafter; and

‘‘(3) for payment to Guam shall not ex-
ceed—

‘‘(A) $3,800,000 with respect to fiscal year
1994, 1995, and 1996, and

‘‘(B) $4,750,000 or, if greater, such amount
adjusted by the CPI (as prescribed in sub-
section (f)), for fiscal year 1997 and each fis-
cal year thereafter.’’.

(b) CPI ADJUSTMENT.—Section 1108 (42
U.S.C. 1308) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(f) For purposes of subsection (a), an
amount is ‘adjusted by the CPI’ for months
in calendar year by multiplying that amount
by the ratio of the Consumer Price Index as
prepared by the Department of Labor for—

‘‘(1) the third quarter of the preceding cal-
endar year, to

‘‘(2) the third quarter of calendar year 1996,
and rounding the product, if not a multiple
of $10,000, to the nearer multiple of $10,000.’’.
SEC. 647. DISREGARD OF STUDENT INCOME.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 402(a)(8)(A)(i) (42
U.S.C. 602(a)(8)(A)(i)) is amended by striking
‘‘dependent child’’ and all that follows and
inserting ‘‘individual who has not attained 19
years of age and is an elementary or second-
ary school student’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section
402(a) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (8)(A)(vii)—
(A) by striking ‘‘a dependent child who is a

full-time student’’ and inserting ‘‘an individ-
ual who has not attained 19 years of age and
is an elementary or secondary school stu-
dent’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘such child’’ and inserting
‘‘such individual’’; and

(2) in paragraph (18), by striking ‘‘of a de-
pendent child’’ and inserting ‘‘of an individ-
ual under age 19’’.
SEC. 648. LUMP-SUM INCOME.

Section 402(a)(8)(A) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)(8)(A)),
as amended by sections 231, 242(b)(1),
611(d)(1), and 643(a) of this Act, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of clause
(xii); and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(xiv) shall disregard from the income of

any family member any amounts of income
received in the form of nonrecurring lump-
sum payments other than payments made
pursuant to an order for child or spousal sup-
port being enforced by the agency admin-
istering the State plan approved under part
D;’’.

TITLE VII—CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK
GRANT PROGRAM

SEC. 701. ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAMS.
Part B of title IV (42 U.S.C. 620–635) is

amended to read as follows:
PART B—CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK

GRANT PROGRAM
‘‘SEC. 420. PURPOSES; AUTHORIZATIONS OF AP-

PROPRIATIONS.
‘‘The purpose of this part is to enable

States to carry out a program of child wel-
fare and child protection services which in-
cludes—

‘‘(1) child protection services for children
who are, or are suspected of being or at risk
of becoming, victims of abuse or neglect;

‘‘(2) preventive services and activities, in-
cluding community-based family support
services, designed to strengthen and preserve
families and to prevent child abuse and ne-
glect; and

‘‘(3) permanency planning services and ac-
tivities to achieve planned, permanent living
arrangements (including family reunifica-
tion, adoption, and independent living) for
children who have been removed from their
families.

‘‘SEC. 421. STATE PLANS.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—In order to be eligible

for payment under this part, a State must
have an approved plan (developed jointly by
the Secretary and the State agency, after
consultation with persons and entities speci-
fied in subsection (b)) for the provision of
services to children and families which meet
the requirements of subsection (c).

‘‘(b) CONSULTATION WITH APPROPRIATE EN-
TITIES.—A State, in developing its plan for
approval under this part, shall consult with
concerned persons and entities, including—

‘‘(1) public and nonprofit private agencies
and community-based organizations with ex-
perience in administering programs of child
welfare services for children and families;
and

‘‘(2) representatives of and advocates for
children and families.

‘‘(c) STATE PLAN REQUIREMENTS.—A State
plan under this part shall—

‘‘(1) describe the services and activities to
be performed, and the service delivery mech-
anisms (including service providers and
statewide distribution of services) to be used,
to provide—

‘‘(A) child protection services described in
section 420(1) (including such services pro-
vided under this part and part E);

‘‘(B) preventive services described in sec-
tion 420(2) (and shall provide for delivery of
such services through a statewide network of
local nonprofit community-based family sup-
port programs, in collaboration with existing
health, mental health, education, employ-
ment, training, child welfare, and other so-
cial services agencies); and

‘‘(C) permanency planning services de-
scribed in section 420(3) (including family re-
unification, adoption, and independent liv-
ing);

‘‘(2)(A)(i) declare the State’s goals for ac-
complishments under the plan is in oper-
ation in the State, and (ii) be updated peri-
odically to declare the State’s goals for ac-
complishments under the plan by the end of
each fifth fiscal year thereafter;

‘‘(B) describe the methods to be used in
measuring progress toward accomplishment
of the goals; and

‘‘(C) contain a commitment that the
State—

‘‘(i) will perform an interim review of its
progress toward accomplishment of the goals
after the end of each of the first 4 fiscal
years covered by the goals, and on the basis
of such interim review will revise the state-
ment of goals in the plan, if necessary, to re-
flect changed circumstances or other rel-
evant factors; and

‘‘(ii) will perform, after the end of the last
fiscal year covered by the goals, a final re-
view of its progress toward accomplishment
of the goals and prepare a report to the Sec-
retary on the basis of such final review;

‘‘(3) provide assurances that reasonable
amounts will be expended under this part to
carry out each of the purposes specified in
paragraphs (1) through (3) of section 420; and

‘‘(4) provide assurances that the State has
in effect a program of foster care safeguards
meeting the requirements of section 425.

‘‘(d) SECRETARIAL APPROVAL.—The Sec-
retary shall approve a State plan that meets
the requirements of this section.
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‘‘SEC. 422. RESERVATIONS; ALLOTMENTS TO

STATES.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall

allot the amount specified in subsection (b)
for each fiscal year in accordance with sub-
sections (c) through (f).

‘‘(b) FEDERAL FUNDING.—The amount speci-
fied for purposes of this section shall be—

‘‘(1) $653,000,000 for fiscal year 1996;
‘‘(1) $682,000,000 for fiscal year 1997;
‘‘(1) $713,000,000 for fiscal year 1998;
‘‘(1) $737,000,000 for fiscal year 1999; and
‘‘(1) $763,000,000 for fiscal year 2000.
‘‘(c) PROJECTS OF NATIONAL SIGNIFICANCE.—

Two percent of the amount specified under
subsection (b) for each fiscal year shall be re-
served for expenditure by the Secretary for
projects of national significance related to
the purposes of this part.

‘‘(d) TRAINING AND TECHNICAL ASSIST-
ANCE.—Two percent of the amount specified
under subsection (b) for each fiscal year shall
be reserved for expenditure by the Secretary
for training and technical assistance to
State and local public and nonprofit private
entities related to the program under this
part.

‘‘(e) INDIAN TRIBES.—One percent of the
amount specified under subsection (b) for
each fiscal year shall be reserved for allot-
ment to Indian tribes in accordance with sec-
tion 424.

‘‘(f) STATES.—From the balance of the
amount specified for each fiscal year under
subsection (b) remaining after the applica-
tion of subsections (c), (d), and (e), the Sec-
retary shall allot to each State an amount
which bears the same ratio to the amount
specified as the total amount that would
have been allotted to the State for such fis-
cal year under this part, as in effect on Sep-
tember 30, 1995, bears to the total amount
that would have been so allotted to all
States for such fiscal year.
‘‘SEC. 423. PAYMENTS TO STATES.

‘‘(a) ENTITLEMENT TO PAYMENT; FEDERAL
SHARE OF COSTS.—Each State which has a
plan approved under this part shall be enti-
tled to payment, equal to its allotment
under section 422 for a fiscal year, for use in
payment by the State of 75 percent of the
costs of activities under the State plan dur-
ing such fiscal year. The remaining 25 per-
cent of such costs shall be paid by the State
with funds from non-Federal sources.

‘‘(b) PAYMENT INSTALLMENTS.—The Sec-
retary shall make payments in accordance
with section 6503 of title 31, United States
Code, to each State from its allotment for
use under this part.
‘‘SEC. 424. PAYMENTS TO INDIAN TRIBES.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall
make payments under this part for a fiscal
year directly to the tribal organization of an
Indian tribe with a plan approved under this
part, except that such plan need not meet
any requirement under such section that the
Secretary determines is inappropriate with
respect to such Indian tribe.

‘‘(b) ALLOTMENT.—From the amount re-
served pursuant to section 422(e) for any fis-
cal year, the Secretary shall allot to each In-
dian tribe meeting the conditions specified
in subsection (a), an amount bearing the
same ratio to such reserved amount as the
number of children in all Indian tribes with
State plans so approved, as determined by
the Secretary on the basis of the most cur-
rent and reliable information available to
the Secretary.
‘‘SEC. 425. FOSTER CARE PROTECTION.

‘‘In order to meet the requirements of this
section, for purposes of section 421(c)(4), a
State shall—

‘‘(1) since June 17, 1980, have completed an
inventory of all children who, before the in-
ventory, had been in foster care under the re-

sponsibility of the State for 6 months or
more, which determined—

‘‘(A) the appropriateness of, and necessity
for, the foster care placement;

‘‘(B) whether the child could or should be
returned to the parents of the child or should
be freed for adoption or other permanent
placement; and

‘‘(C) the services necessary to facilitate
the return of the child or the placement of
the child for adoption or legal guardianship;

‘‘(2) be operating, to the satisfaction of the
Secretary—

‘‘(A) a statewide information system from
which can be readily determined the status,
demographic characteristics, location, and
goals for the placement of every child who is
(or, within the immediately preceding 12
months, has been) in foster care;

‘‘(B) a case review system (as defined in
section 475(5)) for each child receiving foster
care under the supervision of the State;

‘‘(C) a service program designed to help
children—

‘‘(i) where appropriate, return to families
from which they have been removed; or

‘‘(ii) be placed for adoption, with a legal
guardian, or, if adoption or legal guardian-
ship is determined not to be appropriate for
a child, in some other planned, permanent
living arrangement; and

‘‘(D) a replacement preventive services
program designed to help children at risk of
foster care placement remain with their fam-
ilies; and

‘‘(3)(A) have reviewed (or by October 31,
1995 will have reviewed) State policies and
administrative and judicial procedures in ef-
fect for children abandoned at or shortly
after birth (including policies and procedures
providing for legal representation of such
children); and

‘‘(B) be implementing (or by October 31,
1996, will be implementing) such policies and
procedures as the State determines, on the
basis of the review described in clause (i), to
be necessary to enable permanent decisions
to be made expeditiously with respect to the
placement of such children.
SEC. 702. REPEALS AND CONFORMING AMEND-

MENTS.
(a) ABANDONED INFANTS ASSISTANCE.—
(1) REPEAL.—The Abandoned Infants As-

sistance Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 670 note) is re-
pealed.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
421(7) of the Domestic Violence Service Act
of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 5061(7)) is amended to read
as follows:

‘‘(7) the term ‘boarder baby’ means an in-
fant who is medically cleared for discharge
from an acute-care hospital setting, but re-
mains hospitalized because of a lack of ap-
propriate out-of-hospital placement alter-
natives.’’.

(b) CHILD ABUSE PREVENTION AND TREAT-
MENT.—

(1) REPEAL.—The Child Abuse Prevention
and Treatment Act (42 U.S.C. 5101 et seq.) is
repealed.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—The Victims
of Crime Act of 1984 (42 U.S.C. 10601 et seq.)
is amended by striking section 1404A.

(c) ADOPTION OPPORTUNITIES.—The Child
Abuse Prevention and Treatment and Adop-
tion Reform Act of 1978 (42 U.S.C. 5111 et
seq.) is repealed.

(d) FAMILY SUPPORT CENTERS.—Subtitle F
of title VII of the Stewart B. McKinney
Homeless Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 11481–
11489) is repealed.

(e) FOSTER CARE.—Section 472(d) (42 U.S.C.
672(d)) is amended by striking ‘‘422(b)(9)’’ and
inserting ‘‘425’’.
SEC. 703. EFFECTIVE DATE.

The amendments and repeals made by this
title shall take effect on October 1, 1995, and

shall apply with respect to activities under
State programs on and after that date.

TITLE VIII—SSI REFORM

Subtitle A—Eligibility of Children for
Benefits

SEC. 801. RESTRICTIONS ON ELIGIBILITY.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1614(a)(3)(A) (42

U.S.C. 1382c(a)(3)(A)) is amended—
(1) by inserting ‘‘(i)’’ after ‘‘(3)(A)’’;
(2) by inserting ‘‘who has attained 18 years

of age’’ before ‘‘shall be considered’’;
(3) by striking ‘‘he’’ and inserting ‘‘the in-

dividual’’;
(4) by striking ‘‘(or, in the case of an indi-

vidual under the age of 18, if he suffers from
any medically determinable physical or men-
tal impairment of comparable severity)’’;
and

(5) by adding after and below the end the
following:

‘‘(ii) An individual who has not attained 18
years of age shall be considered to be dis-
abled for purposes of this title for a month if
the individual has any medically determina-
ble physical or mental impairment (or com-
bination of impairments) that meets the re-
quirements, applicable to individuals who
have not attained 18 years of age, of the List-
ings of Impairments set forth in appendix 1
of subpart P of part 404 of title 20, Code of
Federal Regulations, or the individual has a
combination of impairments the effect of
which should be considered disabling for pur-
poses of this title. In applying this clause,
such Listings shall not include maladaptive
behavior or psychoactive substance depend-
ence disorder (as specified in the appendix
setting forth such Listings).’’.

(b) TRANSITION TO NEW ELIGIBILITY CRI-
TERIA.—Within 3 months after the date of the
enactment of this Act, the Commissioner of
Social Security shall establish a functional
equivalency standard separate from the List-
ing of Impairments (set forth in appendix 1
of subpart P of part 404 of title 20, Code of
Federal Regulations (revised as of April 1,
1994)) under which a child with a combina-
tion of impairments should be considered
disabled for purposes of the supplemental se-
curity income program under title XVI of
the Social Security Act. Within 10 months
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Commissioner shall review the case of
each individual who, immediately before
such date of enactment, qualified for bene-
fits under such program by reason of an indi-
vidualized functional assessment in order to
determine eligibility under such Listings
and the criteria established under such
standard.

SEC. 802. CONTINUING DISABILITY REVIEWS FOR
CERTAIN CHILDREN.

Section 1614(a)(3)(G) (42 U.S.C.
1382c(a)(3)(G)) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(i)’’ after ‘‘(G)’’; and
(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(ii)(I) Not less frequently than once every

3 years, the Commissioner shall redetermine
the eligibility for benefits under this title of
each individual who has not attained 18
years of age and is eligible for such benefits
by reason of disability.

‘‘(II) Subclause (I) shall not apply to an in-
dividual if the individual has an impairment
(or combination of impairments) which is (or
are) not expected to improve.

‘‘(III) Subject to recommendations made
by the Commissioner, parents or guardians
of recipients whose cases are reviewed under
this clause shall present, at the time of re-
view, evidence demonstrating that funds pro-
vided under this title have been used to as-
sist the recipient in improving the condition
which was the basis for providing benefits
under this title.’’.
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SEC. 803. DISABILITY REVIEW REQUIRED FOR SSI

RECIPIENTS WHO ARE 18 YEARS OF
AGE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1614(a)(3)(G) (42
U.S.C. 1382c(a)(3)(G)), as amended by section
802 of this subtitle, is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘‘(iii)(I) The Commissioner shall redeter-
mine the eligibility of a qualified individual
for supplemental security income benefits
under this title by reason of disability, by
applying the criteria used in determining eli-
gibility for such benefits of applicants who
have attained 18 years of age.

‘‘(II) The redetermination required by
subclause (I) with respect to a qualified indi-
vidual shall be conducted during the 1-year
period that begins on the date the qualified
individual attains 18 years of age.

‘‘(III) As used in this clause, the term
‘qualified individual’ means an individual
who attains 18 years of age and is a recipient
of benefits under this title by reason of dis-
ability.

‘‘(IV) A redetermination under subclause
(I) of this clause shall be considered a sub-
stitute for a review required under any other
provision of this subparagraph.’’.

(b) REPORT TO THE CONGRESS.—Not later
than October 1, 1998, the Commissioner of
Social Security shall submit to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Finance
of the Senate a report on the activities con-
ducted under section 1614(a)(3)(G)(iii) of the
Social Security Act.

(c) CONFORMING REPEAL.—Section 207 of
the Social Security Independence and Pro-
gram Improvements Act of 1994 (42 U.S.C.
1382 note; 108 Stat. 1516) is hereby repealed.
SEC. 804. APPLICABILITY.

(a) NEW ELIGIBILITY STANDARDS AND DIS-
ABILITY REVIEWS FOR CHILDREN.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), the amendments made by sec-
tions 801 and 802 shall apply to benefits for
months beginning more than 9 months after
the date of the enactment of this Act, with-
out regard to whether regulations have been
issued to implement such amendments.

(2) TRANSITIONAL RULE.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—For months beginning

after the date of the enactment of this Act
and before the first month to which the
amendments made by section 801 apply under
paragraph (1) and subject to subparagraph
(B), no individual who has not attained 18
years of age shall be considered to be dis-
abled for purposes of the supplemental secu-
rity income program under title XVI of the
Social Security Act solely on the basis of
maladaptive behavior or psychoactive sub-
stance dependence disorder.

(B) EXCEPTION FOR CURRENT BENE-
FICIARIES.—Subparagraph (A) shall not apply
in the case of an individual who is a recipi-
ent of supplemental security income benefits
under such title for the month in which this
Act becomes law.

(b) DISABILITY REVIEWS FOR 18-YEAR OLD
RECIPIENTS.—The amendments made by sec-
tion 803 shall apply to benefits for months
beginning after the date of the enactment of
this Act.
Subtitle B—Denial of SSI Benefits by Reason
of Disability to Drug Addicts and Alcoholics

SEC. 811. DENIAL OF SSI BENEFITS BY REASON
OF DISABILITY TO DRUG ADDICTS
AND ALCOHOLICS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1614(a)(3) (42
U.S.C. 1382c(a)(3)) is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘‘(I) Notwithstanding subparagraph (A), an
individual shall not be considered to be dis-
abled for purposes of this title if alcoholism
or drug addiction would (but for this sub-
paragraph) be a contributing factor material

to the Commissioner’s determination that
the individual is disabled.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Section 1611(e) (42 U.S.C. 1382(e)) is

amended by striking paragraph (3).
(2) Section 1631(a)(2)(A)(ii) (42 U.S.C.

1383(a)(2)(A)(ii)) is amended—
(A) by striking ‘‘(I)’’; and
(B) by striking subclause (II).
(3) Section 1631(a)(2)(B) (42 U.S.C.

1383(a)(2)(B)) is amended—
(A) by striking clause (vii);
(B) in clause (viii), by striking ‘‘(ix)’’ and

inserting ‘‘(viii)’’;
(C) in clause (ix)—
(i) by striking ‘‘(viii)’’ and inserting

‘‘(vii)’’; and
(ii) in subclause (II), by striking all that

follows ‘‘15 years’’ and inserting a period;
(D) in clause (xiii)—
(i) by striking ‘‘(xii)’’ and inserting ‘‘(xi)’’;

and
(ii) by striking ‘‘(xi)’’ and inserting ‘‘(x)’’;

and
(E) by redesignating clauses (viii) through

(xiii) as clauses (vii) through (xii), respec-
tively.

(4) Section 1631(a)(2)(D)(i)(II) (42 U.S.C.
1383(a)(2)(D)(i)(II)) is amended by striking all
that follows ‘‘$25.00 per month’’ and inserting
a period.

(5) Section 1634 (42 U.S.C. 1383c) is amended
by striking subsection (e).

(6) Section 201(c)(1) of the Social Security
Independence and Program Improvements
Act of 1994 (42 U.S.C. 425 note) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘—’’ and all that follows
through ‘‘(A)’’ the 1st place such term ap-
pears;

(B) by striking ‘‘and’’ the 3rd place such
term appears;

(C) by striking subparagraph (B);
(D) by striking ‘‘either subparagraph (A) or

subparagraph (B)’’ and inserting ‘‘the preced-
ing sentence’’; and

(E) by striking ‘‘subparagraph (A) or (B)’’
and inserting ‘‘the preceding sentence’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall take effect on Oc-
tober 1, 1995, and shall apply with respect to
months beginning on or after such date.

(d) FUNDING OF CERTAIN PROGRAMS FOR
DRUG ADDICTS AND ALCOHOLICS.—Out of any
money in the Treasury of the United States
not otherwise appropriated, the Secretary of
the Treasury shall pay to the Director of the
National Institute on Drug Abuse—

(1) $95,000,000, for each of fiscal years 1997,
1998, 1999, and 2000, for expenditure through
the Federal Capacity Expansion Program to
expand the availability of drug treatment;
and

(2) $5,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1997,
1998, 1999, and 2000 to be expended solely on
the medication development project to im-
prove drug abuse and drug treatment re-
search.

TITLE IX—FINANCING
Subtitle A—Treatment of Aliens

SEC. 901. EXTENSION OF DEEMING OF INCOME
AND RESOURCES UNDER AFDC, SSI,
AND FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subsections (b) and (c), in applying sections
415 and 1621 of the Social Security Act and
section 5(i) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977,
the period in which each respective section
otherwise applies with respect to an alien
shall be extended through the date (if any)
on which the alien becomes a citizen of the
United States (under chapter 2 of title III of
the Immigration and Nationality Act).

(b) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (a) shall not
apply to an alien if—

(1) the alien has been lawfully admitted to
the United States for permanent residence,

has attained 75 years of age, and has resided
in the United States for at least 5 years;

(2) the alien—
(A) is a veteran (as defined in section 101 of

title 38, United States Code) with a discharge
characterized as an honorable discharge,

(B) is on active duty (other than active
duty for training) in the Armed Forces of the
United States, or

(C) is the spouse or unmarried dependent
child of an individual described in subpara-
graph (A) or (B);

(3) the alien is the subject of domestic vio-
lence by the alien’s spouse and a divorce be-
tween the alien and the alien’s spouse has
been initiated through the filing of an appro-
priate action in an appropriate court; or

(4) there has been paid with respect to the
self-employment income or employment of
the alien, or of a parent or spouse of the
alien, taxes under chapter 2 or chapter 21 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 in each of
20 different calendar quarters.

(c) HOLD HARMLESS FOR MEDICAID ELIGI-
BILITY.—Subsection (a) shall not apply with
respect to determinations of eligibility for
benefits under part A of title IV of the Social
Security Act or under the supplemental in-
come security program under title XVI of
such Act but only insofar as such determina-
tions provide for eligibility for medical as-
sistance under title XIX of such Act.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall
take effect on October 1, 1995.

SEC. 902. REQUIREMENTS FOR SPONSOR’S AFFI-
DAVITS OF SUPPORT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title II of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act is amended by in-
serting after section 213 the following new
section:

‘‘REQUIREMENTS FOR SPONSOR’S AFFIDAVIT OF
SUPPORT

‘‘SEC. 213A. (a) ENFORCEABILITY.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—No affidavit of support

may be accepted by the Attorney General or
by any consular officer to establish that an
alien is not excludable under section 212(a)(4)
unless such affidavit is executed as a con-
tract—

‘‘(A) which is legally enforceable against
the sponsor by the Federal Government, by a
State, or by any political subdivision of a
State, providing cash benefits under a public
cash assistance program (as defined in sub-
section (f)(2)), but not later than 5 years
after the date the alien last receives any
such cash benefit; and

‘‘(B) in which the sponsor agrees to submit
to the jurisdiction of any Federal or State
court for the purpose of actions brought
under subsection (e)(2).

‘‘(2) EXPIRATION OF LIABILITY.—Such con-
tract shall only apply with respect to cash
benefits described in paragraph (1)(A) pro-
vided to an alien before the earliest of the
following:

‘‘(A) CITIZENSHIP.—The date the alien be-
comes a citizen of the United States under
chapter 2 of title III.

‘‘(B) VETERAN.—The first date the alien is
described in section 901(b)(2)(A).

‘‘(C) PAYMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY TAXES.—
The first date as of which the condition de-
scribed in section 901(b)(4) is met with re-
spect to the alien.

‘‘(3) NONAPPLICATION DURING CERTAIN PERI-
ODS.—Such contract also shall not apply
with respect to cash benefits described in
paragraph (1)(A) provided during any period
in which the alien is described in section
901(b)(2)(B) or 901(b)(2)(C).

‘‘(b) FORMS.—Not later than 90 days after
the date of enactment of this section, the At-
torney General, in consultation with the
Secretary of State and the Secretary of
Health and Human Services, shall formulate
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an affidavit of support consistent with the
provisions of this section.

‘‘(c) NOTIFICATION OF CHANGE OF AD-
DRESS.—

‘‘(1) REQUIREMENT.—The sponsor shall no-
tify the Federal Government and the State
in which the sponsored alien is currently
resident within 30 days of any change of ad-
dress of the sponsor during the period speci-
fied in subsection (a)(1)(A).

‘‘(2) ENFORCEMENT.—Any person subject to
the requirement of paragraph (1) who fails to
satisfy such requirement shall be subject to
a civil penalty of—

‘‘(A) not less than $250 or more than $2,000,
or

‘‘(B) if such failure occurs with knowledge
that the sponsored alien has received any
benefit under any means-tested public bene-
fits program, not less than $2,000 or more
than $5,000.

‘‘(d) REIMBURSEMENT OF GOVERNMENT EX-
PENSES.—

‘‘(1) REQUEST FOR REIMBURSEMENT.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Upon notification that a

sponsored alien has received any cash bene-
fits described in subsection (a)(1)(A), the ap-
propriate Federal, State, or local official
shall request reimbursement by the sponsor
in the amount of such cash benefits.

‘‘(B) REGULATIONS.—The Attorney General,
in consultation with the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, shall prescribe such
regulations as may be necessary to carry out
subparagraph (A).

‘‘(2) INITIATION OF ACTION.—If within 45
days after requesting reimbursement, the ap-
propriate Federal, State, or local agency has
not received a response from the sponsor in-
dicating a willingness to commence pay-
ments, an action may be brought against the
sponsor pursuant to the affidavit of support.

‘‘(3) FAILURE TO ABIDE BY REPAYMENT
TERMS.—If the sponsor fails to abide by the
repayment terms established by such agen-
cy, the agency may, within 60 days of such
failure, bring an action against the sponsor
pursuant to the affidavit of support.

‘‘(4) LIMITATION ON ACTIONS.—No cause of
action may be brought under this subsection
later than 5 years after the date the alien
last received any cash benefit described in
subsection (a)(1)(A).

‘‘(f) DEFINITIONS.—For the purposes of this
section:

‘‘(1) SPONSOR.—The term ‘sponsor’ means
an individual who—

‘‘(A) is a citizen or national of the United
States or an alien who is lawfully admitted
to the United States for permanent resi-
dence;

‘‘(B) is 18 years of age or over; and
‘‘(C) is domiciled in any State.
‘‘(2) PUBLIC CASH ASSISTANCE PROGRAM.—

The term ‘public cash assistance program’
means a program of the Federal Government
or of a State or political subdivision of a
State that provides direct cash assistance for
the purpose of income maintenance and in
which the eligibility of an individual, house-
hold, or family eligibility unit for cash bene-
fits under the program, or the amount of
such cash benefits, or both are determined
on the basis of income, resources, or finan-
cial need of the individual, household, or
unit. Such term does not include any pro-
gram insofar as it provides medical, housing,
education, job training, food, or in-kind as-
sistance or social services.’’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
contents of such Act is amended by inserting
after the item relating to section 213 the fol-
lowing:
‘‘Sec. 213A. Requirements for sponsor’s affi-

davit of support.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Subsection (a) of sec-
tion 213A of the Immigration and National-
ity Act, as inserted by subsection (a) of this

section, shall apply to affidavits of support
executed on or after a date specified by the
Attorney General, which date shall be not
earlier than 60 days (and not later than 90
days) after the date the Attorney General
formulates the form for such affidavits under
subsection (b) of such section 213A.
SEC. 903. EXTENDING REQUIREMENT FOR AFFI-

DAVITS OF SUPPORT TO FAMILY-RE-
LATED AND DIVERSITY IMMI-
GRANTS.

(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 212(a)(4) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1182(a)(4)) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(4) PUBLIC CHARGE AND AFFIDAVITS OF SUP-
PORT.—

‘‘(A) PUBLIC CHARGE.—Any alien who, in
the opinion of the consular officer at the
time of application for a visa, or in the opin-
ion of the Attorney General at the time of
application for admission or adjustment of
status, is likely at any time to become a
public charge is excludable.

‘‘(B) AFFIDAVITS OF SUPPORT.—Any immi-
grant who seeks admission or adjustment of
status as any of the following is excludable
unless there has been executed with respect
to the immigrant an affidavit of support pur-
suant to section 213A:

‘‘(i) As an immediate relative (under sec-
tion 201(b)(2)).

‘‘(ii) As a family-sponsored immigrant
under section 203(a) (or as the spouse or child
under section 203(d) of such an immigrant).

‘‘(iii) As the spouse or child (under section
203(d)) of an employment-based immigrant
under section 203(b).

‘‘(iv) As a diversity immigrant under sec-
tion 203(c) (or as the spouse or child under
section 203(d) of such an immigrant).’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply to aliens
with respect to whom an immigrant visa is
issued (or adjustment of status is granted)
after the date specified by the Attorney Gen-
eral under section 902(c).

Subtitle B—Limitation on Emergency
Assistance Expenditures

SEC. 911. LIMITATION ON EXPENDITURES FOR
EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 403(a)(5) (42
U.S.C. 602(a)(5)) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘‘(5) in the case of any State, an amount
equal to the lesser of—

‘‘(A) 50 percent of the total amount ex-
pended under the State plan during such
quarter as emergency assistance to needy
families with children; or

‘‘(B) the greater of—
‘‘(i) the total amount expended under the

State plan during the fiscal year that imme-
diately precedes the fiscal year in which the
quarter occurs; multiplied by

‘‘(I) 4 percent, if the national unemploy-
ment rate for the United States (as deter-
mined by the Secretary of Labor) for the 3rd
or 4th quarter of the immediately preceding
fiscal year is at least 7 percent; or

‘‘(II) 3 percent, otherwise; or
‘‘(ii) the total amount expended under the

State plan during fiscal year 1995 as emer-
gency assistance to needy families with chil-
dren.’’.

(b) AUTHORITY OF STATES TO DEFINE EMER-
GENCY ASSISTANCE.—Section 406(e)(1) (42
U.S.C. 606(e)(1)) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘‘(e)(1)(A) The term ‘emergency assistance
to needy families with children’ means emer-
gency assistance furnished by an eligible
State with respect to an eligible needy child
to avoid destitution of the child or to pro-
vide living arrangements in a home for the
child.

‘‘(B) As used in this paragraph:
‘‘(i) The term ‘emergency assistance’

means emergency assistance as provided for

in the State plan approved under section 402
of an eligible State, but shall not include
care for an eligible needy child or other
member of the household in which the child
is living to the extent that the child or other
member is entitled to such care as medical
assistance under the State plan under title
XIX.

‘‘(ii) The term ‘eligible needy child’ means
a needy child—

‘‘(I) who has not attained 21 years of age;
‘‘(II) who is or (within such period as the

Secretary may specify) has been living with
any relative specified in subsection (a)(1) in
a place of residence maintained by 1 or more
of such relatives as the home of the relative
or relatives;

‘‘(III) who is without available resources;
and

‘‘(IV) whose requirement for emergency as-
sistance did not arise because the child or
relative refused without good cause to accept
employment or training for employment.

‘‘(iii) The term ‘‘eligible State’’ means a
State whose State plan approved under sec-
tion 402 includes provision for emergency as-
sistance.’’.

Subtitle C—Tax Provisions

SEC. 921. CERTAIN FEDERAL ASSISTANCE IN-
CLUDIBLE IN GROSS INCOME.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part II of subchapter B of
chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 (relating to items specifically included
in gross income) is amended by adding at the
end the following new section:

‘‘SEC. 91. CERTAIN FEDERAL ASSISTANCE.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Gross income shall in-

clude an amount equal to the specified Fed-
eral assistance received by the taxpayer dur-
ing the taxable year.

‘‘(b) SPECIFIED FEDERAL ASSISTANCE.—For
purposes of this section—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘specified Fed-
eral assistance’ means—

‘‘(A) aid provided under a State plan ap-
proved under part A of title IV of the Social
Security Act (relating to aid to families with
dependent children), and

‘‘(B) assistance provided under any food
stamp program.

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULE.—In the case of assist-
ance provided under a program described in
subsection (d)(2), such term shall include
only the assistance required to be provided
under section 21 or 22 (as the case may be) of
the Food Stamp Act of 1977.

‘‘(c) INDIVIDUALS SUBJECT TO TAX.—For
purposes of this section—

‘‘(1) AFDC.—Aid described in subsection
(b)(1)(A) shall be treated as received by the
relative with whom the dependent child is
living (within the meaning of section 406(c)
of the Social Security Act).

‘‘(2) FOOD STAMPS.—In the case of assist-
ance described in subsection (b)(1)(B)—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subparagraph (B), such assistance shall be
treated as received ratably by each of the in-
dividuals taken into account in determining
the amount of such assistance for the benefit
of such individuals.

‘‘(B) ASSISTANCE TO CHILDREN TREATED AS
RECEIVED BY PARENTS, ETC.—The amount of
assistance which would (but for this subpara-
graph) be treated as received by a child shall
be treated as received as follows:

‘‘(i) If there is an includible parent, such
amount shall be treated as received by the
includible parent (or if there is more than 1
includible parent, as received ratably by
each includible parent).

‘‘(ii) If there is no includible parent and
there is an includible grandparent, such
amount shall be treated as received by the
includible grandparent (or if there is more
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than 1 includible grandparent, as received
ratably by each includible grandparent).

‘‘(iii) If there is no includible parent or
grandparent, such amount shall be treated as
received ratably by each includible adult.

‘‘(C) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of sub-
paragraph (B)—

‘‘(i) CHILD.—The term ‘child’ means any in-
dividual who has not attained age 16 as of
the close of the taxable year. Such term
shall not include any individual who is an in-
cludible parent of a child (as defined in the
preceding sentence).

‘‘(ii) ADULT.—The term ‘adult’ means any
individual who is not a child.

‘‘(iii) INCLUDIBLE.—The term ‘includible’
means, with respect to any individual, an in-
dividual who is included in determining the
amount of assistance paid to the household
which includes the child.

‘‘(iv) PARENT.—The term ‘parent’ includes
the stepfather and stepmother of the child.

‘‘(v) GRANDPARENT.—The term ‘grand-
parent’ means any parent of a parent of the
child.

‘‘(d) FOOD STAMP PROGRAM.—For purposes
of subsection (b), the term ‘food stamp pro-
gram’ means—

‘‘(1) the food stamp program (as defined in
section 3(h) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977),
and

‘‘(2) the portion of the program under sec-
tions 21 and 22 of such Act which provides
food assistance.’’

(b) REPORTING.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subpart B of part III of

subchapter A of chapter 61 of such Code is
amended by adding at the end the following
new section:

‘‘SEC. 6050Q. PAYMENTS OF CERTAIN FEDERAL
ASSISTANCE.

‘‘(a) REQUIREMENT OF REPORTING.—The ap-
propriate official shall make a return, ac-
cording to the forms and regulations pre-
scribed by the Secretary, setting forth—

‘‘(1) the aggregate amount of specified Fed-
eral assistance paid to any individual during
any calendar year, and

‘‘(2) the name, address, and TIN of such in-
dividual.

‘‘(b) STATEMENTS TO BE FURNISHED TO PER-
SONS WITH RESPECT TO WHOM INFORMATION IS

REQUIRED.—Every person required to make a
return under subsection (a) shall furnish to
each individual whose name is re-
quired to be set forth in such return a writ-
ten statement showing—

‘‘(1) the name of the agency making the
payments, and

‘‘(2) the aggregate amount of payments
made to the individual which are required to
be shown on such return.
The written statement required under the
preceding sentence shall be furnished to the
individual on or before January 31 of the
year following the calendar year for which
the return under subsection (a) was required
to be made.

‘‘(c) DEFINITIONS AND SPECIAL RULE.—For
purposes of this section—

‘‘(1) APPROPRIATE OFFICIAL.—The term ‘ap-
propriate official’ means—

‘‘(A) in the case of specified Federal assist-
ance described in section 91(b)(1)(A), the
head of the State agency administering the
plan under which such assistance is provided,

‘‘(B) in the case of specified Federal assist-
ance described in section 91(b)(1)(B), the head
of the State agency administering the pro-
gram under which such assistance is pro-
vided, and

‘‘(C) in the case of specified Federal assist-
ance described in section 91(b)(1)(C), the head
of the State pubic housing agency admin-
istering the program under which such as-
sistance is provided.

‘‘(2) SPECIFIED FEDERAL ASSISTANCE.—The
term ‘specified Federal assistance’ has the
meaning given such term by section 91(b).

‘‘(3) AMOUNTS TREATED AS PAID.—The rules
of section 91(c) shall apply for purposes of de-
termining to whom specified Federal assist-
ance is paid.’’

(2) PENALTIES.—
(A) Subparagraph (B) of section 6724(b)(1)

of such Code is amended by redesignating
clauses (ix) through (xiv) as clauses (x)
through (xv), respectively, and by inserting
after clause (viii) the following new clause:

‘‘(ix) section 6050Q (relating to payments of
certain Federal assistance),’’.

(B) Paragraph (2) of section 6724(d) of such
Code is amended by redesignating subpara-
graphs (Q) through (T) as subparagraphs (R)
through (U), respectively, and by inserting
after subparagraph (P) the following new
subparagraph:

‘‘(Q) section 6050Q(b) (relating to payments
of certain Federal assistance),’’.

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—
(1) The table of sections for part II of sub-

chapter B of chapter 1 of such Code is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new
item:

‘‘Sec. 91. Certain Federal assistance.’’

(2) The table of sections for subpart B of
part III of subchapter A of chapter 61 of such
Code is amended by adding at the end the
following new item:

‘‘Sec. 6050Q. Payments of certain Federal as-
sistance.’’

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to benefits
received after December 31, 1995.

SEC. 922. EARNED INCOME TAX CREDIT DENIED
TO INDIVIDUALS NOT AUTHORIZED
TO BE EMPLOYED IN THE UNITED
STATES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 32(c)(1) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to indi-
viduals eligible to claim the earned income
tax credit) is amended by adding at the end
the following new subparagraph:

‘‘(F) IDENTIFICATION NUMBER REQUIRE-
MENT.—The term ‘eligible individual’ does
not include any individual who does not in-
clude on the return of tax for the taxable
year—

‘‘(i) such individual’s taxpayer identifica-
tion number, and

‘‘(ii) if the individual is married (within
the meaning of section 7703), the taxpayer
identification number of such individual’s
spouse.’’

(b) SPECIAL IDENTIFICATION NUMBER.—Sec-
tion 32 of such Code is amended by adding at
the end the following new subsection:

‘‘(k) IDENTIFICATION NUMBERS.—Solely for
purposes of subsections (c)(1)(F) and
(c)(3)(D), a taxpayer identification number
means a social security number issued to an
individual by the Social Security Adminis-
tration (other than a social security number
issued pursuant to clause (II) (or that por-
tion of clause (III) that relates to clause (II))
of section 205(c)(2)(B)(i) of the Social Secu-
rity Act).’’

(c) EXTENSION OF PROCEDURES APPLICABLE
TO MATHEMATICAL OR CLERICAL ERRORS.—
Section 6213(g)(2) of such Code (relating to
the definition of mathematical or clerical er-
rors) is amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at the
end of subparagraph (D), by striking the pe-
riod at the end of subparagraph (E) and in-
serting ‘‘, and’’, and by inserting after sub-
paragraph (E) the following new subpara-
graph:

‘‘(F) an omission of a correct taxpayer
identification number required under section
32 (relating to the earned income tax credit)
to be included on a return.’’

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1995.
SEC. 923. PHASEOUT OF EARNED INCOME CREDIT

FOR INDIVIDUALS HAVING MORE
THAN $2,500 OF TAXABLE INTEREST
AND DIVIDENDS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 32 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by redesig-
nating subsections (i) and (j) as subsections
(j) and (k), respectively, and by inserting
after subsection (h) the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(i) PHASEOUT OF CREDIT FOR INDIVIDUALS
HAVING MORE THAN $2,500 OF TAXABLE INTER-
EST AND DIVIDENDS.—If the aggregate
amount of interest and dividends includible
in the gross income of the taxpayer for the
taxable year exceeds $2,500, the amount of
the credit which would (but for this sub-
section) be allowed under this section for
such taxable year shall be reduced (but not
below zero) by an amount which bears the
same ratio to such amount of credit as such
excess bears to $650.’’

(b) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—Subsection (j)
of section 32 of such Code (relating to infla-
tion adjustments), as redesignated by sub-
section (a), is amended by striking paragraph
(2) and by inserting the following new para-
graphs:

‘‘(2) INTEREST AND DIVIDEND INCOME LIMITA-
TION.—In the case of a taxable year begin-
ning in a calendar year after 1996, each dollar
amount contained in subsection (i) shall be
increased by an amount equal to—

‘‘(A) such dollar amount, multiplied by
‘‘(B) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-

mined under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar
year in which the taxable year begins, deter-
mined by substituting ‘calendar year 1995’
for ‘calendar year 1992’ in subparagraph (B)
thereof.

‘‘(3) ROUNDING.—If any amount as adjusted
under paragraph (1) or (2) is not a multiple of
$10, such dollar amount shall be rounded to
the nearest multiple of $10.’’

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1995.
SEC. 924. AFDC AND FOOD STAMP BENEFITS NOT

TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT FOR PUR-
POSES OF THE EARNED INCOME TAX
CREDIT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 32 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to the earned
income tax credit), as amended by section
932(b) of this Act, is amended by adding at
the end the following new subsection:

‘‘(l) ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME DETERMINED
WITHOUT REGARD TO CERTAIN FEDERAL AS-
SISTANCE.—For purposes of this section, ad-
justed gross income shall be determined
without regard to any amount which is in-
cludible in gross income solely by reason of
section 91.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1995.

TITLE X—FOOD ASSISTANCE REFORM
Subtitle A—Food Stamp Program Integrity

and Reform
SEC. 1001. AUTHORITY TO ESTABLISH AUTHOR-

IZATION PERIODS.
Section 9(a)(1) of the Food Stamp Act of

1977 (7 U.S.C. 2018(a)(1)) is amended by adding
at the end the following: ‘‘The Secretary is
authorized to issue regulations establishing
specific time periods during which authoriza-
tion to accept and redeem coupons under the
food stamp program shall be valid.’’.
SEC. 1002. SPECIFIC PERIOD FOR PROHIBITING

PARTICIPATION OF STORES BASED
ON LACK OF BUSINESS INTEGRITY.

Section 9(a)(1) of the Food Stamp Act of
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2018(a)(1)), as amended by sec-
tion 1001, is amended by adding at the end
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the following: ‘‘The Secretary is authorized
to issue regulations establishing specific
time periods during which a retail food store
or wholesale food concern that has an appli-
cation for approval to accept and redeem
coupons denied or that has such an approval
withdrawn on the basis of business integrity
and reputation cannot submit a new applica-
tion for approval. Such periods shall reflect
the severity of business integrity infractions
that are the basis of such denials or with-
drawals.’’.
SEC. 1003. INFORMATION FOR VERIFYING ELIGI-

BILITY FOR AUTHORIZATION.
Section 9(c) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977

(7 U.S.C. 2018(c)) is amended—
(1) in the first sentence by inserting ‘‘,

which may include relevant income and sales
tax filing documents,’’ after ‘‘submit infor-
mation’’ ; and

(2) by inserting after the first sentence the
following: ‘‘The regulations may require re-
tail food stores and wholesale food concerns
to provide written authorization for the Sec-
retary to verify all relevant tax filings with
appropriate agencies and to obtain corrobo-
rating documentation from other sources in
order that the accuracy of information pro-
vided by such stores and concerns may be
verified.’’.
SEC. 1004. WAITING PERIOD FOR STORES THAT

INITIALLY FAIL TO MEET AUTHOR-
IZATION CRITERIA.

Section 9(d) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977
(7 U.S.C. 2018(d)) is amended by adding at the
end the following: ‘‘Regulations issued pur-
suant to this Act shall prohibit a retail food
store or wholesale food concern that has an
application for approval to accept and re-
deem coupons denied because it does not
meet criteria for approval established by the
Secretary in regulations from submitting a
new application for six months from the date
of such denial.’’.
SEC. 1005. BASIS FOR SUSPENSIONS AND DIS-

QUALIFICATIONS.
Section 12(a) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977

(7 U.S.C. 2021(a)) is amended by adding at the
end the following: ‘‘Regulations issued pur-
suant to this Act shall provide criteria for
the finding of violations and the suspension
or disqualification of a retail food store or
wholesale food concern on the basis of evi-
dence which may include, but is not limited
to, facts established through on-site inves-
tigations, inconsistent redemption data, or
evidence obtained through transaction re-
ports under electronic benefit transfer sys-
tems.’’.
SEC. 1006. AUTHORITY TO SUSPEND STORES VIO-

LATING PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS
PENDING ADMINISTRATIVE AND JU-
DICIAL REVIEW.

(a) Section 12(a) of the Food Stamp Act of
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2021(a)), as amended by section
1005, is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: ‘‘Such regulations may establish cri-
teria under which the authorization of a re-
tail food store or wholesale food concern to
accept and redeem coupons may be sus-
pended at the time such store or concern is
initially found to have committed violations
of program requirements. Such suspension
may coincide with the period of a review as
provided in section 14. The Secretary shall
not be liable for the value of any sales lost
during any suspension or disqualification pe-
riod.’’.

(b) Section 14(a) of the Food Stamp Act of
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2023(a)) is amended—

(1) in the first sentence by inserting ‘‘sus-
pended,’’ before ‘‘disqualified or subjected’’;

(2) in the fifth sentence by inserting before
the period at the end the following: ‘‘, except
that in the case of the suspension of a retail
food store or wholesale food concern pursu-
ant to section 12(a), such suspension shall re-
main in effect pending any administrative or
judicial review of the proposed disqualifica-

tion action, and the period of suspension
shall be deemed a part of any period of dis-
qualification which is imposed.’’; and

(3) by striking the last sentence.
SEC. 1007. DISQUALIFICATION OF RETAILERS

WHO ARE DISQUALIFIED FROM THE
WIC PROGRAM.

Section 12 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7
U.S.C. 2021) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(g) The Secretary shall issue regulations
providing criteria for the disqualification of
approved retail food stores and wholesale
food concerns that are otherwise disqualified
from accepting benefits under the Special
Supplemental Nutrition Program for
Women, Infants and Children (WIC) author-
ized under section 17 of the Child Nutrition
Act of 1966. Such disqualification—

‘‘(1) shall be for the same period as the dis-
qualification from the WIC Program;

‘‘(2) may begin at a later date; and
‘‘(3) notwithstanding section 14 of this Act,

shall not be subject to administrative or ju-
dicial review.’’.
SEC. 1008. PERMANENT DEBARMENT OF RETAIL-

ERS WHO INTENTIONALLY SUBMIT
FALSIFIED APPLICATIONS.

Section 12 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7
U.S.C. 2021), as amended by section 1007, is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(h) The Secretary shall issue regulations
providing for the permanent disqualification
of a retail food store or wholesale food con-
cern that is determined to have knowingly
submitted an application for approval to ac-
cept and redeem coupons which contains
false information about one or more sub-
stantive matters which were the basis for
providing approval. Any disqualification im-
posed under this subsection shall be subject
to administrative and judicial review pursu-
ant to section 14, but such disqualification
shall remain in effect pending such review.’’.
SEC. 1009. EXPANDED CIVIL AND CRIMINAL FOR-

FEITURE FOR VIOLATIONS OF THE
FOOD STAMP ACT.

(a) FORFEITURE OF ITEMS EXCHANGED IN
FOOD STAMP TRAFFICKING.—Section 15(g) of
the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2024(g))
is amended by striking ‘‘or intended to be
furnished’’.

(b) CIVIL AND CRIMINAL FORFEITURE.—Sec-
tion 15 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7
U.S.C. 2024)) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(h)(1) CIVIL FORFEITURE FOR FOOD STAMP
BENEFIT VIOLATIONS.—

‘‘(A) Any food stamp benefits and any
property, real or personal—

‘‘(i) constituting, derived from, or trace-
able to any proceeds obtained directly or in-
directly from, or

‘‘(ii) used, or intended to be used, to com-
mit, or to facilitate,
the commission of a violation of subsection
(b) or subsection (c) involving food stamp
benefits having an aggregate value of not
less than $5,000, shall be subject to forfeiture
to the United States.

‘‘(B) The provisions of chapter 46 of title
18, relating to civil forfeitures shall extend
to a seizure or forfeiture under this sub-
section, insofar as applicable and not incon-
sistent with the provisions of this sub-
section.

‘‘(2) CRIMINAL FORFEITURE FOR FOOD STAMP
BENEFIT VIOLATIONS.—

‘‘(A)(i) Any person convicted of violating
subsection (b) or subsection (c) involving
food stamp benefits having an aggregate
value of not less than $5,000, shall forfeit to
the United States, irrespective of any State
law—

‘‘(I) any food stamp benefits and any prop-
erty constituting, or derived from, or trace-
able to any proceeds such person obtained di-
rectly or indirectly as a result of such viola-
tion; and

‘‘(II) any food stamp benefits and any of
such person’s property used, or intended to
be used, in any manner or part, to commit,
or to facilitate the commission of such viola-
tion.

‘‘(ii) In imposing sentence on such person,
the court shall order that the person forfeit
to the United States all property described
in this subsection.

‘‘(B) All food stamp benefits and any prop-
erty subject to forfeiture under this sub-
section, any seizure and disposition thereof,
and any administrative or judicial proceed-
ing relating thereto, shall be governed by
subsections (b), (c), (e), and (g) through (p) of
section 413 of the Comprehensive Drug Abuse
Prevention and Control Act of 1970 (21 U.S.C.
853), insofar as applicable and not inconsist-
ent with the provisions of this subsection.

‘‘(3) This subsection shall not apply to
property specified in subsection (g) of this
section.

‘‘(4) The Secretary may prescribe such
rules and regulations as may be necessary to
carry out this subsection.’’.

SEC. 1010. EXPANDED AUTHORITY FOR SHARING
INFORMATION PROVIDED BY RE-
TAILERS.

(a) Section 205(c)(2)(C)(iii) (42 U.S.C.
405(c)(2)(C)(iii)) (as amended by section 316(a)
of the Social Security Administrative Re-
form Act of 1994 (Public Law 103–296; 108
Stat. 1464) is amended—

(1) by inserting in the first sentence of
subclause (II) after ‘‘instrumentality of the
United States’’ the following: ‘‘, or State
government officers and employees with law
enforcement or investigative responsibil-
ities, or State agencies that have the respon-
sibility for administering the Special Sup-
plemental Nutrition Program for Women, In-
fants and Children (WIC)’’;

(2) by inserting in the last sentence of
subclause (II) immediately after ‘‘other Fed-
eral’’ the words ‘‘or State’’; and

(3) by inserting ‘‘or a State’’ in subclause
(III) immediately after ‘‘United States’’.

(b) Section 6109(f)(2) of the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986 (26 U.S.C. 6109(f)(2)) (as
added by section 316(b) of the Social Security
Administrative Reform Act of 1994 (Public
Law 103–296; 108 Stat. 1464)) is amended—

(1) by inserting in subparagraph (A) after
‘‘instrumentality of the United States’’ the
following: ‘‘, or State government officers
and employees with law enforcement or in-
vestigative responsibilities, or State agen-
cies that have the responsibility for admin-
istering the Special Supplemental Nutrition
Program for Women, Infants and Children
(WIC)’’;

(2) in the last sentence of subparagraph (A)
by inserting ‘‘or State’’ after ‘‘other Fed-
eral’’; and

(3) in subparagraph (B) by inserting ‘‘or a
State’’ after ‘‘United States’’.

SEC. 1011. EXPANDED DEFINITION OF ‘‘COUPON’’.
Section 3(d) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977

(7 U.S.C. 2012(d)) is amended by striking ‘‘or
type of certificate’’ and inserting ‘‘type of
certificate, authorization cards, cash or
checks issued of coupons or access devices,
including, but not limited to, electronic ben-
efit transfer cards and personal identifica-
tion numbers’’.

SEC. 1012. DOUBLED PENALTIES FOR VIOLATING
FOOD STAMP PROGRAM REQUIRE-
MENTS.

Section 6(b)(1) of the Food Stamp Act of
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2015(b)(1)) is amended—

(1) in clause (i)—
(A) by striking ‘‘six months’’ and inserting

‘‘1 year’’; and
(B) by adding ‘‘and’’ at the end; and
(2) striking clauses (ii) and (iii) and insert-

ing the following:
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‘‘(ii) permanently upon—
‘‘(I) the second occasion of any such deter-

mination; or
‘‘(II) the first occasion of a finding by a

Federal, State, or local court of the trading
of a controlled substance (as defined in sec-
tion 102 of the Controlled Substances Act (21
U.S.C. 802)), firearms, ammunition, or explo-
sives for coupons.’’.
SEC. 1013. MANDATORY CLAIMS COLLECTION

METHODS.
(a) Section 11(e)(8) of the Food Stamp Act

of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2020(e)(8)) is amended by in-
serting ‘‘or refunds of Federal taxes as au-
thorized pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 3720A’’ before
the semicolon at the end.

(b) Section 13(d) of the Food Stamp Act of
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2022(d)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘may’’ and inserting
‘‘shall’’; and

(2) by inserting ‘‘or refunds of Federal
taxes as authorized pursuant to 31 U.S.C.
3720A’’ before the period at the end.

(c) Section 6103(1) of the Internal Revenue
Code (26 U.S.C. 6103(1)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘officers and employees’’ in
paragraph (10)(A) and inserting ‘‘officers,
employees or agents, including State agen-
cies’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘officers and employees’’ in
paragraph (10)(B) and inserting ‘‘officers, em-
ployees or agents, including State agencies’’.
SEC. 1014. REDUCTION OF BASIC BENEFIT LEVEL.

Section 3(o) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977
(7 U.S.C. 2012(o)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and (11)’’ and inserting
‘‘(11)’’;

(2) in clause (11) by inserting ‘‘through Oc-
tober 1, 1994’’ after ‘‘each October 1 there-
after’’; and

(3) by inserting before the period at the end
the following:
‘‘, and (12) on October 1, 1995, and on each Oc-
tober 1 thereafter, adjust the cost of such
diet to reflect 102 percent of the cost, in the
preceding June (without regard to any pre-
vious adjustment made under this clause or
clauses (4) through (11) of this subsection)
and round the result to the nearest lower
dollar increment for each household size’’.
SEC. 1015. PRO-RATING BENEFITS AFTER INTER-

RUPTIONS IN PARTICIPATION.
Section 8(c)(2)(B) of the Food Stamp Act of

1977 (7 U.S.C. 2017(c)(2)(B)) is amended by
striking ‘‘of more than one month’’.
SEC. 1016. WORK REQUIREMENT FOR ABLE-BOD-

IED RECIPIENTS.
(a) WORK REQUIREMENT.—Section 6(d) of

the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2015(d))
is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing:

‘‘(5)(A) Except as provided in subpara-
graphs (B), (C), and (D), an individual who
has received an allotment for six consecutive
months during which such individual has not
been employed a minimum of an average of
20 hours per week shall be disqualified if
such individual is not employed at least an
average of 20 hours per week, participating
in a workfare program under section 20 (or a
comparable State or local workfare pro-
gram), or participating in and complying
with the requirements of an approved em-
ployment and training program under para-
graph (4).

‘‘(B) The provisions of subparagraph (A)
shall not apply in the case of an individual
who—

‘‘(i) is under eighteen or over fifty years of
age;

‘‘(ii) is certified by a physician as phys-
ically or mentally unfit for employment;

‘‘(iii) is a parent or other member of a
household that includes a minor child;

‘‘(iv) is participating a minimum of an av-
erage of 20 hours per week and is in compli-
ance with the requirements of—

‘‘(I) a program under the Job Training
Partnership Act (29 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.);

‘‘(II) a program under section 236 of the
Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2296); or

‘‘(III) another program for the purpose of
employment and training operated by a
State or local government, as determined ap-
propriate by the Secretary; or

‘‘(v) or would otherwise be exempt under
subsection (d)(2).

‘‘(C) The Secretary may waive the require-
ments of subparagraph (A) in the case of
some or all individuals within all or part of
State if the Secretary finds that such area—

‘‘(i) has an unemployment rate of over 7
percent; or

‘‘(ii) does not have a sufficient number of
jobs to provide employment for individuals
subject to this paragraph. The Secretary
shall report to the Committee on Agri-
culture of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry of the Senate on the basis in
which the Secretary made this decision.

‘‘(D) An individual who has been disquali-
fied from the food stamp program by reason
of subparagraph (A) may reestablish eligi-
bility for assistance—

‘‘(i) by meeting the requirements of sub-
paragraph (A);

‘‘(ii) by becoming exempt under subpara-
graph (B); or

‘‘(iii) if the Secretary grants a waiver
under subparagraph (C).

‘‘(E) A household (as defined in section 3(i)
of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C.
2015(i)) that includes an individual who re-
fuses to work, refuses to look for work, turns
down a job, or refuses to participate in the
State program if the State places the indi-
vidual in such program shall be ineligible to
receive food stamp benefits. The State agen-
cy shall reduce, by such amount the State
considers appropriate, the amount otherwise
payable to a household that includes an indi-
vidual who fails without good cause to com-
ply with other requirements of the individ-
ual responsibility plan signed by the individ-
ual.

‘‘(F) The State agency shall make an ini-
tial assessment of the skills, prior work ex-
perience, and employability of each partici-
pant not exempted under subparagraph (B)
within six months of initial certification.
The State agency shall use such assessment,
in consultation with the program partici-
pant, to develop an Individual Responsibility
Plan for the participant. Such plan—

‘‘(i) shall provide that participation in food
stamp employment and training activities
shall be a condition of eligibility for food
stamp benefits, except during any period of
unsubsidized full-time employment in the
private sector;

‘‘(ii) shall establish an employment goal
and a plan for moving the individual into
private sector employment immediately;

‘‘(iii) shall establish the obligations of the
participant, which shall include actions that
will help the individual obtain and keep pri-
vate sector employment; and

‘‘(iv) may require that the individual enter
the State program approved under part G or
part H of title IV of the Social Security Act
if the caseworker determines that the indi-
vidual will need education, training, job
placement assistance, wage enhancement, or
other services to obtain private sector em-
ployment.’’.

(b) ENHANCED EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING
PROGRAM.—Section 16(h)(1) of the Food
Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2025 (h)(1)) is
amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A)—
(A) by striking ‘‘$75,000,000’’ and inserting

‘‘$150,000,000’’; and
(B) by striking ‘‘1991 through 1995’’ and in-

serting ‘‘1996 through 2000’’;

(2) by striking subparagraphs (B), (C), (E)
and (F) and redesignating subparagraph (D)
as subparagraph (B); and

(3) in subparagraph (B) (as so redesig-
nated), by striking ‘‘for each’’ and all that
follows through ‘‘of $60,000,000’’ and inserting
‘‘the Secretary shall allocate funding’’.

(c) REQUIRED PARTICIPATION IN WORK AND
TRAINING PROGRAMS.—Section 6(d)(4) of the
Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2015(d)(4)),
is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing:

‘‘(O) The State agency shall provide an op-
portunity to participate in the employment
and training program under this paragraph
to any individual who would otherwise be-
come subject to disqualification under para-
graph (5)(A).’’.

(d) COORDINATING WORK REQUIREMENTS IN
AFDC AND FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS.—Section
6(d)(4) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7
U.S.C. 2015(d)(4)), as amended by subsection
(c), is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(P)(i) Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this paragraph, a State agency that
meets the participation requirements of
paragraph (ii) may operate its employment
and training program for persons receiving
allotments under this Act as part of its Work
First Program under part F of title IV of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 681 et seq.), ex-
cept that sections 487(b) and 489(a)(4) shall
not apply to any months during which a per-
son participates in such program while not
receiving income under part A of subtitle IV
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et
seq.). If a State agency exercises the option
provided under this subparagraph, the oper-
ation of this program shall be subject to the
requirements of such part F, except that any
reference to ‘aid to families with dependent
children’ in such part shall be deemed a ref-
erence to food stamp benefits for purposes of
any person not receiving income under such
part A.

‘‘(ii) A State may exercise the option pro-
vided under clause (i) if it provides any per-
sons subject to the requirements of para-
graph (5) who is not employed at least an av-
erage of 20 hours per week or participating in
a workfare program under section 20 (or a
comparable State or local program) with the
opportunity to participate in an approved
employment and training program. A State
agency shall be considered to have complied
with the requirements of this subparagraph
in any area for which a waiver under sub-
section (5)(4)(C) is in effect.’’.
SEC. 1017. EXTENDING CURRENT CLAIMS RETEN-

TION RATES.
Section 16(a) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977

(7 U.S.C. 2025(a)) is amended by striking
‘‘September 30, 1995’’ each place it appears
and inserting ‘‘September 30, 2000’’.
SEC. 1018. COORDINATION OF EMPLOYMENT AND

TRAINING PROGRAMS.
(a) Section 8(d) of the Food Stamp Act of

1977 (7 U.S.C. 2019(d)) is amended—
(1) by inserting ‘‘or any work requirement

under such program’’ after ‘‘assistance pro-
gram’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘If a household fails to comply with a work
requirement in the program under part A of
title IV of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.
601 et seq.), the household shall not receive
an increased allotment under this Act as a
result of a decrease in the household’s in-
come caused by a penalty imposed under
such Act, and the State agency is authorized
to reduce the household’s allotment by no
more than 25 percent.’’.
SEC. 1019. PROMOTING EXPANSION OF ELEC-

TRONIC BENEFITS TRANSFER.
Section 7(i) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977

(7 U.S.C. 2016(i)(1)) is amended—
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(1) by amending paragraph (1) to read:
‘‘(1)(A) State agencies are encouraged to

implement an on-line electronic benefit
transfer system in which household benefits
determined under section 8(a) are issued
from and stored in a central data bank and
electronically accessed by household mem-
bers at the point-of-sale.

‘‘(B) Subject to paragraph (2), a State
agency is authorized to procure and imple-
ment an electronic benefit transfer system
under the terms, conditions, and design that
the State agency deems appropriate.

‘‘(C) The Secretary shall, upon request of a
State agency, waive any provision of this
subsection prohibiting the effective imple-
mentation of an electronic benefit transfer
system consistent with the purposes of this
Act. The Secretary shall act upon any re-
quest for such a waiver within 90 days of re-
ceipt of a complete application.’’;

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘for the
approval’’; and

(3) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘the Sec-
retary shall not approve such a system un-
less’’ and inserting ‘‘the State agency shall
ensure that’’.
SEC. 1020. ONE-YEAR FREEZE OF STANDARD DE-

DUCTION.
Section 5(e) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977

(7 U.S.C. 2014(e)) is amended in the second
sentence by inserting ‘‘except October 1,
1995’’ after ‘‘thereafter’’.
SEC. 1021. NUTRITION ASSISTANCE FOR PUERTO

RICO.
Section 19(a)(1)(A) of the Food Stamp Act

of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2028(a)(1)(A)) is amended—
(1) by striking ‘‘1994, and’’ and inserting

‘‘1994,’’; and
(2) by inserting ‘‘and $1,143,000,000 for fiscal

year 1996,’’ before ‘‘to finance’’.
SEC. 1022. OTHER AMENDMENTS TO THE FOOD

STAMP ACT OF 1977.
(a) CERTIFICATION PERIOD.—(1) Section 3(c)

of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C.
2012(c)) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(c) ‘Certification period’ means the period
specified by the State agency for which
households shall be eligible to receive au-
thorization cards, except that such period
shall be—

‘‘(1) 24 months for households in which all
adult members are elderly or disabled; and

‘‘(2) not more than 12 months for all other
households.’’.

(2) Section 6(c)(1)(C) of the Food Stamp
Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2015(c)(1)(C)) is amend-
ed—

(A) in clause (ii) by adding ‘‘and’’ at the
end;

(B) in clause (iii) by striking ‘‘; and’’ at the
end and inserting a period; and

(C) by striking clause (iv).
(b) INCLUSION OF ENERGY ASSISTANCE IN IN-

COME.—
(1) AMENDMENTS TO THE FOOD STAMP ACT OF

1977.—Section 5 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977
(7 U.S.C. 2014) is amended—

(A) in subsection (d)—
(i) by striking paragraph (11); and
(ii) by redesignating paragraphs (12)

through (16) as paragraphs (11) through (15),
respectively; and

(B) in subsection (k)—
(i) in paragraph (1)(B) by striking ‘‘, not in-

cluding energy or utility-cost assistance,’’;
and

(ii) in paragraph (2)—
(I) by striking subparagraph (C); and
(II) by redesignating subparagraphs (D)

through (H) as subparagraphs (C) through
(J), respectively.

(2) AMENDMENTS TO THE LOW-INCOME HOME
ENERGY ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1981.—Section
2605(f) of the Low-Income Home Energy As-
sistance Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 8624(f)) is
amended—

(A) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘food
stamps,’’; and

(B) by amending paragraph (2) to read as
follows:

‘‘(2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply for any
purpose under the Food Stamp Act of 1977.’’.

(c) EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN JTPA INCOME.—
Section 5(d) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7
U.S.C. 2014(d)), as amended by subsection (b),
is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and (15)’’ and inserting
‘‘(15)’’; and

(2) by inserting before the period the fol-
lowing:
‘‘, and (16) income received under the Job
Training Partnership Act by a household
member who is less than 19 years of age’’.

(d) EXCLUSION OF EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE
FROM INCOME.—Section 5(d) of the Food
Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2014(d)) is amend-
ed—

(1) by amending paragraph (3) to read as
follows: ‘‘(3) all educational loans on which
payment is deferred (including any loan
origination fees or insurance premiums asso-
ciated with such loans), grants, scholarships,
fellowships, veterans’ educational benefits,
and the like awarded to a household member
enrolled at a recognized institution of post-
secondary education, at a school for the
handicapped, in a vocational education pro-
gram, or in a program that provides for com-
pletion of a secondary school diploma or ob-
taining the equivalent thereof,’’; and

(2) in paragraph (5) by striking ‘‘and no
portion’’ and all that follows through ‘‘reim-
bursement’’.

(e) LIMITATION ON ADDITIONAL EARNED IN-
COME DEDUCTION.—The 3rd sentence of sec-
tion 5(e) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7
U.S.C. 2014(e)) is amended by striking
‘‘earned income that’’ and all that follows
through ‘‘report’’, and inserting ‘‘determin-
ing an overissuance due to the failure of a
household to report earned income’’.

(f) EXCLUSION OF ESSENTIAL EMPLOYMENT-
RELATED PROPERTY.—Section 5(g)(3) of the
Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2014(g)(3)) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(3) The value of real and tangible personal
property (other than currency, commercial
paper, and similar property) of a household
member that is essential to the employment
or self-employment of such member shall be
excluded by the Secretary from financial re-
sources until the expiration of the 1-year pe-
riod beginning on the date such member
ceases to be so employed or so self-em-
ployed.’’.

(g) EXCLUSION OF LIFE INSURANCE POLI-
CIES.—Section 5(g) of the Food Stamp Act of
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2014(g)) is amended by adding
at the end the following:

‘‘(6) The Secretary shall exclude from fi-
nancial resources the cash value of any life
insurance policy owned by a member of a
household.’’.

(h) IN-TANDEM EXCLUSIONS FROM INCOME.—
Section 5 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7
U.S.C. 2014) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(n) Whenever a Federal statute enacted
after the date of the enactment of this Act
excludes funds from income for purposes of
determining eligibility, benefit levels, or
both under State plans approved under part
A of title IV of the Social Security Act, then
such funds shall be excluded from income for
purposes of determining eligibility, benefit
levels, or both, respectively, under the food
stamp program of households all of whose
members receive benefits under a State plan
approved under part A of title IV of the So-
cial Security Act.’’.

(i) APPLICATION OF AMENDMENTS.—The
amendments made by this section shall not
apply with respect to certification periods

beginning before the effective date of this
section.

Subtitle B—Commodity Distribution

SEC. 1051. SHORT TITLE.
This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Com-

modity Distribution Act of 1995’’.

SEC. 1052. AVAILABILITY OF COMMODITIES.
(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of

law, the Secretary of Agriculture (herein-
after in this subtitle referred to as the ‘‘Sec-
retary’’) is authorized during fiscal years
1996 through 2000 to purchase a variety of nu-
tritious and useful commodities and distrib-
ute such commodities to the States for dis-
tribution in accordance with this subtitle.

(b) In addition to the commodities de-
scribed in subsection (a), the Secretary may
expend funds made available to carry out the
section 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935 (7
U.S.C. 612c), which are not expended or need-
ed to carry out such sections, to purchase,
process, and distribute commodities of the
types customarily purchased under such sec-
tion to the States for distribution in accord-
ance to this subtitle.

(c) In addition to the commodities de-
scribed in subsections (a) and (b), agricul-
tural commodities and the products thereof
made available under clause (2) of the second
sentence of section 32 of the Act of August
24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c), may be made avail-
able by the Secretary to the States for dis-
tribution in accordance with this subtitle.

(d) In addition to the commodities de-
scribed in subsections (a), (b), and (c), com-
modities acquired by the Commodity Credit
Corporation that the Secretary determines,
in the discretion of the Secretary, are in ex-
cess of quantities needed to—

(1) carry out other domestic donation pro-
grams;

(2) meet other domestic obligations;
(3) meet international market development

and food aid commitments, and
(4) carry out the farm price and income

stabilization purposes of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938, the Agricultural Act
of 1949, and the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion Charter Act; shall be made available by
the Secretary, without charge or credit for
such commodities, to the States for distribu-
tion in accordance with this subtitle.

(e) During each fiscal year, the types, vari-
eties, and amounts of commodities to be pur-
chased under this subtitle shall be deter-
mined by the Secretary. In purchasing such
commodities, except those commodities pur-
chased pursuant to section 1060, the Sec-
retary shall, to the extent practicable and
appropriate, make purchases based on—

(1) agricultural market conditions;
(2) the preferences and needs of States and

distributing agencies; and
(3) the preferences of the recipients.

SEC. 1053. STATE, LOCAL AND PRIVATE
SUPPLEMENTATION OF COMMOD-
ITIES.

(a) The Secretary shall establish proce-
dures under which State and local agencies,
recipient agencies, or any other entity or
person may supplement the commodities dis-
tributed under this subtitle for use by recipi-
ent agencies with nutritious and wholesome
commodities that such entities or persons
donate for distribution, in all or part of the
State, in addition to the commodities other-
wise made available under this subtitle.

(b) States and eligible recipient agencies
may use—

(1) the funds appropriated for administra-
tive cost under section 1059(b);

(2) equipment, structures, vehicles, and all
other facilities involved in the storage, han-
dling, or distribution of commodities made
available under this subtitle; and
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(3) the personnel, both paid or volunteer,

involved in such storage, handling, or dis-
tribution; to store, handle or distribute com-
modities donated for use under subsection
(a).

(c) States and recipient agencies shall con-
tinue, to the maximum extent practical, to
use volunteer workers, and commodities and
other foodstuffs donated by charitable and
other organizations, in the distribution of
commodities under this subtitle.
SEC. 1054. STATE PLAN.

(a) A State seeking to receive commodities
under this subtitle shall submit a plan of op-
eration and administration every four years
to the Secretary for approval. The plan may
be amended at any time, with the approval
of the Secretary.

(b) The State plan, at a minimum, shall—
(1) designate the State agency responsible

for distributing the commodities received
under this subtitle;

(2) set forth a plan of operation and admin-
istration to expeditiously distribute com-
modities under this subtitle in quantities re-
quested to eligible recipient agencies in ac-
cordance with sections 1056 and 1060;

(3) set forth the standards of eligibility for
recipient agencies; and

(4) set forth the standards of eligibility for
individual or household recipients of com-
modities, which at minimum shall require—

(A) individuals or households to be com-
prised of needy persons; and

(B) individual or household members to be
residing in the geographic location served by
the distributing agency at the time of appli-
cation for assistance.

(c) The Secretary shall encourage each
State receiving commodities under this sub-
title to establish a State advisory board con-
sisting of representatives of all interested
entities, both public and private, in the dis-
tribution of commodities received under this
subtitle in the State.

(d) A State agency receiving commodities
under this subtitle may—

(1)(A) enter into cooperative agreements
with State agencies of other States to joint-
ly provide commodities received under this
subtitle to eligible recipient agencies that
serve needy persons in a single geographical
area which includes such States; or

(B) transfer commodities received under
this subtitle to any such eligible recipient
agency in the other State under such agree-
ment; and

(2) advise the Secretary of an agreement
entered into under this subsection and the
transfer of commodities made pursuant to
such agreement.
SEC. 1055. ALLOCATION OF COMMODITIES TO

STATES.
(a) In each fiscal year, except for those

commodities purchased under section 1060,
the Secretary shall allocate the commodities
distributed under this subtitle as follows:

(1) 60 percent of such total value of com-
modities shall be allocated in a manner such
that the value of commodities allocated to
each State bears the same ratio to 60 percent
of such total value as the number of persons
in households within the State having in-
comes below the poverty line bears to the
total number of persons in households within
all States having incomes below such pov-
erty line. Each State shall receive the value
of commodities allocated under this para-
graph.

(2) 40 percent of such total value of com-
modities shall be allocated in a manner such
that the value of commodities allocated to
each State bears the same ratio to 40 percent
of such total value as the average monthly
number of unemployed persons within the
State bears to the average monthly number
of unemployed persons within all States dur-
ing the same fiscal year. Each State shall re-

ceive the value of commodities allocated to
the State under this paragraph.

(b)(1) The Secretary shall notify each State
of the amount of commodities that such
State is allotted to receive under subsection
(a) or this subsection, if applicable. Each
State shall promptly notify the Secretary if
such State determines that it will not accept
any or all of the commodities made available
under such allocation. On such a notification
by a State, the Secretary shall reallocate
and distribute such commodities in a manner
the Secretary deems appropriate and equi-
table. The Secretary shall further establish
procedures to permit States to decline to re-
ceive portions of such allocation during each
fiscal year in a manner the State determines
is appropriate and the Secretary shall reallo-
cate and distribute such allocation as the
Secretary deems appropriate and equitable.

(2) In the event of any drought, flood, hur-
ricane, or other natural disaster affecting
substantial numbers of persons in a State,
county, or parish, the Secretary may request
that States unaffected by such a disaster
consider assisting affected States by allow-
ing the Secretary to reallocate commodities
from such unaffected State to States con-
taining areas adversely affected by the disas-
ter.

(c) Purchases of commodities under this
subtitle shall be made by the Secretary at
such times and under such conditions as the
Secretary determines appropriate within
each fiscal year. All commodities so pur-
chased for each such fiscal year shall be de-
livered at reasonable intervals to States
based on the allocations and reallocations
made under subsections (a) and (b), and or
carry out section 1060, not later than Decem-
ber 31 of the following fiscal year.
SEC. 1056. PRIORITY SYSTEM FOR STATE DIS-

TRIBUTION OF COMMODITIES.
(a) In distributing the commodities allo-

cated under subsections (a) and (b) of section
1055, the State agency, under procedures de-
termined by the State agency, shall offer, or
otherwise make available, its full allocation
of commodities for distribution to emer-
gency feeding organizations.

(b) If the State agency determines that the
State will not exhaust the commodities allo-
cated under subsections (a) and (b) of section
1055 through distribution to organizations
referred to in subsection (a), its remaining
allocation of commodities shall be distrib-
uted to charitable institutions described in
section 1063(3) not receiving commodities
under subsection (a).

(c) If the State agency determines that the
State will not exhaust the commodities allo-
cated under subsections (a) and (b) of section
1055 through distribution to organizations
referred to in subsections (a) and (b), its re-
maining allocation of commodities shall be
distributed to any eligible recipient agency
not receiving commodities under subsections
(a) and (b).
SEC. 1057. INITIAL PROCESSING COSTS.

The Secretary may use funds of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation to pay the costs
of initial processing and packaging of com-
modities to be distributed under this subtitle
into forms and in quantities suitable, as de-
termined by the Secretary, for use by the in-
dividual households or eligible recipient
agencies, as applicable. The Secretary may
pay such costs in the form of Corporation-
owned commodities equal in value to such
costs. The Secretary shall ensure that any
such payments in kind will not displace com-
mercial sales of such commodities.
SEC. 1058. ASSURANCES; ANTICIPATED USE.

(a) The Secretary shall take such pre-
cautions as the Secretary deems necessary
to ensure that commodities made available
under this subtitle will not displace commer-

cial sales of such commodities or the prod-
ucts thereof. The Secretary shall submit to
the Committee on Agriculture of the House
of Representatives and the Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the
Senate by December 31, 1997, and not less
than every two years thereafter, a report as
to whether and to what extent such displace-
ments or substitutions are occurring.

(b) The Secretary shall determine that
commodities provided under this subtitle
shall be purchased and distributed only in
quantities that can be consumed without
waste. No eligible recipient agency may re-
ceive commodities under this subtitle in ex-
cess of anticipated use, based on inventory
records and controls, or in excess of its abil-
ity to accept and store such commodities.

SEC. 1059. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
(a) PURCHASE OF COMMODITIES.—To carry

out this subtitle, there are authorized to be
appropriated $260,000,000 for each of the fiscal
years 1996 through 2000 to purchase, process,
and distribute commodities to the States in
accordance with this subtitle.

(b) ADMINISTRATIVE FUNDS.—
(1) There are authorized to be appropriated

$40,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 1996
through 2000 for the Secretary to make
available to the States for State and local
payments for costs associated with the dis-
tribution of commodities by eligible recipi-
ent agencies under this subtitle, excluding
costs associated with the distribution of
those commodities distributed under section
1060. Funds appropriated under this para-
graph for any fiscal year shall be allocated
to the States on an advance basis dividing
such funds among the States in the same
proportions as the commodities distributed
under this subtitle for such fiscal year are
allocated among the States. If a State agen-
cy is unable to use all of the funds so allo-
cated to it, the Secretary shall reallocate
such unused funds among the other States in
a manner the Secretary deems appropriate
and equitable.

(2)(A) A State shall make available in each
fiscal year to eligible recipient agencies in
the State not less than 40 percent of the
funds received by the State under paragraph
(1) for such fiscal year, as necessary to pay
for, or provide advance payments to cover,
the allowable expenses of eligible recipient
agencies for distributing commodities to
needy persons, but only to the extent such
expenses are actually so incurred by such re-
cipient agencies.

(B) As used in this paragraph, the term
‘‘allowable expenses’’ includes—

(i) costs of transporting, storing, handling,
repackaging, processing, and distributing
commodities incurred after such commod-
ities are received by eligible recipient agen-
cies;

(ii) costs associated with determinations of
eligibility, verification, and documentation;

(iii) costs of providing information to per-
sons receiving commodities under this sub-
title concerning the appropriate storage and
preparation of such commodities; and

(iv) costs of recordkeeping, auditing, and
other administrative procedures required for
participation in the program under this sub-
title.

(C) If a State makes a payment, using
State funds, to cover allowable expenses of
eligible recipient agencies, the amount of
such payment shall be counted toward the
amount a State must make available for al-
lowable expenses of recipient agencies under
this paragraph.

(3) States to which funds are allocated for
a fiscal year under this subsection shall sub-
mit financial reports to the Secretary, on a
regular basis, as to the use of such funds. No
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such funds may be used by States or eligible
recipient agencies for costs other than those
involved in covering the expenses related to
the distribution of commodities by eligible
recipient agencies.

(4)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph
(B), to be eligible to receive funds under this
subsection, a State shall provide in cash or
in kind (according to procedures approved by
the Secretary for certifying these in-kind
contributions) from non-Federal sources a
contribution equal to the difference be-
tween—

(i) the amount of such funds so received;
and

(ii) any part of the amount allocated to the
State and paid by the State—

(I) to eligible recipient agencies; or
(II) for the allowable expenses of such re-

cipient agencies;for use in carrying out this
subtitle.

(B) Funds allocated to a State under this
section may, upon State request, be allo-
cated before States satisfy the matching re-
quirement specified in subparagraph (A),
based on the estimated contribution re-
quired. The Secretary shall periodically rec-
oncile estimated and actual contributions
and adjust allocations to the State to cor-
rect for overpayments and underpayments.

(C) Any funds distributed for administra-
tive costs under section 1060(b) shall not be
covered by this paragraph.

(5) States may not charge for commodities
made available to eligible recipient agencies,
and may not pass on to such recipient agen-
cies the cost of any matching requirements,
under this subtitle.

(c) VALUE OF COMMODITIES.—The value of
the commodities made available under sub-
sections (c) and (d) of section 1052, and the
funds of the Corporation used to pay the
costs of initial processing, packaging (in-
cluding forms suitable for home use), and de-
livering commodities to the States shall not
be charged against appropriations authorized
by this section.
SEC. 1060. COMMODITY SUPPLEMENTAL FOOD

PROGRAM.
(a) From the funds appropriated under sec-

tion 1059(a), $94,500,000 shall be used for each
fiscal year to purchase and distribute com-
modities to supplemental feeding programs
serving woman, infants, and children or el-
derly individuals (hereinafter in this section
referred to as the ‘‘commodity supplemental
food program″), or serving both groups wher-
ever located.

(b) Not more than 20 percent of the funds
made available under subsection (a) shall be
made available to the States for State and
local payments of administrative costs asso-
ciated with the distribution of commodities
by eligible recipient agencies under this sec-
tion. Administrative costs for the purposes
of the commodity supplemental food pro-
gram shall include, but not be limited to, ex-
penses for information and referral, oper-
ation, monitoring, nutrition education,
start-up costs, and general administration,
including staff, warehouse and transpor-
tation personnel, insurance, and administra-
tion of the State or local office.

(c)(1) During each fiscal year the commod-
ity supplemental food program is in oper-
ation, the types, varieties, and amounts of
commodities to be purchased under this sec-
tion shall be determined by the Secretary,
but, if the Secretary proposes to make any
significant changes in the types, varieties, or
amounts from those that were available or
were planned at the beginning of the fiscal
year the Secretary shall report such changes
before implementation to the Committee on
Agriculture of the House of Representatives
and the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri-
tion, and Forestry of the Senate.

(2) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, the Commodity Credit Corporation
shall, to the extent that the Commodity
Credit Corporation inventory levels permit,
provide not less than 9,000,000 pounds of
cheese and not less than 4,000,000 pounds of
nonfat dry milk in each of the fiscal years
1996 through 2000 to the Secretary. The Sec-
retary shall use such amounts of cheese and
nonfat dry milk to carry out the commodity
supplemental food program before the end of
each fiscal year.

(d) The Secretary shall, in each fiscal year,
approve applications of additional sites for
the program, including sites that serve only
elderly persons, in areas in which the pro-
gram currently does not operate, to the full
extent that applications can be approved
within the appropriations available for the
program for the fiscal year and without re-
ducing actual participation levels (including
participation of elderly persons under sub-
section (e)) in areas in which the program is
in effect.

(e) If a local agency that administers the
commodity supplemental food program de-
termines that the amount of funds made
available to the agency to carry out this sec-
tion exceeds the amount of funds necessary
to provide assistance under such program to
women, infants, and children, the agency,
with the approval of the Secretary, may per-
mit low-income elderly persons (as defined
by the Secretary) to participate in and be
served by such program.

(f)(1) If it is necessary for the Secretary to
pay a significantly higher than expected
price for one or more types of commodities
purchased under this section, the Secretary
shall promptly determine whether the price
is likely to cause the number of persons that
can be served in the program in a fiscal year
to decline.

(2) If the Secretary determines that such a
decline would occur, the Secretary shall
promptly notify the State agencies charged
with operating the program of the decline
and shall ensure that a State agency notify
all local agencies operating the program in
the State of the decline.

(g) Commodities distributed to States pur-
suant to this section shall not be considered
in determining the commodity allocation to
each State under section 1055 or priority of
distribution under section 1056.
SEC. 1061. COMMODITIES NOT INCOME.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, commodities distributed under this sub-
title shall not be considered income or re-
sources for purposes of determining recipient
eligibility under any Federal, State, or local
means-tested program.
SEC. 1062. PROHIBITION AGAINST CERTAIN

STATE CHARGES.
Whenever a commodity is made available

without charge or credit under this subtitle
by the Secretary for distribution within the
States to eligible recipient agencies, the
State may not charge recipient agencies any
amount that is in excess of the State’s direct
costs of storing, and transporting to recipi-
ent agencies the commodities minus any
amount the Secretary provides the State for
the costs of storing and transporting such
commodities.
SEC. 1063. DEFINITIONS.

As used in this subtitle:
(1) The term ‘‘average monthly number of

unemployed persons’’ means the average
monthly number of unemployed persons
within a State in the most recent fiscal year
for which such information is available as
determined by the Bureau of Labor Statis-
tics of the Department of Labor.

(2) The term ‘‘elderly persons’’ means indi-
viduals 60 years of age or older.

(3) The term ‘‘eligible recipient agency’’
means a public or nonprofit organization
that administers—

(A) an institution providing commodities
to supplemental feeding programs serving
women, infants, and children or serving el-
derly persons, or serving both groups;

(B) an emergency feeding organization;
(C) a charitable institution (including hos-

pitals and retirement homes and excluding
penal institutions) to the extent that such
institution serves needy persons;

(D) a summer camp for children, or a child
nutrition program providing food service;

(E) a nutrition project operating under the
Older Americans Act of 1965, including such
projects that operate a congregate nutrition
site and a project that provides home-deliv-
ered meals; or

(F) a disaster relief program; and that has
been designated by the appropriate State
agency, or by the Secretary, and approved by
the Secretary for participation in the pro-
gram established under this subtitle.

(4) The term ‘‘emergency feeding organiza-
tion’’ means a public or nonprofit organiza-
tion that administers activities and projects
(including the activities and projects of a
charitable institution, a food bank, a food
pantry, a hunger relief center, a soup kitch-
en, or a similar public or private nonprofit
eligible recipient agency) providing nutri-
tion assistance to relieve situations of emer-
gency and distress through the provision of
food to needy persons, including low-income
and unemployed persons.

(5) The term ‘‘food bank’’ means a public
and charitable institution that maintains an
established operation involving the provision
of food or edible commodities, or the prod-
ucts thereof, to food pantries, soup kitchens,
hunger relief centers, or other food or feed-
ing centers that, as an integral part of their
normal activities, provide meals or food to
feed needy persons on a regular basis.

(6) The term ‘‘food pantry’’ means a public
or private nonprofit organization that dis-
tributes food to low-income and unemployed
households, including food from sources
other than the Department of Agriculture,
to relieve situations of emergency and dis-
tress.

(7) The term ‘‘needy persons’’ means—
(A) individuals who have low incomes or

who are unemployed, as determined by the
State (in no event shall the income of such
individual or household exceed 185 percent of
the poverty line);

(B) households certified as eligible to par-
ticipate in the food stamp program under the
Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.);
or

(C) individuals or households participating
in any other Federal, or federally assisted,
means-tested program.

(8) The term ‘‘poverty line’’ has the same
meaning given such term in section 673(2) of
the Community Services Block Grant Act (42
U.S.C. 9902(2)).

(9) The term ‘‘soup kitchen’’ means a pub-
lic and charitable institution that, as inte-
gral part of its normal activities, maintains
an established feeding operation to provide
food to needy homeless persons on a regular
basis.

SEC. 1064. REGULATIONS.
(a) The Secretary shall issue regulations

within 120 days to implement this subtitle.
(b) In administering this subtitle, the Sec-

retary shall minimize, to the maximum ex-
tent practicable, the regulatory, record-
keeping, and paperwork requirements im-
posed on eligible recipient agencies.

(c) The Secretary shall as early as feasible
but not later than the beginning of each fis-
cal year, publish in the Federal Register a



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H 3677March 23, 1995
nonbinding estimate of the types and quan-
tities of commodities that the Secretary an-
ticipates are likely to be made available
under the commodity distribution program
under this subtitle during the fiscal year.

(d) The regulations issued by the Secretary
under this section shall include provisions
that set standards with respect to liability
for commodity losses for the commodities
distributed under this subtitle in situations
in which there is no evidence of negligence
or fraud, and conditions for payment to
cover such losses. Such provisions shall take
into consideration the special needs and cir-
cumstances of eligible recipient agencies.
SEC. 1065. FINALITY OF DETERMINATIONS.

Determinations made by the Secretary
under this subtitle and the facts constituting
the basis for any donation of commodities
under this subtitle, or the amount thereof,
when officially determined in conformity
with the applicable regulations prescribed by
the Secretary, shall be final and conclusive
and shall not be reviewable by any other offi-
cer or agency of the Government.
SEC. 1066. RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER PROGRAMS.

(a) Section 4(b) of the Food Stamp Act of
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2013(b)) shall not apply with re-
spect to the distribution of commodities
under this subtitle.

(b) Except as otherwise provided in section
1057, none of the commodities distributed
under this subtitle shall be sold or otherwise
disposed of in commercial channels in any
form.
SEC. 1067. SETTLEMENT AND ADJUSTMENT OF

CLAIMS.
(a) The Secretary may—
(1) determine the amount of, settle, and ad-

just any claim arising under this subtitle;
and

(2) waive such a claim if the Secretary de-
termines that to do so will serve the pur-
poses of this subtitle.

(b) Nothing contained in this section shall
be construed to diminish the authority of
the Attorney General of the United States
under section 516 of title 28, United States
Code, to conduct litigation on behalf of the
United States.
SEC. 1068. REPEALERS; AMENDMENTS.

(a) REPEALER.—The Emergency Food As-
sistance Act of 1983 (7 U.S.C. 612c note) is re-
pealed.

(b) AMENDMENTS.—
(1) The Hunger Prevention Act of 1988 (7

U.S.C. 612c note) is amended—
(A) by striking section 110; and
(B) by striking section 502.
(2) The Commodity Distribution Reform

Act and WIC Amendments of 1987 (7 U.S.C.
612c note) is amended by striking section 4.

(3) The Charitable Assistance and Food
Bank Act of 1987 (7 U.S.C. 612c note) is
amended by striking section 3.

(4) The Food Security Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C.
612c note) is amended—

(A) by striking section 1562(a) and section
1571; and

(B) in section 1562(d), by striking ‘‘section
4 of the Agricultural and Consumer Protec-
tion Act of 1973’’ and inserting ‘‘section 1060
of the Commodity Distribution Act of 1995’’.

(5) The Agricultural and Consumer Protec-
tion Act of 1973 (7 U.S.C. 612c note) is amend-
ed—

(A) in section 4(a), by striking ‘‘institu-
tions (including hospitals and facilities car-
ing for needy infants and children), supple-
mental feeding programs serving women, in-
fants and children or elderly persons, or
both, wherever located, disaster areas, sum-
mer camps for children,’’;

(B) in subsection 4(c), by striking ‘‘the
Emergency Food Assistance Act of 1983’’ and
inserting ‘‘the Commodity Distribution Act
of 1995’’; and

(C) by striking section 5.

(6) The Food, Agriculture, Conservation,
and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 612c note) is
amended by striking section 1773(f).

Title XI—DEFICIT REDUCTION
SEC. 1101. DEDICATION OF SAVINGS TO DEFICIT

REDUCTION.
(a) Upon the enactment of this Act, the Di-

rector of the Office of Management and
Budget shall make downward adjustments in
the discretionary spending limits (new budg-
et authority and outlays), as adjusted, set
forth in 601(a)(2) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974 for each of fiscal years 1996
through 1998 as follows:

(1) For fiscal year 1996, reduce new budget
authority by $1,420,000,000 and reduce outlays
by $1,420,000,000.

(2) For fiscal year 1997, reduce new budget
authority by $1,420,000,000 and reduce outlays
by $1,420,000,000.

(3) For fiscal year 1998, reduce new budget
authority by $1,470,000,000 and reduce outlays
by $1,470,000,000.

(b) Reductions in outlays resulting from
the enactment of this Act shall not be taken
into account for purposes of section 252 of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985.

TITLE XII—EFFECTIVE DATE
SEC. 1201. EFFECTIVE DATE.

Except as otherwise provided in this Act,
this Act and the amendments made by this
Act shall take effect on October 1, 1996.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
DEAL] will be recognized for 30 minutes
and the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
SHAW] will be recognized for 30 minutes
in opposition to the amendment.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. DEAL].

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, may I in-
quire as to whether or not as the des-
ignee of the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. GIBBONS], it would be in order for
5 minutes to be reserved for debate
time under the rule?

The CHAIRMAN. It is not in order.
Mr. FORD. Under the substitute it is

not in order?
The CHAIRMAN. It is not in order.
Mr. FORD. So the 5 minutes would

not be granted?
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is

correct.
Mr. DEAL. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume.
Mr. Chairman, today is the day for

change, today is the time to reaffirm
our basic belief in work. Hard work has
built this Nation and hard work con-
tinues to sustain it.

Today we are here to talk about
changing the institution of welfare and
replacing it with work. This should not
be a partisan debate, we should all
share in seeking the best answers re-
gardless of whose ideas they are.

The substitute is brought to you by
six Members and their hard-working
staffs, none of whom are chairmen or
ranking members, and three of whom
were freshmen when this issue began in
our group last Congress. In this time of
basketball fever with the final four
being talked about, I would suggest
that our bill is assigned a real label
that has made it to the final three and
for that I am grateful.

I express my appreciation to the
leadership for allowing this issue of
welfare reform to come to the floor and
to the members of the Committee on
Rules and its chairman for allowing
our substitute to be presented for de-
bate.

We believe that work is the only
long-term solution to the issue of wel-
fare, and we believe that our plan pre-
sents the best alternative with the re-
sources to the States to achieve that
transition.

In the 30 minutes that we are allot-
ted, we will do our best to reveal to
Members why we believe that our plan
presents the best alternative of making
the transition from welfare to work.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. HOYER].

(Mr. HOYER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the Deal bill.

On Tuesday, Representative CASTLE said
the Republican bill is a big-bang approach to
changing welfare.

He was right—and it is the kids who are
getting banged up.

I rise today to support the Deal substitute,
the only bill before us which makes fundamen-
tal changes to the current system while pro-
tecting our children.

The Deal bill is tough on work.
It is fair to kids.
It holds recipients accountable, and it makes

both parents responsible for taking care of
their children.

The Deal bill is tougher on work than any
proposal before the House.

Each person on welfare will be required to
sign a comprehensive individualized respon-
sibility plan.

Each recipient is required to start looking for
work immediately.

Nobody who refuses to work will get bene-
fits.

Unlike the Republican bill, the Deal bill
makes sure no kid will go to school hungry. It
makes sure no kid will be left alone when
Mom or Dad goes to work.

It cracks down on deadbeat parents to
make sure they live up to their responsibility to
support their children.

Both Democrats and Republicans agree the
current welfare system is broken.

The Deal bill is the change we need to end
welfare as we know it.

I urge support for the Deal substitute, which
truly ends welfare as we know it.

Mr. DEAL. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
the balance of my time.

b 1815

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. ARCHER], the chairman of the full
Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, it is cu-
rious to note the Democrat welfare bill
that we have before us today is only of-
fered in response to the strong action
taken by Republicans on this issue.
When the Democrats ran the Congress,
they ran away from welfare reform.
They did nothing about our crumbling
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cities, our decaying families, and our
impoverished children. Only now that
Congress is under Republican control
did the Democrats muster the will to
say, ‘‘Me, too,’’ on this vital issue.

Let us take a look, Mr. Chairman, at
this late and reluctant arrival at wel-
fare reform. What is wrong with this
amendment? Let me tell you. Their
substitute spends more on welfare than
the current law, $2 billion more.

This Democrat welfare bill raises
taxes to do so on millions of middle-in-
come working Americans. Let me re-
peat that: The Democrat welfare bill
raises taxes on millions of middle-in-
come working Americans.

It was only 5 months ago that the
American people voted the Democrat
people out of office because of their
big-taxing, big-spending ways. Now,
more than 2 million Americans will
have their taxes raised as a result of
this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the Democrats’ true
colors are showing. Their approach to
welfare, just like their approach to all
problems, is to raise taxes and spend
more money. This is a repeat of 1988.
The last welfare reform bill, you re-
member, ‘‘Let us put a few more billion
in with the promise that more people
will work and get off of welfare 5 years
later.’’

Here we are, 6 years later, about to
do the same thing under the Deal
amendment. The Democrats in Wash-
ington still do not understand that
Government is too big and spends too
much. So, once again, they raise taxes
on working Americans to redistribute
wealth to those who do not work. Their
tax hikes hit working parents with
children the hardest. These are not
rich people. They are middle-income
working Americans with children who
will lose their tax credit for child care.

As bad as their tax hikes are, there
are other problems in this bill. The
Deal substitute maintains the worst
features of the failed welfare status
quo. This amendment leaves welfare as
an entitlement, and it continues to
force Governors into inflexible posi-
tions when they appeal to Washington
on bended knee to obtain waivers so
that they can help their own citizens.
The Democrats treat as sacred the
failed welfare system that has us in
this mess in the first place.

For 30 years the Democrats built this
failed system based on a faulty founda-
tion. Now that true reform is at hand,
they just cannot bear to see their
failed creation come to an end, over $5
trillion of Government money spent on
welfare in the last 30 years, and now
they want to spend more.

I have a simple message for the
Democrats who are fighting to keep
the failed welfare status quo alive: Let
it go, let it go, let it go. Help the poor
by taking welfare off of its life support
system.

There are other features in the Deal
substitute which deserve comment. It
does not put people to work, it puts
Federal bureaucrats to work. It does

not discourage out-of-wedlock births,
it maintains the status quo. And it cre-
ates unfunded mandates on the States;
the President signed a bill yesterday to
stop this.

Mr. Chairman, welfare has left a sad
mark on the American success story. It
has created a world in which children
have no dreams for tomorrow, and par-
ents have abandoned their hopes for
today. Crime runs rampant. Fathers
run away. And leaders run from real
solutions.

The time has come to pull the plug
on the failed welfare state and to put
in its place a new system, a system
based on work, personal responsibility,
and a system that dismantles the Fed-
eral bureaucracy and gives control
where it can do the most good, at the
State and local level.

The Deal substitute does not get the
job done. It punishes the taxpayer and
maintains the failed welfare status
quo. The bill is not a good deal for any-
one. It is a bum deal for everyone, and
is should be defeated.

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I yield such time as she may consume
to the gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms.
KAPTUR].

(Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in
support of work and education as fundamental
to real welfare reform—endorse the Deal sub-
stitute—and oppose H.R. 4. Unlike H.R. 4, the
Deal substitute provides meaningful work op-
portunities immediately by moving individuals
off of welfare and into work. The Deal sub-
stitute requires that a job search begin imme-
diately. H.R. 4 does not even require people
to read the want ads.

We all agree the current welfare system
simply does not work. The current system
does not result in the very values we wish to
encourage—work, family and responsibility—
that are the underpinning of a productive soci-
ety.

For welfare reform to work, the American
people first must have job opportunities that
pay enough for them to be self-supporting.
Half the people on welfare in my community
work, but at wages too low to afford the basic
necessities. Half of our welfare caseload re-
mains on welfare just to get the health benefit
that their private sector job does not provide.

If we are to be successful, our goal must be
rooted in a strong economy that produces
good-paying jobs. We must require parents to
assume responsibility for themselves and their
families. Any reform effort must move people
toward literacy and skills advancement to get
them off welfare and ultimately into jobs that
pay a living wage. There’s something wrong
with an economy that produces more rent-a-
workers than factory jobs.

Welfare must be structured as a system that
offers a helping hand in time of need, while
also providing the path to self-sufficiency and
personal responsibility. States should be given
the flexibility to make the system work for
them, but in turn we must demand that job-
readiness and living wage jobs are the end re-
sult. Job training, child care, transportation,
and education can go a long way in moving
people off the rolls. It will be the States re-

sponsibility to address these needs. We must
make sure that uniform standards apply to all
States. Furthermore, it will be the recipients
responsibility to use these services to move
off welfare rolls into real jobs.

In February, I brought together community
leaders in my District for a forum on welfare
reform. I brought together welfare recipients
with elected officials, human service workers
with human service directors. Together we
came to a consensus on what is truly needed
to reform welfare and in my judgment the Deal
proposal comes closest to those recommenda-
tions.

NORTHWEST OHIO RECOMMENDATIONS

I would like to outline for my colleagues the
recommendations made by my community on
welfare reform. To be successful, welfare re-
form must begin on the frontlines with recipi-
ents and case workers who know what works
and what does not, on an individualized basis.
We must emphasize individualized contracts
with a local case manager who is allowed to
work with a family on its specific needs re-
garding work, education, skills training oppor-
tunities and building whole families. The cur-
rent system perpetuates people being on serv-
ice programs, not getting them off. We must
focus our attention on incentives to help the
working poor and working families move up
and out of poverty.

Case managers should be professional so-
cial workers trained in strength-based assess-
ments, not needs-based assessment. We
must change our focus from providing overly
bureaucratic eligibility determinations to one of
partnership and coordination of services. This
can be done by using an Individualized Family
Service Plan, in which the family picks its
strengths and weaknesses, goals and objec-
tives, and the case manager finds the services
in the community to meet those needs. This
approach empowers the family and gives them
the tools to get off and stay off welfare.

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RESPONSIBILITIES

FEDERAL STANDARDS

At a minimum, the Federal Government
should provide a national framework which
outlines the categorical eligibility criteria and
minimum benefits standards to ensure that the
poorest citizens receive equitable treatment.
Local agencies should not have to devote pre-
cious time to determining and redetermining
eligibility of recipients and administering the
programs. Initial determination of eligibility
should be a federal responsibility set up like
local Social Security offices. Local govern-
ments could then devote their efforts toward
training and work activities, and employment
and related supportive services such as child
care. The Federal Government should estab-
lish a person’s eligibility like Social Security
does, and develop and monitor performance
standards so that States programs can be
measured. Federal standards are critical.
When the Federal Government has failed to
do so in the past, what resulted was the ‘‘Mis-
sissippi Syndrome’’—great inequity among
States. Without Federal standards and per-
formance measures, States will not comply, as
has been demonstrated historically. Federal
regulations on confidentiality prohibit local
agencies—Head Start, welfare offices, WIC,
Department of Agriculture, PCI—from sharing
necessary information about clients. Since
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these agencies, along with many others, serv-
ice the same populations, the Federal Govern-
ment should permit cross referencing at the
local level.

STATE PARTNERSHIP, SIMPLIFICATION AND LOCAL
EMPOWERMENT

Federal block grants to the States must not
permit States to forgo their fair contribution to
alleviating poverty. States must be encour-
aged to ‘‘earn’’ Federal payments. Flexibility is
essential. What happens if there is not enough
money in a given year to finish that year?
People would be completely cut off until the
next year. States must be allowed to carry
over funds and not be penalized for good
management of money.

Human service regulations in my home
State of Ohio are some of the most com-
plicated in the Nation. The application is 37
pages long. We should not assume that if the
Federal Government cashes programs out to
the States, the system in Ohio or any other
State will be streamlined. The Federal Govern-
ment must force States to streamline regula-
tions.

It should further be required that, as a con-
dition of receiving Federal funds, States be re-
quired to sign contractual arrangements with
the local human service administering agency
that places each on an equal plane. Counties,
or any other local administering entity, should
be given equal status with the State govern-
ment to administer programs through contrac-
tual arrangements.

SIMPLIFICATION

The ideal system should encourage a team
approach with a case manager—as opposed
to a caseworker—determining what services
are needed for a specific family, then bringing
together a team at a location which is easily
accessible and user friendly. Computer linkage
at the local level is needed to ensure the suc-
cess of a team approach. Interagency con-
tracts must be established within each case
management situation to avoid limits between
agencies because of confidentiality require-
ments, and these contracts must be filtered
down to the staff level.

A common intake form should be designed
by the Federal Government, along with similar
eligibility criteria for all human service pro-
grams: Medicaid, AFDC, food stamps. Defini-
tion of eligibility relative to poverty guidelines
varies across Federal programs; it should be
simplified and made the same for all of them.
Local welfare personnel complain they spend
incredible hours of time—an average of 2
hours per client—ascertaining a client’s eligi-
bility. They are required to answer over 700
different questions about that client.

EDUCATION, TRAINING AND HEALTH INSURANCE

Two areas of policy that must be a part of
Federal welfare reform are education and job
training.

Fifty thousand adults in northwest Ohio are
illiterate, many of them on welfare. I am sure
many other Districts across our Nation face
the same situation. Welfare reform must ad-
dress this problem. Skills training and edu-
cation must be incorporated into welfare re-
form. The Federal Government must assure
educational institutions—such as some propri-
etary schools—will not rip off clients and de-
prive them of their futures. Vocational and pro-
prietary schools must be held to uniform ac-
creditation standards. Further, they must be
required to give labor market statistics about
each of their courses of study on a regular

basis. For example, northwest Ohio has a glut
of nurses, yet schools continually market nurs-
ing as an excellent field with plenty of job op-
portunities available.

Half of welfare recipients in northwest Ohio
remain on the program to receive health insur-
ance, therefore, welfare must be reformed to
offer people health insurance in private sector
entry level jobs. Perhaps there could be a
partnership formed at the local level between
potential employers, human service agencies,
and clients. For example, perhaps Federal
health insurance such as Medicaid could be
used to transition citizens for a period into pri-
vate sector employment. Any person receiving
welfare should be able to keep health insur-
ance coverage after employment at least until
his or her wages rise above the poverty level.
If States receive incentives for performance,
they will address health insurance.

OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS

Emphasis must be placed on paternity or-
ders, with identification of absent fathers being
key to the receipt of benefits. The IRS should
be the primary collector of child support pay-
ments. Stronger, swifter, and more certain
sanctions for failure to cooperate in the order
establishment are needed. Any proposed work
plan must include a provision for at least mini-
mal child support payments. The reporting of
nonsupport should be rewarded. Workers cur-
rently have no incentive to follow up on leads
provided by custodial parent, so they don’t do
anything.

SSI

We should anticipate the trend toward in-
creased SSI benefits when work is made man-
datory. SSI benefits to drug and alcohol de-
pendent persons, many of whom are mentally
ill, should, therefore, not be cut off automati-
cally; rather, cases should be assessed indi-
vidually and funds should be channeled to
local substance abuse treatment agencies to
work with the client in his or her interest.

KEEP FAMILIES TOGETHER

Low-income families must be allowed to re-
main together without being penalized mone-
tarily. Accounts of mothers and fathers are
currently separate and based on eligible work
quarters. Families should be treated as fami-
lies.

DEVELOPMENTAL PROGRAMMING

Mandatory classes in budgeting, parenting,
and nutrition, and registration of children in
Head Start or other quality preschool pro-
grams should be required of recipients.

FOOD STAMPS

The Food Stamp Program where possible
should be cashed out and the money used for
regular benefits, health insurance, or edu-
cation associated with moving people off the
program. We must accord people respect
enough to assume they will spend the cash on
food, after giving them nutrition counseling
and education.

UTILITY

Assistance plans—like PIP—must be re-
formed. They leave the recipient with a debt
which must be paid before utilities can be
turned on in one’s name at another residence.

HOUSING

Finally, incentives should be provided for
people to leave public housing. If one has no
income, one pays no rent. The safety of know-
ing one can always stay even if not paying
anything prevents people from trying to get out
of the system.

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I yield such time as she may consume
to the gentlewoman from California
[Ms. HARMAN].

(Ms. HARMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
my colleagues to vote for the Deal sub-
stitute to move people from welfare to
work without punishing children.

Mr. Chairman, I support bold reforms of our
welfare system. The current system is broken
and must be dramatically changed, not just
tinkered with.

I support strong work requirements for wel-
fare recipients. I support job training programs
to prepare people for work, and aggressive
placement services to move people into the
workforce. I support time limits so that welfare
is a transition to work—not a way of life. I sup-
port strong child support enforcement to as-
sure that both parents are responsible, and to
keep many mothers off welfare to begin with.
And I support State flexibility so that States
can experiment and find innovative ways to re-
form welfare.

But I do not support punishing children by
cutting programs that work and disguising
these cuts as block grants. Block grants do
allow those closest to the people with the flexi-
bility to meet the unique needs of a certain
area, but I strongly oppose the block grants
proposed in the Personal Responsibility Act.
The child nutrition block grant would cut the
School Lunch Program and the WIC Pro-
gram—two programs that are proven suc-
cesses.

School districts in my congressional district
serve 413,017 lunches each day, keeping chil-
dren healthy and ready to learn. Based on the
numbers of partially and fully-paid for lunches
in my district, block granting the School Lunch
Program would effectively mean the end of the
School Lunch Program. I have met with school
district administrators, teachers, and children
in my district, and I know that the School
Lunch Program has been incredibly success-
ful. I ate one of these lunches last week with
children at Mark Twain Elementary School in
my district and saw firsthand the value of the
School Lunch Program.

I also do not support taking away the child
protective services: the services that are the
last resort for many kids. I heard from the Los
Angeles County Supervisors—Democrats and
Republicans—who worry about the huge in-
crease in numbers of children who would fall
through the cracks under the Personal Re-
sponsibility Act.

Denying welfare benefits to many mothers
and then cutting child protective services is
not welfare reform, it is punishing children.

Proponents of the Personal Responsibility
Act would balance ill-timed tax cuts on the
backs of vulnerable children. Any savings from
welfare reform should go toward reducing the
deficit—not toward tax cuts. The Rules Com-
mittee rejected a proposed lock box amend-
ment similar to the bill I introduced in the
House 2 weeks ago. We must ensure that a
cut is a cut.

While I oppose the Personal Responsibility
Act in its present form, I strongly support the
Deal substitute. It is true welfare reform. It
would move people off welfare and into work
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and it would give States greater flexibility to
administer their own programs. It would allow
California to continue its successful GAIN Pro-
gram. It would establish time limits and require
recipients to work for their benefits. It would
crack down on deadbeat parents; stronger
child support enforcement laws would mean
fewer mothers on welfare in the first place. It
would also require minors who have children
to live with a responsible adult in order to re-
ceive benefits. As a mother of four, I know
that teens cannot raise children on their own;
they need supervision. The Deal substitute’s
emphasis on pregnancy prevention is a critical
component of welfare reform—helping to keep
young women off welfare in the first place.

I urge my colleagues to vote for the Deal
substitute to move people from welfare to
work without punishing children.

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. CLEMENT], one of
the original cosponsors of the bill.

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Chairman, we
have a real opportunity. The American
people are watching us. They are ex-
pecting us to pass a welfare reform
package.

I do not know where the Republicans
are coming from when they talk about
taxes and trying to deceive the Amer-
ican people about the Deal substitute. I
am one of the six founders, you might
say, of this welfare reform package. It
offers an opportunity for a future rath-
er than welfare recipients being
trapped like they are now. They want a
future. Under the Deal substitute,
which I strongly support, we require
individuals to begin work or a work-re-
lated activity immediately.

Does H.R. 4, the Republican version?
No.

The Deal substitute has real work re-
quirements for each and every individ-
ual in the work program. Does H.R. 4,
the Republican version?

We require each recipient to sign an
individualized contract of mutual re-
sponsibility outlining their road to
work and self-sufficiency and the obli-
gations they must meet. Does H.R. 4,
the Republican version? No.

We also include specific provisions to
make work pay. Does H.R. 4, the Re-
publican version? No.

We remove the barriers to work by
providing child care and health care to
working recipients, those returning to
work, and those working and strug-
gling to stay off welfare. Does the Re-
publican version, H.R. 4? No.

The Deal substitute provides the
funding to ensure that the funds are
their to meet the additional financial
obligations of increased work require-
ments, child care, and assistance to
move recipients to a private,
unsubsidized job. Does H.R. 4, the Re-
publican version? No.

Our substitute preserves the school
lunch program, and I know a lot of
them are wearing those ‘‘Save the Chil-
dren’’ ties, I do not see any Repub-
licans wearing them, and other proven
child nutrition programs ensuring that
our children have a full belly and a

fighting chance to get through life.
Does H.R. 4, the Republican version?

And finally, the Deal substitute will
rid the children’s SSI program of fraud
and abuse while ensuring that much-
needed benefits for those severely dis-
abled children are afforded due process
and that they are not indiscriminately
cut off. Does H.R. 4? No.

Support the Deal substitute.
Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3

minutes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Mrs. JOHNSON], a member of
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I respect the effort of my
colleague, the Gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. DEAL], whose bill does many of the
things we know need to be done now to
make the current approach workable.
But it only loosens the reins of Wash-
ington in those areas we see as nec-
essary now. When flexibility is needed
for States to implement a new idea, it
will again take years for States to gain
temporary waivers and even longer for
Congress to change the law.

Let me give you an example. The
Deal bill does not give States the right
to make rent payments directly to
landlords. Under current law, States
must comply with cumbersome Federal
regulations on a case-by-case basis to
prove the recipient is not capable of
managing his or her financial affairs.
This is so burdensome and takes so
long that States simply do not pursue
it. Yet the need is compelling.

A recent grand jury investigating
crime in a Connecticut police depart-
ment uncovered a direct tie between
welfare dollars and the drug trade.
When taxpayer-provided benefit checks
hit the streets, drug purchases soared.
In the same city, kids are not staying
in the same school the whole school
year. Many classes turn over nearly 100
percent each year, compromising chil-
dren’s education severely. Families are
on the move, and children are the vic-
tims due to nonpayment of rent, due to
parents’ drug addiction, subsidized
with taxpayer dollars.

Can we not do better from Washing-
ton? We simply cannot construct a
flexible enough system to meet the
needs of kids and their parents.

Direct payment of rent is only one
example of the need for far greater
State control and authority than the
Deal bill provides. It absolutely goes in
the right direction, but the only block
grant with Federal accountability that
can foster development of a welfare
system that will move people off wel-
fare into jobs is the Republican alter-
native.

Are we taking a risk by creating a
block grant system? Yes. Change is in-
herently risky, but it is a solid risk,
because in every other sector of our so-
ciety, pushing authority and respon-
sibility down to frontline folks has
worked.

This week we have the opportunity
to rise to the challenge of making sys-
temic real reform in America’s welfare
system.

Vote to move from caretaking dollars
to wage dollars, to restore dignity to
need.

Vote against the Deal amendment.
Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,

I yield such time as she may consume
to the gentlewoman from Texas [Ms.
JACKSON-LEE].

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Chairman,
let me say that I rise to support the
Deal amendment, because it truly
takes care of the children with child
care and trains the parents for work.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support of H.R.
1267, which offers a comprehensive proposal
to reform our Nation’s welfare system. This
bill, sponsored by my colleague NATHAN DEAL
of Georgia, focuses on promoting work and in-
dividual responsibility without punishing inno-
cent children. Moreover, this bill gives states
the flexibility to initiate different approaches
while establishing clear guidelines and prin-
ciples.

H.R. 1267 requires welfare recipients to
maintain a job or be enrolled in a job training
program. It also establishes the principle that
our Government must help welfare recipients
to find jobs and not terminate assistance to in-
dividuals that are willing to work but are un-
able to find a job. And yes, it provides child
care!

During this debate on reform of the welfare
system, I have emphasized empowering peo-
ple instead of punishing them. Like many of
my colleagues, I acknowledge that the current
system has failed in many ways. However, the
welfare reform bill favored by the Republican
leadership will not help millions of Americans
lead productive lives. We are a caring nation.
In making public policy, we must exhibit com-
passion as well as promote individual respon-
sibility. I believe that H.R. 1267 achieves
these important objectives.

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. BISHOP].

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Chairman, unlike
the Republican plan, the Deal sub-
stitute offers real welfare reform. Deal
is real reform, because it is tough and
compassionate. It links strict work re-
quirements with training opportunities
and gives support services recipients
need to move from welfare to work.

It is tough, because it sets a time
limit for benefits and requires recipi-
ents to accept individual responsibility
plans for education, parenting, budget-
ing, and substance abuse.

It is compassionate because it makes
available public service jobs after 2
years of unsuccessful job search. It en-
sures work will pay more than welfare
by extending transitional health care
benefits, giving an earned income tax
credit, and providing the essential ele-
ment of child care during training and
work.

And on top of that, it gives States
flexibility to do innovative things like
programs to avoid teenage pregnancy.

The Deal substitute is modeled after
the Georgia Peach and Work First Pro-
grams which have moved Georgians
from welfare to work.
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We need reforms that make programs

more efficient and effective and do not
just destroy them and empower fami-
lies through training and jobs but do
not just cut off, that promote individ-
ual responsibility and not just abdicate
it.

For real welfare reform, we need the
Deal substitute.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. CAMP], another member of the
committee.

b 1830

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Chairman, we have
the opportunity to fix a badly broken
welfare system. A system that has lit-
erally become a prison from which
there is little chance of escape.

Unfortunately, I can sum up the Deal
substitute by saying ‘‘The more things
change, the more they stay the same.’’

The Deal substitute does not require
work. It talks about work, their press
releases talk about work. But while
long on rhetoric, it is short on require-
ments.

It is our understanding from legisla-
tive counsel that the Deal substitute
has no individual work requirement
until the year 2005. In contrast, our
proposal allows States to require work
for benefits from day one as opposed to
just looking for work.

Under the Deal substitute, looking
for work is the same as having a job
. . . and for States who do not meet the
work requirement, there is no penalty.
Under our bill, the States can lose up
to 5 percent of the block grant if they
do not meet the work requirement.

If this legislation passes, a total of
over 15 percent of the welfare recipi-
ents would be exempted from the
‘‘work-first and ‘‘workfare’’ time lim-
its.

This substitute also attempts to
fudge the numbers by counting every-
one who leaves the welfare rolls with
earnings as meeting the work require-
ment. Under our proposal, only an in-
crease in the number of people working
can count toward meeting the work re-
quirement. The number of people re-
quired to work under the Deal sub-
stitute is actually lowered by 500,000
people per month.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
the Deal substitute. In order to free
families from the welfare trap, a real
and meaningful work requirement is
necessary. The Deal substitute fails
that crucial test.

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Utah [Mr. ORTON].

Mr. ORTON. I thank the gentleman
for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the Deal substitute. And in re-
sponse to my friend, welfare reform
must have one overriding goal, and
that is to move people from depend-
ency to self-sufficiency by putting peo-
ple to work.

Utah has a welfare reform program
which is working. In the past 2 years
they have reduced AFDC grants by

one-third. It has been reported that the
Republican bill was patterned after the
Utah work program.

But let me read from the Utah State
Department of Human Services memo:
‘‘The prescriptive requirements of title
I are not congruent with our policy.’’
They go on to describe what the Utah
work policy is: Of the hours required,
at least 8 must be in a job search and
the remaining hours can be any com-
bination of employment, education, or
training. They go on to say that the
act, as drafted, would prohibit this ap-
proach. The Deal substitute is the only
bill patterned after a Utah-type pro-
gram, and I urge you to support the
Deal substitute.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. CUNNINGHAM].

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I spoke to the Repub-
lican Governors of this Nation this
morning, and they asked me to express
their strongest opposition to the Deal
substitute. I quote: ‘‘The Deal sub-
stitute undermines all our efforts to re-
form the welfare systems in our
States.’’ Governor Allen, Governor Wil-
son, Governor Whitman, and Governors
Engel, Weld, Thompson, and a host of
others oppose the Deal substitute. It is
the big-government solution, to the
Clinton deal, the bad deal.

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BENT-
SEN].

(Mr. BENTSEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BENTSEN. I thank the gen-
tleman from Georgia, and I rise in
strong support of the Deal substitute
and in opposition to H.R. 4.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to H.R. 4
and in support for the Individual Responsibility
Act of 1995 as offered by Mr. DEAL and Mr.
STENHOLM.

Mr. Chairman, for more than 60 years, the
Federal and State governments have at-
tempted to provide a safety net for the poorest
among us who have fallen upon hard times.
While originally intended to be short-term as-
sistance to cushion the fallout from the busi-
ness cycle, the system has trapped a portion
of its beneficiaries in a long-term cycle of pov-
erty. All of us will agree that the various public
assistance programs, while helping many,
have failed to cure long-term poverty. All of us
will agree that we must change the welfare
program if we are to try and cure the cycle of
poverty. But, Mr. Chairman, H.R. 4 neither
meets this goal nor does it try to, rather, it
merely focuses on spending cuts among the
poorest to pay for tax cuts among the wealthi-
est individuals and corporations. It is a short-
term diversion of funds which will result in ex-
acerbating long-term problems. it is irrespon-
sible to cut this program without reforming it to
move people into the workforce. It is economi-
cally questionable to do so in order to fund tax
cuts and bloat the deficit, but that is exactly
what H.R. 4 does. What it does not do is re-
form welfare.

H.R. 4 as submitted by the Republican lead-
ership does not attempt to address the cycle
of poverty. It requires no work or training dur-
ing the first two years of assistance, nor does
it provide adequate assistance for such train-
ing. It cuts child care, making it harder for par-
ents to hold work. It cuts nutrition programs. It
cuts job training. It ignores the inefficiency of
the tax code which makes welfare pay more
than work. Rather than focusing on training
and placing able-bodied adults in private sec-
tor employment it goes after children, poor by
no fault of their own. This ill-conceived legisla-
tion will most likely result in putting more peo-
ple out on the street with no means of employ-
ment. Whether you are a conservative, liberal
or moderate, you must agree that increasing
the pool of the untrained unemployed in deep-
er poverty will not help the economy and will
eventually cost the country more. Further, it
loads the problem onto the states in a form
which would otherwise be called an unfunded
mandate. It is one thing to transfer programs
from the federal government to the states, it is
another to do so with less funding, no assur-
ance to cover the increased costs of a reces-
sion, and extreme mandates.

This bill makes no sense. If you want to get
tough on welfare, why not require work, today.
H.R. 4 does not, the Deal substitute does.

Mr. Chairman, this House can make history
today, and it can do so by rejecting H.R. 4
and supporting the Deal substitute. Make no
mistake about it, if you support a welfare bill
which will take people off the welfare rolls and
put them on payrolls, you must support the
Deal bill. The Deal substitute requires imme-
diate job action by welfare recipients while
H.R. 4 does not. The Deal substitute lays out
a plan, working with the States and the private
sector to require recipients to enter the job
market, today, not in two years. It is tough on
non-compliance and it adjusts the tax code to
make work pay more than welfare. H.R. 4
does not. The Deal substitute, and not H.R. 4,
puts teeth in child support for which the Re-
publican Leadership abdicated its responsibil-
ity. The Deal substitute provides the means by
which people who must find work can be as-
sured of child care, which the Republican bill
does not.

The Deal substitute understands the neces-
sity to ensure adequate funding in times of re-
cession when unemployment increases by
maintaining the entitlement status. It under-
stands the importance of maintaining nutrition
programs. It also understands the need to re-
duce the deficit by eliminating wasteful spend-
ing and reducing the deficit. Quite simply, the
Deal substitute is a tough bill and a smart bill
which requires people on welfare to find work,
now, not in two years. It helps those who can-
not through no fault of their own. The Deal
substitute provides training, community work,
and a 15-percent recycle provision for those
who try but are unable to find steady private
sector work in 4 years. It penalizes those who
do not try. It provides the necessary means to
allow people to hold jobs including child care
and health care. It adjusts the tax code to en-
sure that work pays more than welfare. It is a
cost effective, cost conscious measure which
seeks to address the cycle of poverty with
work. For sure, the goals between this sub-
stitute and the Contract with America are quite
different. The Deal substitute attempts to put
people back to work to remedy the welfare sit-
uation. H.R. 4 simply cuts spending, without
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sufficient work or training requirements and no
long-term goal for ending the cycle of poverty.
H.R. 4 puts the issue on the backs of States
and the taxpayers. And, if we adopt the Re-
publican Leadership’s bill, and not the Deal
substitute, I assure you we will be back here
later realizing the mistake we made in not try-
ing to really reform welfare rather than pay for
a tax cut and increase the deficit. Support real
welfare reform, a real work bill, support the
Deal substitute.

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I yield such time as she may consume
to the gentlewoman from New York
[Mrs. LOWEY].

(Mrs. LOWEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. LOWEY. I thank the gentleman
for yielding me time, and I rise in
strong support of the Deal substitute.

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. NEAL].

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. I thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me.

Mr. Chairman, this evening the
Democratic Party stand united in sup-
port of the Deal bill and in unyielding
opposition to the callousness offered by
the Republican Party. There is not
even a work requirement in the Repub-
lican bill that is offered. They are
tough on kids and they are weak on
work.

Mr. DEAL deserves extraordinary
credit for bringing Democrats together
from every region of this country. To-
night we are going to offer a credible
alternative that stands up under scru-
tiny. I offered Governor Weld’s amend-
ments at the Committee on Ways and
Means, and the Republican Party
turned them down.

We have a chance tonight, I think, to
stand in support of a welfare reform
bill that we all acknowledge needs
change. Stand in support of the Deal
alternative. It is credible and stands up
under the magnifying glass of critical
analysis.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. DEAL] has 221⁄2 min-
utes remaining, and the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. SHAW] has 191⁄2 min-
utes remaining.

The Chair states that he would like
it to be reasonably balanced.

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
in light of that, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
California [Mr. FAZIO].

(Mr. FAZIO of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of the Deal sub-
stitute and congratulate the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. DEAL] for coming up
with a consensus solution to our wel-
fare dilemma.

Mr. Chairman, the current welfare system
rewards staying home over work and permits
dead-beat parents to shirk their obligations to
their children and is a national embarrassment
and outrage. The current welfare system con-
tradicts the American work ethic, and under-

mines the American dream for millions. As a
nation, we cannot afford to support a program
that encourages able-bodied adults to stay at
home rather than look for a job.

Mr. Chairman, for these reasons and more,
I rise in support of Congressman DEAL’s wel-
fare reform substitute to the Personal Respon-
sibility Act. The Deal proposal addresses the
critical need for substantial reform in the cur-
rent welfare system, and includes tough work
requirements and a 2-year time limit on bene-
fits, while maintaining a safety net for our chil-
dren. The Republican plan does not do this.
The Deal substitute would permanently re-
move people from welfare dependency by
helping them find and retain real jobs, not by
simply kicking them into the streets.

Real welfare reform must be about eco-
nomic self-sufficiency. It must be the primary
goal of any valid proposal, and the Deal sub-
stitute faces this issue head-on. In meeting the
goal of economic self-sufficiency, individuals
must be required to look for a job, and there
ought to be a time limit on receiving benefits.
Mr. DEAL’s plan gives States the flexibility to
design a strong ‘‘Work First’’ program to en-
sure that individuals are moved off welfare
and into work. This could mean job training,
education, job placement services, assistance
in creating microenterprises, or any other pro-
gram developed by the State to move an indi-
vidual into private, unsubsidized employment.
After 2 years of participation in the Work First
program, individuals would no longer be eligi-
ble for AFDC, but would be eligible for a pri-
vate employment subsidy or workfare pro-
gram. The Deal substitute includes a 2-year
time limit—a necessary incentive for welfare
recipients to take advantage of the work op-
portunities provided in the bill. From the mo-
ment a person enters the welfare system, they
will be on their way out—out to economic op-
portunity and self-sufficiency. The Republican
plan does not do this.

Real welfare reform must be about job pre-
paredness. An initial investment in job pre-
paredness and placement will result in long-
term savings, and do more for our long-term
economic security than a tax cut for the rich
ever would. Welfare recipients must learn mar-
ketable skills to find better jobs. And enduring
job skills will prevent repeat visits to the wel-
fare rolls. By providing welfare recipients with
a real opportunity to find a permanent, well-
paying job, the Federal Government will soon
be rewarded with lower welfare costs, higher
worker productivity, and increasing revenues.
The Republican plan cannot do this.

But real welfare reform does not stop here.
Staying in a job is just as critical as finding
one in the first place. Health and child care
benefits must be part of any welfare reform
plan that seeks to keep people at work, not on
the Government rolls. Going to work should
not mean losing health care benefits. And chil-
dren must have a safe, supervised place to
grow and learn while their parents are at work.
The Republican plan does not do this. ‘‘Per-
sonal Responsibility’’ should not mean putting
the health and safety of our children at risk.

Welfare reform must also be about respon-
sibility. I am outraged that parents can shirk
their responsibility to their families by leaving
them destitute and not paying child support.
The Republican plan lets them do this. Any
worthwhile reform effort must send a clear
message to these deadbeats: you must sup-
port your children. Through streamlined, ad-

vanced technology, states can and should
track down these parents. Tough enforcement
mechanisms such as garnishing wages and
taking away drivers licenses should be en-
acted and enforced.

The Republican Personal Responsibility Act
is a shameful pretense at real welfare reform.
The Republicans would simply throw people
out on the streets and call that cruelty ‘‘re-
form.’’ This most outrageous proposal as a so-
lution to welfare dependency while not ade-
quately addressing the issue of work.

In seeking to reform the broken welfare sys-
tem, we must not forget our moral responsibil-
ity to the workers and children of America.
Welfare reform should be about work, respon-
sibility, and families, not about a tax cut for the
wealthy. The most enduring legacy of welfare
reform will be its effect on those children and
families who rely on it in tough times. The cur-
rent welfare system encourages perpetual de-
pendence and distorts American values. We
must enact real welfare reform to restore their
hope and their futures and break the cycle of
dependency. Our future depends on it.

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. PAYNE].

(Mr. PAYNE of Virginia asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. PAYNE of Virginia. I thank the
gentleman for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, the sponsors of the
Deal substitute are committed to mak-
ing major changes to our welfare sys-
tem.

We understand that real welfare re-
form must be about replacing a welfare
check with a paycheck.

The Deal substitute is designed to
get people into work as quickly as pos-
sible. It requires all recipients to enter
into a self-sufficiency plan within 30
days of receiving benefits and no bene-
fits will be paid to anyone who refuses
to work, refuses to look for work, or
who turns down a job.

The Republican bill allows welfare
recipients to receive benefits for up to
2 years before they are required to go
to work, or even to look for work.

Mr. Chairman, we believe the Gov-
ernment should assist welfare recipi-
ents in becoming self-sufficient, but we
understand that in the end individuals
must be responsible for their own wel-
fare.

The Deal substitute provides welfare
recipients with the resources they need
to move from welfare to work, but it
also requires individuals to be respon-
sible by setting a 2-year time limit on
cash assistance.

After 2 years, States may allow indi-
viduals to work for benefits by provid-
ing them with a voucher to supplement
private sector wages.

But no benefits are available after 4
years.

Mr. Chairman, the Deal substitute is
the only welfare reform bill which
gives the American people exactly
what they want: welfare reform which
makes work the number one priority,
welfare reform which requires individ-
uals to be responsible for their own ac-
tions, and welfare reform which gives
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the States the flexibility they need to
make it succeed.

Mr. Chairman, I say to my friends,
let us give the American people what
they want. Support the Deal sub-
stitute.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2
minutes to the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS].

Mr. ROBERTS. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding this time to me.

The Deal substitute does not rep-
resent real food stamp reform. Rather
than allowing States to harmonize
AFDC and food stamp rules for those
families receiving assistance from both
programs, the substitute clings to the
waiver system. Rather than taking the
food stamp program off of automatic
pilot, the Deal substitute continues the
pattern of ever escalating runaway
costs. Rather than demanding workfare
for able-bodied people, the substitute
simply mandates that States do pro-
vide the make-work jobs and training,
but provides, really, less than half the
money. It is an unfunded mandate.

But here is the real deal, I did not
know this, I read the CBO report: The
Deal substitute would count:

Benefit payments from the AFDC and
food stamp programs would be included
in income subject to income tax. You
are taxing food stamps? That is a mean
deal.

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself 1 minute.

First of all, I respond to the gentle-
man’s comments: Yes, we believe that
for those who are taking Federal as-
sistance through food stamps and
AFDC and earning the same amount of
money as hardworking poor people,
that a dollar of welfare ought to be
worth the same thing as the dollar you
work for. That is the reason for it.

In responding to the issue of who sup-
ports whom in this issue, I would like
to quote briefly from a letter. I would
like to quote briefly from a letter
dated March 20, 1995, from the National
League of Cities, in which they say,
‘‘We believe the pending bill, H.R. 4,
could affect local government. The bill
could be one of the greatest mandates
ever imposed upon our communities.’’

Governor Carper of Delaware, in re-
sponding to the Republican bill, says,
‘‘In sum, this legislation would not
transform the welfare. Rather, it would
not severely undercut our efforts to re-
form the welfare system in our State.’’

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. PETER-
SON].

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for
yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I too want to com-
mend the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
DEAL] and the others for putting to-
gether this bill, and I rise in strong
support of the Deal substitute.

In responding to the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Agri-
culture, you know, one of the problems
that I have with the Republican bill—

and I intend to oppose it—is there are
a lot of areas that are not working and
have not been thought through. I
think, in the case of food stamps, that
is one of the areas where we have a lot
of fraud and problems with the food
stamp system.

What we have done in the Deal bill is
we have worked through those prob-
lems. We have 19 specific areas where
we have addressed the problems in the
Deal substitute. The Republicans have
not done this. They have punted it to
the States.

So I think we ought to be clear about
what has happened here. We have a bill
that has worked together with the
AFDC system, it is all integrated, we
make sure it flows together, and we
have addressed problems. It is the
toughest bill dealing with the fraud
and abuse and other problems that we
have in the food stamp system.

I ask you to support the Deal sub-
stitute.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, at this point I would
like to paraphrase for the RECORD from
a letter dated March 22, from the Re-
publican Governors’ Association,
signed by a number of Governors. This
is a letter addressed to the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. DEAL]. In referring
to his bill, they say that it maintains
the individual entitlements, highly
prescriptive Federal rules remain in-
tact. It turns back the clock and has a
chilling effect on the Governors’
plans—including his own State of Geor-
gia, I might add. It increases taxes by
penalizing working Americans. By re-
ducing dependent care tax credit for
working women, you are sending a
message that work, for these women,
does not pay. It is an unfunded man-
date, and they end by saying, ‘‘We
must oppose this bill.’’

Mr. Chairman, the full text of the
letter is as follows:

REPUBLICAN GOVERNORS ASSOCIATION,
Washington, DC, March 22, 1995.

Hon. NATHAN J. DEAL,
House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN DEAL: Although we sa-
lute your good intentions on welfare reform
key elements of your bill will, we believe,
substantially hinder real welfare reform ef-
forts in the states.

Your bill maintains the individual entitle-
ments and does not provide states with a
block grant. Current highly prescriptive Fed-
eral rules intact. We need the flexibility of
block grants to design programs that will
work in our states.

Under you bill, states would be prohibited
from removing an individual from cash wel-
fare without first providing 2 years of edu-
cation and training benefits. This provision
will turn back the clock on many state pro-
grams already operating and will have a
chilling effect on Governors’ plans to put in-
dividuals to work as soon as we determine
they are ready to do so.

Further, your bill increases taxes by reduc-
ing the dependent care tax credit. In effect,
you are financing two years of education and
training for welfare recipients by penalizing
working Americans. Working women in par-
ticular will be hurt by these changes. The

costs associated with child care for working
mothers are work related. By reducing the
dependent care tax credit for working
women, you are sending the message that
work for these women doesn’t pay.

The work requirements in your bill are
highly prescriptive and seriously restrict
state flexibility. The two years of additional
Medicaid coverage required by your bill is an
unfunded mandate on states and will cost
states an additional $1.5 billion by the year
2000.

For all of the above reasons we must op-
pose your bill.

Sincerely,
Tommy Thompson, Jim Edgar, Ed Schafer,

and 5 others.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself 15 seconds in order to re-
spond.

I also have a letter, and since I have
not received the one the gentleman
from Florida quoted from, I have a let-
ter from his own school board in which
they say they do support our legisla-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentlewoman from California [Ms.
WOOLSEY].

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

(Ms. WOOLSEY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, as the only Member of
this body who has actually been a sin-
gle, working mother on welfare, I sup-
port the Deal substitute.

Mr. Chairman, Representative RICH
NEAL of Massachusetts and I co-chaired
the Democratic task force on welfare
reform, and I want to compliment the
many Members who made this sub-
stitute worthy of widespread support:
NATHAN DEAL, PATSY MINK, SANDY
LEVIN, XAVIER BECERRA, ELEANOR
HOLMES NORTON, BILL ORTON, and
many others worked long and hard to
create a bill that reforms welfare with-
out punishing poor women and chil-
dren.

The Deal substitute offers a fair deal.
It invests in education; job training;
and child care to get people into jobs.

Mr. Chairman, the choice comes
down to this: We either punish poor
children as the Republican bill does or,
as in my case we invest in families so
they can get off welfare permanently.

Let us put politics aside and put our
children first. Support the Deal sub-
stitute.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. CAL-
LAHAN].

(Mr. CALLAHAN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the Deal amend-
ment and in support of H.R. 4.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in opposition to
the Deal substitute and in support of H.R. 4,
the Personal Responsibility Act, the key word
here being ‘‘responsibility.’’ It is time we take
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responsibility for this nation by ending the de-
pendence on government which too many re-
cipients have come to know. We all agree that
the current system is in need of reform. H.R.
4 gives people now on the welfare roll the op-
portunity to take responsibility for themselves
by moving to the payroll. What greater gift can
we give these recipients than the gift of re-
sponsibility, freedom and dignity that comes
with supporting themselves and their families?

My home State of Alabama obviously has
different needs than the State of California,
and even the different counties in my district
have diverse needs. Consolidating Federal
programs into more flexible block grants al-
lows States to respond more effectively to the
needs of their residents. Eliminating the cum-
bersome Federal bureaucracy and the maze
of redtape and regulations which have beset
the welfare program will permit Congress to
send more funds to the States to spend on
programs such as school lunches and WIC.

H.R. 4 provides welfare families with edu-
cation, training, job search, and work experi-
ence needed to prepare them to discontinue
welfare assistance. At the same time H.R. 4
protects children and families by maintaining a
food stamp program, which grows in a reces-
sion, as a Federal safety net. Furthermore, a
safeguard has been placed in the Federal nu-
trition grant which mandates that at least 80
percent of the money must be spent on low-
income children. That’s the same ratio found
in current nutrition programs.

We can no longer sit back and allow mil-
lions of poor Americans to be trapped in the
black hole of a failed welfare system. It is un-
fortunate that the very system created to as-
sist persons in getting back on their feet has
trapped them in a cycle of government de-
pendency. We have spent $5 trillion in the war
on poverty and the status quo will no longer
cut it; let’s start taking responsibility for this
Nation and pass H.R. 4. Vote ‘‘no’’ on this
substitute and vote ‘‘for’’ H.R. 4.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes
to the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
MCCRERY], a member of the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Mr. MCCRERY. I thank the gentleman for
yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, this Deal substitute, unfortu-
nately, is just more of the same,
micromanaging from a Federal level, trying to
maintain the status quo. We cannot afford
more of the same in this country with respect
to our welfare programs. We must have fun-
damental change. That is what H.R. 4 rep-
resents. Let me talk about one section of this
bill, particularly the SSI disability for children
program.

b 1845

Mr. Chairman, I want to compliment
again the good work that some Mem-
bers on the Democrat side have done.
The gentlewoman from Arkansas [Mrs.
LINCOLN], the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. KLECZKA]; they have done good
work.

Unfortunately though, Mr. Chair-
man, I think, when they put together
this Deal substitute, they got
snookered by some people on their side
who did not want to change much
about the SSI disability program for
children.

Yes, the Deal substitute does away
with the individualized functional as-
sessment, the IFA, the rather vague
qualifying standard that children are
getting in on now. But in the next sec-
tion of their bill they recreate the IFA.
They say the commissioner of Social
Security must set up a functional
equivalent standard. So they are going
to call it the FES instead of the IFA.

Big deal. No pun intended.
That is just going right back to the

same vague standard. It invites abuse
of the program.

Cash. They continue cash for all chil-
dren on SSI. That is the problem with
the program now. At the level where
the disability is not so bad that a child
must be institutionalized or have the
threat of institutionalization they are
getting these parents coaching their
kids to act crazy. Even in the lit-
erature that the gentleman from Geor-
gia [Mr. DEAL] handed out it says we
cure the crazy check problem. I say to
my colleagues, ‘‘No, you don’t. You in-
vite it all over again by leaving that
lure of cash out there for the parents.’’

The Deal substitute does not fix the
problem, they do not fix the IFA. The
GAO report right here issued this
month says, ‘‘You can’t fix it, you
can’t fix it.’’

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr. HEFNER].

(Mr. HEFNER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the fairest, most hu-
mane reform bill that has been offered
in this House in many, many years.

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM], one of the
original cosponsors of this legislation.

(Mr. STENHOLM asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I am
constantly shocked by what I hear on
the floor and what I see being put out.
Deal taxes welfare moms’ benefits.
Thirty-three percent of the kids in
America do not even qualify for a tax
cut, and yet we have a wonderful yel-
low sheet put together by a political
consultant designed for a 20-second
spot on TV.

Now let us talk about Deal raises
taxes on the middle class. I am sur-
prised to hear that coming from this
side of the aisle.

Mr. Chairman, I ask my good friend,
the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
SHAW], ‘‘Do you remember March 29,
1990, roll call 57? We lost that day on
the ABC bill. We lost 195 to 225, but you
did a heck of a job rounding up Repub-
lican votes. All but 14 voted for the
same language today that you criti-
cized.’’

Now we talk about Medicaid spend-
ing. Let us talk about Medicaid spend-
ing in the Deal bill compared to H.R. 4.

Let us talk about that welfare mother
that has a child, and takes a job, and
earns $1 more than the law allows, and
then has to lose her Medicaid coverage.
There is not a man or woman on this
floor that would take a job under those
circumstances, and I say to the gen-
tleman, ‘‘You’re got the gall to criti-
cize the Deal bill for being inad-
equate?’’

I cannot believe some of the stuff. We
have talked about differences that we
have got, but some of the criticisms,
taxes, Medicaid spending, welfare
moms, taxing benefits, absolutely ri-
diculous.

Mr. Chairman, first, I would like to thank you
for the opportunity to debate this important
issue and particularly, the Deal substitute. I
rise in strong support of Mr. DEAL’S substitute
and commend him for his leadership in this ef-
fort.

I believe that we have put together a real,
workable reform package that achieves the
goal we are all striving for—changing the face
of our welfare system. The Deal substitute
people off welfare and into work and it pro-
vides the funding to do so.

By maintaining the funding necessary to
carry out our program, the Deal substitute
avoids unfunded mandates and increased
state and local burdens. In contrast, the Na-
tional Conference of State Legislatures says
that ‘‘H.R. 4 contains many un- and under-
funded mandates including a federal work re-
quirement with hefty participation rates’’. The
United States Conference of Mayors also says
of H.R. 4 that ‘‘in addition to the significant
negative impact the proposal would have on
low income people, it will also further strain
local budgets.’’

As you can see from the chart, the savings
from H.R. 4 are much more drastic than the
savings in the Deal substitute. In other words,
states will receive $18.8 billion less to care for
the needy and help get individuals into jobs
under the base bill than they would receive
under the Deal substitute. More importantly,
the Deal substitute directs all of our savings—
approximately $7.5 billion—to deficit reduction,
not tax cuts for the wealthy. This substitute is
the only proposal that can claim any deficit re-
duction because it is the only proposal which
locks those savings away from being spent
again.

In addition, the Deal substitute maintains the
current federal nutrition programs, such as
school lunch and WIC. Rather than being driv-
en by spending cuts, our proposal focuses on
moving people from welfare to work. School
lunch programs, therefore, should not be, and
are not, part of our welfare reform proposal.

We have heard a great deal of talk about
nutrition programs, particularly school lunch
programs. The talk that really caught my at-
tention, however, was the input I received
from the school superintendents in the 17th
District. They couldn’t understand why we
would want to change our school lunch pro-
gram, when they don’t see anything wrong
with the way it is now. Because they work in
the program at the local level, I trust that they
know how well the program is working.

The Deal substitute also follows a respon-
sible approach to changes in the Food Stamp
Program, including strong provisions to cut
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down on fraud and abuse. The Food Re-
search and Action Center [FRAC] has en-
dorsed the Deal substitute as a ‘‘far better ap-
proach toward meeting the nutrition needs of
families, children, and elderly.’’

I strongly urge your support for real, work-
able welfare reform. Support the Deal sub-
stitute.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. HOUGHTON], a member of the
committee.

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman,
there is much appeal to the Deal
amendment, and I have great respect
for Mr. DEAL himself in terms of
changes in the trend in the current
welfare plan, States requiring partici-
pation, a whole variety of things like
that, but it seems to me the basic
weakness comes down to two things.
First, there is continued cash pay-
ments, and I know I am being repet-
itive here. Second, there is an open-
ended entitlement concept, and I say to
my colleagues, if you’re going to
change welfare, I don’t know how you
do it with cash payments and open-
ended entitlement. It’s absolutely con-
trary to what we’re trying to do, and I
frankly think the Republican bill here,
what we’re approaching, is humane,
and yet it has an element of discipline
and reality to it.

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself 10 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, I point out that under
the Republican bill it is 2 years before
anybody ever has to go to work, but in
ours 30 days after they enter they have
to begin a job search and sign a self-
sufficiency plan.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the ranking member of the Committee
on Agriculture, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. DE LA GARZA].

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I
say to my colleagues, I urge you to
vote for the substitute bill prepared by
Mr. DEAL and others. The food stamp
title of this substitute includes all of
the antifraud proposals of the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture. No one can
say that the substitute isn’t tough on
waste, fraud, and abuse. The food
stamp substitute requires people to
work. No one can say that this sub-
stitute does not have a work provision
to receive food stamp benefits.

After 6 months, anyone who is unable
to find work, we also have provisions
for employment and training. The sub-
stitute bill will promote expansion of
electronic benefit transfers, or EBT.
The substitute requires, and this is
very important, this difference between
the substitute and H.R. 4: We reduce le-
gitimate costs, but we will not reduce
costs from legitimate users of food
stamps. These are not the no counts,
not the anything else. What H.R. 4
does, it keeps the thrifty food plan at
103 percent, but with no increase. If the
cost of food goes up; too bad, you go
hungry. We don’t do that. And also the
substitute bill requires that all net
savings must go to reducing the deficit.
It does not go to anything else.

Mr. Chairman, let us not punch holes
in the safety net in the name of wel-
fare. I say to my colleagues, don’t talk
to the Ag Committee about reducing
expenditures. We have done over $60
billion in 12 years, but, Mr. Chairman
and my colleagues, I refuse to use hun-
gry people to get moneys to give tax
breaks to wealthy people. The Deal
substitute mandates you to use the
savings only for deficit reduction.

I urge colleagues to vote for the substitute
bill prepared by Mr. DEAL and others. We have
worked with Mr. DEAL on the food stamp provi-
sions of that substitute and believe that they
present a much better option than the food
stamp provisions of H.R. 4.

The food stamp title of the substitute in-
cludes all of the antifraud proposals of the
U.S. Department of Agriculture, proposals in-
corporated in H.R. 1093, a bill I introduced on
March 1. Although a number of the USDA pro-
posals were included in H.R. 4 as a result of
an amendment I offered at our welfare reform
markup, the substitute includes all of the De-
partment’s proposals. The most significant of
the substitute’s antifraud provisions will author-
ize criminal and civil forfeiture when food re-
tailers traffic in food stamps. This provision will
create a significant disincentive to food stamp
trafficking. The substitute also doubles the
penalties for individuals violating program
rules, and requires the collection of certain
claims against households by Federal tax and
salary offset.

The substitute will require that food stamp
recipients work at least half-time, participate in
a public service program in return for their
benefits, or participate in an employment and
training program. This requirement will be im-
posed on able-bodied recipients who have no
children, after they have received food stamps
for 6 months. This category of recipient is very
likely to find work on their own during the first
6 months and no longer need food stamps. if
they are unable to find work within that 6
month period and continue to need food
stamps, the work requirements will be im-
posed. Every recipient wishing to continue to
receive food stamp benefits after 6 months
who is unable to find work, will be assured of
a slot in an employment and training program
rather than being kicked off of the food stamp
program. Of course, the elderly and disabled
are exempt, and those families receiving
AFDC will be required to follow the AFDC
work rules.

The substitute will provide greater coordina-
tion between food stamps and AFDC by re-
quiring in many instances that the same rules
be used to calculate income and assets. This
provision will help caseworkers who now must
use different rules for different programs.

The substitute will promote the expansion of
electronic benefits transfer, or EBT, by allow-
ing States to begin using EBT without seeking
USDA approval first. Of course, the EBT re-
quirements of the Food Stamp Act will still
apply, and USDA will still monitor States to
make sure that their EBT systems are in com-
pliance with the law, but States will no longer
have to prepare and have approved by USDA
their plan for EBT. This provision should make
it easier for States to implement EBT, and
EBT will help us reduce fraud in the program.

The substitute requires that food stamp al-
lotments be based on 102 percent of the
thrifty food plan. The thrifty food plan is the

cheapest of four food plans designed by
USDA, and it assures a family a nutritionally
adequate diet. It is adjusted annually to reflect
the current cost of food, and food stamp allot-
ments are then adjusted to reflect the changes
in the thrifty food plan. This is one way that
food stamps are responsive to changes in the
economy. When food costs go up, food stamp
allotments go up by the same percentage.
H.R. 4 will discontinue use of this mechanism
to keep food stamp benefits in line with the
cost of food, and it will simply require that al-
lotments be raised by 2 percent each year, no
matter how much food costs might increase.
CBO estimates that by fiscal year 1998, food
stamp benefits will fall below what a family will
need to maintain a nutritionally adequate diet
if H.R. 4 is enacted. The substitute bill will not
let that happen. The annual adjustments to re-
flect the cost of food will still be made, and in-
stead of families getting 103 percent of what
they need, they will get 102 percent—the extra
2 percent addresses the lag between the time
that the thrifty food plan adjustment is made
and when benefits are issued over the next 15
months.

This reduction in food stamp benefits, and
several other provisions of the substitute, are
included to provide some savings in the pro-
jected cost of the food stamp program. I un-
derstand that OMB projects the savings from
these food stamp provisions at approximately
$4 billion over 5 years. These are painful cuts,
but we are providing those savings in as hu-
mane a way as we possibly can. The sub-
stitute bill requires that any net savings must
go to deficit reduction and nothing else. This
will assure that any reductions in benefits will
only go to the employment and training pro-
grams, the coordination of AFDC and food
stamps, or deficit reduction. To reduce bene-
fits and allow the savings to be used for any
other purpose is unacceptable.

Finally, the bill coordinates four commodity
distribution programs: the Emergency Food
Assistance Program, the Commodity Supple-
mental Food Program, the program for soup
kitchens and food banks, and the program for
charitable institutions. These programs will be
consolidated into one discretionary program.

This substitute will maintain the safety net
for all welfare recipients who are willing to
work but unable to find jobs. It will help those
recipients find work, and train them for work if
that is what is needed. The policy behind the
substitute demands that we reform our welfare
system so that it is humane and effective as
it moves people off of welfare and into jobs.
Let us not punch holes in the safety net in the
name of welfare reform.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. ARCHER].

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, may I
ask my friend, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. DE LA GARZA], what are the
savings in this bill that are going to go
against the deficit?

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ARCHER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. I say to the gen-
tleman, you haven’t told us. You refuse
to tell us.

Mr. ARCHER. I am talking about
their bill.
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Mr. DE LA GARZA. The substitute

mandates that it goes to deficit reduc-
tion.

Mr. ARCHER. Where are the savings
in the Deal substitute?

Mr. DE LA GARZA. The savings are in
the way that we revamp the food stamp
program and not as much as you re-
vamped it, you reduced them, but——

Mr. ARCHER. I will say to the gen-
tleman, your bill spends $2 billion
more.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the majority whip, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY].

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong opposition to the Clinton-Deal
substitute, and I applaud the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. DEAL] for his
efforts to bring a conservative Demo-
crat approach to welfare as we know it.
For 30 years we have seen a series of
Presidents, from Lyndon Johnson, to
Jimmy Carter, to Bill Clinton, who
have failed to deliver on their promise
to end welfare as we know it. Now we
have another approach to tinker
around the edges, and a very weak ef-
fort in my opinion. The Clinton-Deal
bill throws more money at the prob-
lem, creates more programs on top of
programs, more job programs on top of
over 150 job programs that are already
out there failing, and it is amazing to
me under this bill welfare spending is
going to increase from $300 billion this
year to $500 billion by the end of this
decade.

The gentleman from Texas [Mr.
STENHOLM] is so exercised on that kind
of issue because the savings under our
bill would not explicitly go to deficit
reduction. The irony here is there are
no substantial savings in the Clinton-
Deal substitute to go to deficit reduc-
tion under it and a paltry $10 billion in
savings as described by the previous
speaker over the next 5 years out of a
trillion dollars in spending on welfare.

What we have here is very basic. We
have a conservative approach by the
Democrat Party to take a system that
asks a 14-year-old child that has a baby
out of wedlock to stay in a public hous-
ing system, be isolated in a torn-down
public housing unit, live among the
rats and cockroaches with the drug
pushers standing outside the door, and,
as long as she does not get married or
work, the cash will keep flowing. Their
new system is all of that, living in pub-
lic housing, not getting married, with
the drug pushers standing outside the
door. As long as she worked a little bit,
the cash will keep flowing.

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself 15 seconds to respond to
the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
DELAY].

Mr. Chairman, I wish he would read
my bill. It says we do not continue
those benefits to underage mothers.
They have to live at home with a par-
ent or an adult, and they do not have
the freedom to live in that public hous-
ing, and we require they go back to
school and complete their high school
education.

I would also point out there is no
Clinton-Deal bill. It is the Clement-
Deal bill. The gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. CLEMENT] has previously
spoken.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
LEVIN].

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I further
say to the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
DELAY], ‘‘Why don’t you stop talking
labels and start talking substance? It
is about time. There is a way to reform
welfare, and we must do it, and that is
work, work.’’

Mr. Chairman, the key to breaking
cycles of dependence and poverty is
moving people on welfare into produc-
tive work, and that is why I support
the Deal bill. The Republican bill talks
about work, but lets participation
goals be met by States without a single
person being put to work and without
putting a single dollar into a Federal
partnership with States to get people
off work into welfare.

Welfare reform on the cheap will not
work. The Deal bill ensures the nec-
essary incentives, including child and
medical care, to the person who should
move from welfare and additional re-
sources to the States to help make it
really happen with reasonable time
limits.

In a word, Mr. Chairman, the Deal
plan is likely to move people off wel-
fare into work. The Republican plan is
more likely to move people off welfare
to nowhere at all. The Republican plan
is not only weak on work, it is harsh
on kids from its hit on school lunches
and other nutrition programs to its
mandates to the States that they can-
not provide a cash benefit for a child if
it is born to teen mothers or if it is a
second child.

The Republicans’ punitive approach
is seen in their treatment of middle
and low income families with a seri-
ously handicapped, physically handi-
capped, kid. It cuts $15 billion from the
current program and replaces it with a
block grant of only $3.8 billion. The
Deal bill gets at abuses without being
abusive to handicapped kids.

The Republican approach to SSI is a
vivid example of the painful fact the
Republican bill is extreme. The Deal
bill is mainstream. Let us support the
Deal bill.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. ENGLISH], a member of
the committee.

Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, as I have reviewed this so-
called Deal substitute, and we do know
there is no Clinton bill; I will concede
that point; I can understand why there
was no bill offered in committee, and I
can understand why there was no bill
passed by the other side of the aisle
last session. What they have offered
here is a tax and spend approach to
welfare reform which is not going to
fly because it is tied to the existing
failed welfare system. This bill has
cash flow problems because under it

cash flows to minors, cash flows to
aliens, cash flows to welfare families
who have additional kids, and States
are even required to pay cash to some
who are not working.

Mr. Chairman, State flexibility is
gutted under this bill. States need to
come back to Washington to get per-
mission to reform their welfare system.
Power stays with the HHS bureauc-
racy, and under this bill, under this ex-
isting entitlement structure, the wel-
fare system was preserved like a fly in
amber.

There is also a $1.5 billion unfunded
mandate on the States, and let us talk
about taxes. I say to my colleagues,
‘‘You may want to wake up. This is an
applause line for you because we’re
going to talk about how you’re raising
taxes. You raise taxes on working
moms in families with a $60,000 income
range. You impose taxes on AFDC ben-
efits and food stamps.’’

b 1900

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Arkansas [Mrs. LINCOLN], one of
the original cosponsors of the amend-
ment.

(Mrs. LINCOLN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. Chairman, I
would just like to get one thing
straight, and that is definitely that
this bill is not the status quo. If people
would learn to check their party some-
times at the door and take a listen to
what their people are saying at home
to put people above politics and read
what we have got here, we would know
that.

In my weekly trips home to Arkan-
sas, I constantly hear stories of a gov-
ernment program called ‘‘crazy
checks.’’ Teachers, doctors, bankers
complain to me that parents are coach-
ing their children to misbehave in
school to get a no-strings-attached
government check. Well, if we do not
do something about this program, we
are the ones that are crazy.

So in February of last year, I asked
the GAO to investigate both the allega-
tions of coaching and the overall integ-
rity of the program.

And after a year of study, the GAO
results confirmed my escalating con-
cerns. The program has grown 300 per-
cent since 1989, and the subjective IFA
standard left the door open for abuse.

The GAO said, the high level of sub-
jectivity leaves the process susceptible
to manipulation and the consequent
appearance that children fake mental
impairments to qualify for benefits. A
more fundamental problem is deter-
mining which children are eligible for
benefits using this new IFA process.

Well, we eliminate that IFA program,
and we do reform that program by
trimming 25 percent off the rolls, but
we are not cruel to disabled children.

The Office of the Inspector General
at HHS said that SSI payments are not
being used for special needs of children
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with disabilities so that they can be
engaged in substantial gainful activity.

We are the only bill that holds the
parent accountable to prove that they
are using those funds toward the dis-
ability of that child. For the first time,
we put that accountability into a pro-
gram.

The Republicans in our letters that
we received certainly from the sub-
committee was that all of the gov-
ernors opposed H.R. 4 in terms of the
SSI disability for children program.

I acknowledge the hard work that my
colleagues Mr. MCCRERY and Mr.
KLECZKA have put in. Though I dis-
agree with their approach to solving
the problem, I certainly applaud them
for making the effort.

The Deal bill is the best one there,
and I urge my colleagues to support it.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2
minutes to the gentleman from Nevada
[Mr. ENSIGN], a member of the commit-
tee.

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. Chairman, the Deal
bill increases taxes on middle-class
families. It increases taxes by $2.2 bil-
lion by phasing out a child care credit
for middle-class working families, $2.2
billion. I campaigned on a middle-class
tax cut, not to raise taxes on middle-
class families.

The Deal bill also will cost the Amer-
ican taxpayer, get this, $64 billion more
than the Republican bill over 5 years.
That is $64 billion.

The Deal bill is also weak on work.
Let me give you an example of how in
the formula you can play games with
this. If somebody goes off of welfare
into work, does that three times during
the year, under the Deal bill this would
be counted as three people going into
work. That is how you can play games
with the formula, and that is why this
bill, one of the reasons this bill is so
flawed. This bill is more symbolism
than it is substance.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
the Deal bill and for the Personal Re-
sponsibility Act, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Florida [Mrs. THURMAN], one of
the original cosponsors of this amend-
ment.

(Mrs. THURMAN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Chairman, the
Republicans pledged to enact a tough
welfare reform bill. The Republican
plan is more than tough. It is down-
right cruel. It is brutal to children, the
elderly and families that are trying to
get back on their feet.

The bottom line here is that the Re-
publican plan takes food out of the
mouths of hungry children, children
whose only sin is having parents who
are working through tough times or el-
derly folks who have to make daily de-
cisions between buying food or medi-
cine.

Let us set the record straight right
now. This not about welfare cheats.

This is about food. Make no mistake,
$25 billion in cuts in food stamps alone
means less food for children and the el-
derly.

Oh, we have heard the excuses over
the weeks. A little here, a little there,
it will not hurt anybody. But when a
child misses a meal, it hurts that child.
It hurts me. And, Mr. Chairman, it
should hurt my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle because the bill
threatens the very future of our soci-
ety.

I stand up tonight to say this is
wrong. Our children are our future.
When we sacrifice their well-being, we
sacrifice the future of America. The
Republican plan will cause children to
suffer from cognitive development
problems due to malnutrition. They do
not eat; they do not learn. They grow
up hungry, and they cannot get a job.
Then where do we stand?

The Republican plan reduces the abil-
ity of hungry people to buy food. In a
few years, food stamp benefits will fall
below the amount needed to purchase
the thrifty food plan, the bare-bones
plan that was developed under the
Nixon and Ford administrations. What
this means is that, first, kids get no
butter on their bread, then no bread on
their plates, then no vegetable, then no
meat. And, finally, the people of the
Third World will be watching our
starving children on the evening news.

Today, the benefit level is set at 103
percent of that thrifty food plan cost.
The Deal plan does drop it to 102 per-
cent but guarantees that it will never
drop below the basic benefit level. The
Deal plan provides the safety net for
those who need it the most. Here is the
Deal safety net. Here is the Republican
safety net disappearing quickly.

The goal of welfare reform should be
to create the most effective welfare
system. I beg you to vote for the Deal
plan.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2
minutes to the gentleman from Arkan-
sas [Mr. HUTCHINSON].

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, the Deal substitute is
as weak as water on the subject of
work. They say that it is work first. It
ought to be called job search first. If
you listen closely, they keep talking
about job search. They keep talking
about work-related activity.

Under the Deal substitute, a person
could spend up to 2 years in job search
without ever doing any real work. And,
ladies and gentlemen, looking is not
working.

Then the Deal substitute has a loop-
hole big enough for 500,000 welfare re-
cipients to walk through. You see,
caseload attrition counts as work par-
ticipation. It is a kind of caseload re-
volving door. One person going on and
off the rolls three times in a year
would count as three people going to
work. The Republican plan requires not
only real work but a real net decrease
in the caseload.

The Deal substitute does virtually
nothing on the subject of illegitimacy
and out-of-wedlock births, though the
President himself has admitted the
clear link between welfare and out-of-
wedlock births.

Incredibly, the Deal substitute raises
taxes on working moms with children,
over $2 billion at the very time we are
trying to provide tax relief for the
American family. The Deal substitute
has spending increases. It is going to
cost $2 billion more over the next 5
years, while the GOP plan saves bil-
lions of dollars. It is tax and spend
again and again, and the American peo-
ple do not want a welfare reform plan
that is going to cost more money.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield a
minute and a half to the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. MCINTOSH].

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the Deal amendment.

First, let me say I appreciate the ef-
forts of Mr. DEAL and his colleagues to
work towards a welfare bill that would
reduce the dependency on welfare, but
there are several provisions in there
that I find very troubling.

My opposition to the welfare system
as we know it today is that I think it
ruins the American family. It creates
incentives for women to leave their
husbands in order to receive benefits, it
penalizes families that stick together,
and it ultimately undermines the fam-
ily as an institution in our society.

Provisions in this bill which end up
taxing working mothers who are rely-
ing on the earned income tax credit
and increase the marriage penalty in
that program, I think, would be coun-
terproductive.

I also think that allowing a state-
ment that we are going to accept 50
percent illegitimacy rates as being OK
sends the wrong signal in this country.
We have to be against illegitimacy and
strengthen the family and strengthen
the roots that it creates in order to
overcome the deep social problems that
we have in this country.

So, Mr. Chairman, for that reason, I
would urge my colleagues to vote
against the Deal substitute and stay
with the bill that came out of commit-
tee.

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
CRAMER].

(Mr. CRAMER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of the Deal sub-
stitute, the only deficit reducing wel-
fare reform plan.

Mr. Chairman, we must reform the welfare
system from top to bottom. The current sys-
tem does not work. It was intended to be a
safety net for poor children and families, but it
has become a burned-out bureaucracy that
encourages laziness and discourages people
from finding work.

I support welfare reform, and I am going to
vote for the strongest plan possible. I am co-
sponsoring a plan drafted by the coalition,
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which is a group I belong to made up of con-
servative and moderate House Members.

The plan I support is tough but fair. It is the
best plan before Congress to get people off
welfare and get them into the workforce.

The welfare reform plan I support would:
Impose a 2-year lifetime limit on welfare

benefits.
Demand that people who get welfare start

their job search immediately upon receiving
benefits.

Impose tougher enforcement of child sup-
port, with provisions to revoke driver’s licenses
and withhold income of people who fail to pay
child support.

Provide States with funding for job training
for recipients so they can get off welfare and
into work.

While other welfare proposals have been
criticized for cutting the National School Lunch
Program, the plan I support does not affect
school lunches or any other nutrition program.

The problem with the current welfare system
is not the School Lunch Program. The prob-
lem is the welfare system doesn’t give people
any incentive to work.

The plan I support provides benefits for a
limited amount of time, during which you must
look for a job. No more something for nothing.

My plan is the only one that reduces the
deficit. It costs less than the current system,
and it specifically directs the savings to go to-
ward deficit reduction. Other plans put their
savings toward paying for tax cuts.

This proposal is tough but sensible. It pro-
vides reasonable assistance for those in need
for a limited amount of time. It provides the
means and the incentive to get off welfare and
get a job.

The House is expected to hold votes on the
coalition’s welfare reform plan and competing
proposals by Friday afternoon.

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. TANNER], one of
the original cosponsors of this legisla-
tion.

(Mr. TANNER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TANNER. Mr. Chairman, I want
to thank the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. DEAL] and say that the six of us
who have been working on this for 3,
almost 4 years now, none of us are
committee chairmen, none of us are
ranking members of a committee, and
so the gentleman was right when he
said it is really, I think, a tribute to
the merit of this work that our staffs
and others have done that we are even
on the floor tonight.

We looked at our welfare system
again about 4 years ago and decided
that we needed to change it for three
or four reasons.

One, the present system encouraged
unwed motherhood, and that is wrong,
and we changed that in our bill.

Second, it discouraged two-parent
families, and that is wrong, and we
changed incentives in the system in
this bill.

Third, we knew we had to do child
care and some things for kids so that
people could accept a job and go to
work, and we went about this in a way
that was quiet in many respects. But it

was like this. We went with one guid-
ing principle, and that is if life, as one
man once said, is about nothing else, it
is about the dignity that comes with
earning one’s own way.

Our bill is the only one that really
and truly tries to get people back to
work with self-sufficiency contracts,
with a partnership with the State. We
try to fix the things that are wrong
with the Federal system before we
dump it on the governors and the legis-
latures and the cities of this Nation.

I have letters from the U.S. Con-
ference of Mayors, the National League
of Cities against H.R. 4 because of what
they see coming down the road in
terms of unfunded mandates. But I am
not going to get into all that tonight.

Let me tell you what I am going to
talk about with the little time I have
got left. Very similar to our bill, 162
Republicans in the last Congress signed
a bill just like this, almost like it, and
we have been working with them a long
time.

The six of us that are sponsors of this
bill cannot be accused of being partisan
voters. We have had, we collectively
have, I would suggest, the most non-
partisan voting record in this House
over the time we have been here. And
for the criticism that comes from the
Republicans tonight on some of the
things that they have been for until it
was here tonight as our bill, I think, is
disgusting and disgusting for this rea-
son. The American people have got
enough sense to know that neither
party has got a monopoly on wisdom
and virtue. And they are tired of par-
tisan gamesmanship and this unbeliev-
able rhetoric at the level that there is,
and 162 of you were for it when we had
this almost same bill in the last Con-
gress, and now all of a sudden it is bad.

I think it is a shame. I think the
American people want this Congress to
work for them and do something about
our problems. We have got a chance to
do it tonight, and I would urge us to
lay aside our partisan differences and
try to do that.

b 1915

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I would
say to the previous speaker that if we
started pointing out the good parts,
they would start losing votes on that
side.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. TAL-
ENT].

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Let us look at what the Republican
bill actually does. It actually requires
actual people actually on the welfare
case load to work; 2,225,000 people by
the beginning of the next decade will
have to work under the Republican
bill. And it is work as the American
people understand work, working at a
job.

Let us look at what the Deal bill has.
It has job search. It has education and
training. It has personal employability
plans. Where have we seen that before?
In the 1988 welfare bill, which was also

called a workfare bill. Do you know
how many people are working now that
we have had the 1988 bill for 6 years,
26,000 people out of 41⁄2 million people
are working. That is how many people
are going to be working under the Deal
bill. It is the same old wine and it is
not even in new bottles. It is the same
old wine in the same old bottles.

We are taxing middle-class Ameri-
cans. We are pouring the money into
billions and billions of dollars worth of
new bureaucracies, personal employ-
ability plans, education and training.
No where does the bill define work as
work, and nobody will be working.

The bill does nothing about illegit-
imacy. It allows the illegitimacy rate
to continue to grow. It creates new bu-
reaucracies instead of requiring work.
It maintains the Federal lock hold on
the welfare system. It is the kind of
welfare reform that we have had in the
past.

Mr. Chairman, it proves that we need
not just to end welfare as we know it,
we need to end welfare reform as we
know it.

Vote for the Republican welfare bill
and against the Deal substitute.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. LATHAM].

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to oppose Mr.
DEAL’s substitute amendment to the
Personal Responsibility Act. The cur-
rent welfare system is fundamentally
broken. We must replace it, instead of
tinkering around the edges.

The Deal substitute retains ultimate
power in the hands of Federal bureau-
crats. Allow me to give some examples:

States will still have to come to
Washington bureaucrats to get waivers
to try anything new or innovative.
These waivers can take years to ob-
tain.

The Deal substitute also preserves
the Federal bureaucrats power over
work programs. More ‘‘Washington
Knows Best.’’ Job placement vouchers,
work supplementation and workfare
are all subject to the blessing of Fed-
eral bureaucrats.

I support the Personal Responsibility
Act because it will not require Gov-
ernors—who are far ahead of Washing-
ton when it comes to welfare reform—
to seek permission from Federal bu-
reaucrats for their innovate welfare-to-
work programs.

The bottom line is that the Deal sub-
stitute fails to meet the public demand
to end welfare as we know it. I urge my
colleagues to vote against the Deal
substitute.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2
minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia [Mr. COLLINS], a member of the
committee.

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing time to me.

Members, opportunity knocks only
once. But temptation will beat your
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door down. The Deal substitute is a
temptation. It is a temptation that
continues an open-end entitlement pro-
gram.

What is an entitlement? An entitle-
ment simply means that if you fit the
criteria of a program, you are entitled
to the money that comes from that
program. Should not states have the
opportunity to adjust their criteria?
No, under the Deal substitute, they
continue to be faced with mandates of
how to beat that criteria.

States should have the flexibility to
adjust. A lot has been said about Gov-
ernors, Republican Governors, mainly,
but I want to mention a Democrat Gov-
ernor from Georgia, Zell Miller, a real
leader in welfare reform.

Just last December, he said, ‘‘MAC,
when it comes to welfare reform, just
send me the money. Even if you have
to send it be less, I will handle welfare
reform in Georgia.’’ And he has and he
will continue to do so.

Let us end the Washington bureauc-
racy. Let us give the States and the
local governments the ability to assist
their citizens. Compassion begins at
home, my colleagues, not in Washing-
ton.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Texas, Mr. GENE
GREEN.

(Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of the Deal
amendment.

I support the substitute offered by Rep-
resentative DEAL which provides real reform of
our Nation’s welfare system without penalizing
children, seniors, or economically
disadvantaging people. Congress must pro-
vide training and transitional assistance to
move Americans from welfare to work. Without
providing the helping hand to welfare partici-
pants, Congress will force them to make a
choice between health care benefits, child
care and housing assistance, or work. No one
should be forced to pick between their children
or work.

We must take charge and reform the wel-
fare system which penalizes families for stay-
ing together or trying to obtain work which will
cause the loss of several assistance pro-
grams. The Deal substitute does provide this
assistance in the crucial transition period. A 2-
year extension for medical assistance allows a
welfare recipient to better their life and keep
their health care benefits.

The Deal substitute is tough love but it pro-
vides the helping hand for recipients to move
on to a better life. Deal requires double the
number of people to work than the Repub-
licans do and provides more assistance. While
the Republicans claim they are tough on re-
quiring work for welfare, the Deal substitute
requires it.

The Deal substitute allows nutrition pro-
grams to continue under current law. The Re-
publican bill cuts school lunch and completely
changes the entire program. Under the Re-
publican’s bill, school breakfast and lunch

funding is guaranteed to Governors but there
is no guarantee of a school lunch meal for our
children. The block grant funding system does
not allow for any of this and will force the
State of Texas to make up for lost funding ei-
ther by raising taxes or cutting services. Cut-
ting services means fewer meals.

The Comptroller for the State of Texas esti-
mated a loss of federal revenues of over $1
billion in the next 2 years if the Republican
welfare bill is passed. Congress must not
force this massive cost shift onto the States.
We passed the unfunded mandates but this
will be an unfunded mandate beyond any
other. The State of Texas will be forced to
take charge of programs which the Federal
Government is abandoning.

We must not turn our backs on the children,
seniors, or any Americans. I support the Deal
substitute and I ask for its passage.

Mr. DEAL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. FORD].

(Mr. FORD asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the Deal substitute. I
have worked with him over the past 6
weeks, and we have looked closely at
this bill. And we strongly support this
substitute for a real work bill.

Mr. DEAL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. LEWIS].

(Mr. LEWIS of Georgia asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of the Deal bill.

Mr. DEAL. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, I said at the outset
that we are the Cinderella team here.
We are just pleased to be invited to the
ball. We had to come as we were. One of
our stepsisters got invited. They were
supposed to be the one that wore the
shipper. We have taken 2 days and 31
visits to the beauty shop to try to im-
prove their dress, to improve their hair
style and to give them a facial
makeover.

But we are glad to be invited to the
ball. We thank all of you for that op-
portunity.

Let me address some of the issues
that you have stated previously. First
of all, we think that unfortunately, if
you are going to break welfare, you
have to get people to work. You saw
the charts that were displayed on this
side.

The one glaring error is that on the
Republican bill you can count some-
body in your work requirements just
by simply kicking them off the rolls
whether they ever to go work or not.
We do not allow that.

Let us look at the percentages here.
You will see the percentages. As you
notice, one of the makeovers did in-
crease the percentages, but it did not
give the States any additional revenue
to achieve these goals. If it costs
money to get people to work, where is
the extra revenue to get them to work?
We believe it is one of the largest un-

funded mandates that States and com-
munities will ever see.

We have a letter from the Conference
of Mayors, indicating they think that
it is a shift, made reference to the fact
that the Governors, Republican Gov-
ernors Association endorsed a letter
against us. I notice that only eight of
them signed it. I thought you had sig-
nificantly more than that. Maybe they
will get around to signing it later.

Let me talk to you about the issue of
flexibility. We talk about flexibility,
and we talk about funding. This is the
funding mechanism. you are not going
to be able to get people off of work by
cutting child care benefits. You are not
going to get people off of work without
giving them the incentive for addi-
tional transitional Medicaid so that a
working mother does not lose the
health care for her children. And that
costs the money. You have got to have
incentives for people to go to work. We
do it and we save money.

How much is it going to cost? I want
to talk to you about how much it is
going to cost.

The CBO scores these things. That is
what they are there for, and they are
now under the Republicans’ control.
And we have talked about how much
things are going to cost.

CBO has scored both bills, and they
have looked at it from the standpoint
of are you achieving the goal of getting
people off of welfare and into work.
What do they say? They say that we
can meet our work requirements under
the bill and probably not use all of the
resources.

What do they say about the Repub-
lican version? They simply say that
none of the 50 States, including the ter-
ritories, will be able to reach the goals
of work that they schedule.

You can talk about us being able to
allow people to look for jobs and job
search. Yes, we do require that within
30 days from the time we began. But,
gentleman and ladies on the other side,
you allow people to sit at home for 2
years and never have to go to work.
They do not even have to look in the
yellow pages or in the work section of
the newspaper.

I would urge Members to look at this
bill on the merits. We think it is a sub-
stantial improvement over what is
being offered.

We are Cinderella, and we believe at
the end of the ball we will be wearing
the slipper.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, we have had a long
few days. I think we have had some
good moments in this Chamber, and I
think we have had some of our worst
moments in this Chamber. But I am
struck by the fact that no one has
come to the floor and defended the sta-
tus quo, despite the fact that for so
many years the Democrats of this
House have prevented real welfare re-
form.

The gentleman from Tennessee who
spoke just a few moments ago about
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working with us on other legislation,
he has. The gentleman from Texas [Mr.
STENHOLM] mentioned the child care
bill. We worked on that together, and
we got good legislation.

The problem is here there is too
much politics and there is not enough
cure. But let us look for a minute. I
want to be very complimentary of the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. DEAL] for
doing this and being able to bring
about some of the Members of his party
who are dead fast against any reform
to bring them on board.

You say you have been back and
forth to the beauty parlor. Some areas
you have sat under the dryer too long,
I might say. I think that there are
areas that your bill is very commend-
able. But I am not here to tell you
where you did good.

I am here to tell you where you
messed up. And I know you messed up
because of the compromises that you
had to make to bring so many of your
Members aboard.

You increase the deficit by $2 billion.
This is not a time to do this. The Re-
publican bill decreases the deficit. It
adds back to $67 billion. That is a big,
big difference.

You increase taxes. That is a mistake
in this atmosphere. It is a mistake to
increase taxes, and you increase it on
over 2 million middle-income families.
That is a very, very big mistake. You
should not have done it. You should
not have weakened to that.

It is weak on work. There is no ques-
tion about it. When you say someone is
looking for work, that counts as work.
And you say you are tough on work.
All you have to do is go home and say,
I am working on my resume or send
your resume to be president of General
Motors and by God you are looking for
work. But that should not score.

On our side we say that you cannot,
it is not a question of sitting home 2
years. Many of the Governors today,
they provide that you have got to work
the first day. You absolutely gut the
program that is now in place in places
such as Massachusetts and Michigan,
where they are requiring them to go to
work.

Under the Deal bill they can say, I
am getting an education and training.
I am not going to go to work. I got 2
years.

Under our bill, the States can say,
no, you do not. You are going to work
right now, because there is work out
there and it is there for you and you
are going to be able to take it.

The unfunded mandates and keeping
the bureaucracy here in Washington is
the greatest tragedy of this bill.

Vote ‘‘no’’ on the Deal bill.
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, the current wel-

fare system is at odds with the core values
Americans share: work, opportunity, family,
and responsibility.

Instead of strengthening families and instill-
ing personal responsibility, the system penal-
izes two-parent families, and lets too many ab-
sent parents who owe child support off the
hook.

It is long past time to ‘‘end welfare as we
know it.’’ We need to move beyond political
rhetoric, and offer a simple compact that pro-
vides people more opportunity in return for
more responsibility.

I have a few common-sense criteria which
any welfare plan must meet to get my vote.

It must require all able-bodied recipients to
work for their benefits.

It must require teenage mothers to live at
home or other supervised setting.

It must create a child support enforcement
system with teeth so that deadbeat parents
support their children.

It must establish a time limit so that welfare
benefits are only a temporary means of sup-
port.

It must be tough on those who have de-
frauded the system.

And it must give states maximum flexibility
to shape their welfare system to their needs,
while upholding the important national objec-
tives I have just listed.

Tuesday, in debate on the House floor, Mr.
CASTLE said the Republican bill is a ‘‘big
bang’’ approach to changing welfare. He was
right—and it’s the kids who are getting banged
up.

As Governor Mike Lowry of Washington
State says regarding the Republican bill, ‘‘I
recognize the serious need to reshape and re-
vitalize our public welfare system, but I op-
pose prescriptive Federal mandates that would
harm children.’’

I rise today to support the Deal substitute.
This is the only bill before this House which
meets my criteria. It is the only bill before us
which makes fundamental changes to the cur-
rent system without hurting children.

The Deal substitute reinforces the values
which Americans share: Hard work, self dis-
cipline and personal responsibility. It is tough
on work, fair to kids, holds recipients account-
able to the government, and makes both par-
ents responsible for taking care of their chil-
dren.

The Deal bill is tougher on work than any
proposal before the House. As Governor Tom
Carper of Delaware wrote, the Republican bill
‘‘will not do what the public is demanding—
that is, ensure that welfare recipients work.’’

Under the Deal bill, each individual coming
onto AFDC will be required to sign a com-
prehensive individualized responsibility plan.
This contract outlines what welfare recipients
must do in order to receive Government as-
sistance. The plan requires that each recipient
begin to look for a job immediately, and work
to gain the tools which will move them from
welfare to work. Nobody who refuses to work
will get benefits.

In addition, the Deal bill requires States to
meet higher participation rates than the Re-
publican bill does. The Republican bill would
count any kind of caseload reduction towards
States’ work participation rates, whether peo-
ple are working or not. Under the Deal bill,
people will be given the opportunity to gain the
skills they need to get a job—with time limits
that create the right incentives to do so.

The Deal bill is also better than the Repub-
lican bill for what it does not do—it does not
make children pay for the behavior of their
parents. As Governor Benjamin Cayetano of
Hawaii says, ‘‘The Republican proposal will
bite into the already overburdened safety nets
of State and local government and numerous
nonprofit organizations. It will bite into the tight

budget of families working hard to get off wel-
fare. And, most unfortunately, it will be the
children in these families who will suffer the
most.’’

Unlike the Republican bill, the Deal bill
maintains the guarantee that no kid will go to
school hungry. The Deal bill budgets enough
funding for child care to make sure no kid will
be left at home alone when mom and dad go
to work. As Governor Dean points out, the Re-
publican bill ‘‘not only appears to reduce child
care assistance by roughly 20 percent over 4
years, it would not account for projected in-
creases in child care needs for welfare recipi-
ents who are required to work under the bill.’’
The Deal bill makes sure welfare recipients
can go to work without fearing for their chil-
dren’s safety—a critical element of workable
welfare reform.

As Governor Roy Roemer of Colorado
points out, ‘‘it is unacceptable to expect a par-
ent to enter employment if it means their chil-
dren’s safety and well-being is jeopardized by
lack of child care or medical assistance.’’ Gov-
ernor Gaston Caperton of West Virginia tells
us that ‘‘we need to eliminate the disincentives
to work running through our welfare system,
by providing transitional health and child care
benefits.’’ Unlike the Republican bill, the Deal
bill provides adequate funding for child care,
and extends Medicaid eligibility for an addi-
tional year to help people move from welfare
to work.

The Deal bill also cracks down on deadbeat
parents to make sure

they live up to their responsibility to support
their kids. It sends a crystal clear message to
all Americans: You should not become a par-
ent until you are able to provide and care for
your child.

The Deal bill puts the teeth into our child
support enforcement system that the Repub-
licans took out of their bill. It includes the pro-
visions Mrs. KENNELLY and I fought for in the
Rules Committee last week which withholds or
suspends the professional and driver’s li-
censes of people who have not made their
child support payments.

The Deal bill will send a strong message
that parents—even teenagers—must be re-
sponsible for their children. Under this bill,
teen mothers will be required to live at home
and stay in school. We will send the message
that we will support children of teenagers only
while their parents are preparing to support
them independently.

The Deal bill is also better than the Repub-
lican bill for what it does not do. The Repub-
lican bill wages an attack on the basic food
programs that make sure every child in this
country has at least one good meal a day. De-
spite rhetoric to the contrary, the Republican
bill cuts spending for child nutrition programs
almost $7 billion below the funding that would
be provided by current law.

Do not just rely on me to tell you. Gov.
Howard Dean of Vermont says, the Repub-
lican bill ‘‘would decrease funding, repeal nu-
tritional standards and permit States to siphon
off school lunch funds to pay for other pro-
grams. This is wrong and it should be stopped
in its tracks.’’

In the Republican bill, funding for the
Women, Infants and Children Program is re-
duced compared to current law—and provi-
sions requiring competitive bidding on baby
formula have been removed. That decision
alone will take $1 billion of food out of the
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mouths of children each year, and put the
money in the pockets of big business. This
simply defies common sense. No one in
America could possibly argue that this is ‘‘re-
form.’’

The Deal bill maintains the current-law com-
petitive requirements in WIC that save money
for the taxpayers—and increase the number of
women and children we can help in this pro-
gram.

The Deal bill also maintains current funding
levels for foster care. Adoption and foster care
services are already overloaded, and are fail-
ing our children. At a time when the need for
foster care, group homes, and adoption is like-
ly to rise dramatically, the Republican welfare
plan would cut Federal support for foster care
and adoption by $4 billion over 5 years.

As Governor Lowry says, ‘‘The overall effect
of the welfare reform proposal may force more
children into foster care; yet the State will
have fewer funds to meet this increased need.
Moreover, if the funds provided are diverted
primarily into foster care, then there will be
even less money available for family support
and preservation, adoption, finding permanent
homes for children, or prevention.’’

The Republican bill restricts State flexibility.
Gov. Mel Carnahan of Missouri says that H.R.
1214 ‘‘would undermine the reform that has al-
ready begun in States like Missouri’’ because
it would ‘‘provide (block grants) with very little
flexibility. The legislation is full of
micromanagement prescriptions. Furthermore,
the funding to achieve true reform and provide
for recipients in harsh economic periods would
be, at best, uncertain.’’ Governor Dean says
that H.R. 1214 ‘‘is overly prescriptive by telling
States how to design their reforms and who
they can serve. It fails to meet the commit-
ment of the leadership to grant States the
flexibility we view as critical to successful
State-based welfare reform.’’

As Governor Carnahan says, the Deal bill
‘‘acknowledges what is needed to help people
move from welfare to work. This measure
would emphasize work requirements, bind re-
cipients to an individual responsibility contract
in order to receive benefits, and encourage re-
sponsible parenting.’’

Both Democrats and Republicans agree the
current welfare system needs to be over-
hauled. The Deal bill is tough on work without
being tough on kids. It represents true welfare
reform—not the wealth-fare reform the Repub-
licans propose.

The Deal bill is the change we need to end
welfare as we know it. I urge your support for
this bill.

I would like to submit the text of these let-
ters from Governors across the country for the
RECORD.

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR,
Montpelier, VT, March 22, 1995.

Hon. RICHARD GEPHARDT,
Democratic Leader, House of Representatives,

Washington, DC.
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE GEPHARDT: As the

House of Representatives debates welfare re-
form, I wanted to share with you my con-
cerns about the Republican proposal, H.R.
1214, The Personal Responsibility Act.

Vermont was the first state in the nation
to implement a statewide welfare reform ini-
tiative that includes both work requirements
and time limits. Our goals are to strengthen
incentives to work, make dependence on
cash assistance transitional, and promote
good parenting and individual responsibility.
Although our reforms took effect in July we

are already seeing encouraging results. In
the first six months of operation, the number
of employed parents in our program in-
creased by 19 percent and their average
monthly earnings grew by 23 percent.

We were hopeful that federal reforms
promised by the 104th Congress would com-
plement and propel Vermont’s reform initia-
tive. However, after closely following the
progress of welfare reform in the House and
examining the details of H.R. 1214, I can only
conclude that this proposal will deal a severe
blow to our efforts in Vermont by shifting
responsibility and costs to the states.

First, I believe there is a national interest
in protecting children and that a child in
Mississippi is no less important than a child
in Minnesota. Any welfare reform should em-
brace this national priority and ensure that
children are protected and not penalized for
the mistakes of others. The Personal Re-
sponsibility Act fails to meet this minimum
test of decency and represents a declaration
of war on America’s children.

The failure of the leadership to meet this
test is best illustrated by their proposal to
block grant the school lunch program, a pro-
gram that works and puts food directly into
the mouths of hungry children. The bill
would decrease funding, repeal national nu-
trition standards and permit states to siphon
off school lunch funds to pay for other pro-
grams. This is wrong and it should be
stopped dead in its tracks.

Second, states have asked for flexibility to
tailor welfare reforms to meet the special
circumstances present in every state. H.R.
1214 is overly prescriptive by telling states
how to design their reforms and who they
can serve. It fails to meet the commitment
of the leadership to grant states the flexibil-
ity we view as critical to successful state-
based welfare reform.

Finally, I am convinced, based on our expe-
rience in Vermont, that real welfare reform
will not save the states or the federal gov-
ernment money in the short run. If the lead-
ership is serious about moving people from
welfare to real and meaningful work, it has
missed the mark. Slashing $69 billion dollars
over five years from the very programs that
would help people transition from welfare to
work is a demonstration of the leadership’s
seriousness of purpose in welfare reform.
Without sufficient federal support for true
welfare reform, H.R. 1214 is simply another
unfunded mandate imposed on the states.

Dick, I stand ready to work with you in
any way to improve this bill and I appreciate
your leadership on this critical issue. Please
feel free to call on me if I can be of any as-
sistance.

Sincerely,
HOWARD DEAN, M.D.

Governor.

EXECUTIVE CHAMBERS,
Honolulu, HI, March 21, 1995.

Hon. RICHARD GEPHARDT,
House Democratic Leader, U.S. Capitol, Wash-

ington, DC.
DEAR CONGRESSMAN GEPHARDT: On behalf

of the State of Hawaii, I want to express my
strong support for the efforts of the House
Democrats to craft a bill that would produce
meaningful and effective welfare reform.

The State of Hawaii believes that real wel-
fare reform invests in people. This means
welfare programs that train people for the
kinds of jobs that will allow them to earn a
decent living, to live a life off welfare, to be
self sufficient. Our state Department of
Human Services is taking action to make
this kind of program a reality. We have in
place programs which require recipients to
work part-time while receiving job skills
training. This type of program empowers the
recipients by providing them with meaning-

ful work experience concurrent to learning
more effective job skills. It also will save the
state millions of dollars.

Under the House Republican bill, welfare
stands a good change of becoming well-un-
fair. Unfair to welfare recipients who will see
basic benefits cut and eligibility standards
devised which do not work in the real world.
And, unfair to the states who will find them-
selves paying out of their own pocket for
programs mandated, but not funded, by Con-
gress.

On the surface, the House Republican bill’s
goals of turning 336 welfare programs into 8
block grants sounds appealing. It sounds like
common sense. It sounds like government
being wise. In reality, the sound bites of the
House Republicans are just that—sound
bites. The Republican proposal will bite into
the already overburdened safety nets of state
and local government and numerous non-
profit organizations. It will bite into the
tight budget of families working hard to get
off welfare. And, most unfortunately, it will
be the children in these families who will
suffer most.

We in Hawaii cannot let this happen. Our
community will not stand idly by while oth-
ers attempt to hobble our ability to care for
our vulnerable populations.

I and other Democratic Governors believe
that the health and safety of children should
be protected. That means welfare reform
with compassion. The House Republicans
proposal overlooks this key guiding principle
of welfare.

This proposal also restricts a state’s abil-
ity to gain meaningful welfare reform tai-
lored to the specific needs of an individual
state. I stand with my fellow Democratic
Governors in asking for significant state
flexibility which is free of the bureaucratic
prescriptive language and hazy funding
mechanisms.

Congressman Gephardt, your leadership in
crafting a reality based welfare reform bill is
heartily appreciated in the Aloha State. The
Democratic Governors have been national
leaders in the welfare reform movement, and
we stand ready to help you in any way pos-
sible to fashion a welfare bill that will em-
phasize personal responsibility, promote self-
sufficiency, provide economic opportunity
and encourage families to stay together.

With warmest personal regards.
Very truly yours,

BENJAMIN J. CAYETANO,
Governor.

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR,
Jefferson City, MO, March 22, 1995.

Hon. RICHARD GEPHARDT,
House Democratic Leader, Washington, DC.

DEAR DICK: I am writing to express my
concerns about the welfare reform proposal,
H.R. 1214, scheduled this week for debate on
the House floor. Unfortunately, this legisla-
tion is not a serious attempt to reform wel-
fare. If passed, it would cause more damage
than good to Missourians who are trying to
improve their lives.

Democratic governors want to accomplish
real welfare reform and understand how to
achieve it. It has been Democratic governors
who have instituted statewide programs to
help recipients break the cycle of depend-
ency and go to work. Democratic governors
know that to achieve true change, people
must become self-sufficient, find and main-
tain a job, and be responsible for their fami-
lies.

The welfare reform legislation that was
passed in Missouri last year accomplishes all
of these goals and more. Missouri’s program
emphasizes jobs and self-sufficiency. AFDC
recipients, for example must enroll in self-
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sufficiency pacts that are time-limit con-
tracts with a 24-month time limit and pos-
sible 24-month extension. Minor parents
must live in their parent’s home to receive
AFDC.

Missouri’s reform does not stop there.
Work is rewarded by allowing families to
keep a greater share of the money they earn
without experiencing a sudden loss of re-
sources. Wage supplements go to employers
who create jobs in low-income neighbor-
hoods. Child care is made accessible for
those who go to work. Paternity acknowl-
edgment at birth is increased. Perhaps most
importantly, Missouri does not tear away
the ‘‘safety net’’ for children. These are the
responsible ways to help people to help
themselves.

Unfortunately, the same cannot be said for
H.R. 1214. Self-sufficiency and work are not
emphasized. Support for children is not en-
sured. In fact, this legislation would under-
mine the reform that has already begun in
states like Missouri. For example:

Block grants (which are by their nature in-
tended to provide flexibility to states) would
be provided along with very little flexibility.
The legislation is full of micro-management
prescriptions that are required of States.
Furthermore, the funding to achieve true re-
form and provide for recipients in harsh eco-
nomic periods would be, at best, uncertain.

Welfare recipients are denied the training,
child care, and health care that are needed
to help recipients to qualify for, obtain, and
keep jobs. In fact, child care assistance
would be reduced approximately 20% over
the next five years.

Innocent children would be punished be-
cause federal funds could not be used to sup-
port children born to a young mother, born
to current AFDC recipients, or born into a
family that has received AFDC for more
than five years. Foster care protections cur-
rently in place would be eliminated by this
bill and the guarantee of child nutrition pro-
grams for low-income children would be
eliminated.

These are only a few examples of the prob-
lems that are evident with the Republican
approach to welfare reform. As for alter-
native approaches, the proposal put forth by
Congressman Nathan Deal (the Individual
Responsibility Act of 1995) seems to be a
much more legitimate approach to improv-
ing the current welfare system. This meas-
ure acknowledges what is needed to help peo-
ple move from welfare to work. This measure
would emphasize work requirements, bind re-
cipients to an individual responsibility con-
tract in order to receive benefits, and en-
courage responsible parenting.

Dick, I appreciate your leadership in try-
ing to achieve true welfare reform. There are
ways to reform welfare without punishing
those who are less fortunate. I am proud of
what we are doing in Missouri and pleased to
see many other Democratic governors striv-
ing to better serve the people of their states.

Please let me know if there are more ways
we can work together with Congress to re-
ward self-sufficieny, hard work, and personal
responsibility.

Very truly yours,
MEL CARNAHAN,

Governor.

STATE OF DELAWARE,
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR,

March 21, 1995.
Hon. RICHARD GEPHARDT,
Washington, DC.

DEAR DICK: As one of the NGA’s two lead
governors on welfare reform, let me take
this opportunity to bring to your attention
my serious concerns about the House Repub-
lican welfare plan, H.R. 1214, which I under-

stand will be considered by the House this
week.

You may be aware that earlier this year, I
announced my statewide welfare reform ini-
tiative, ‘‘A Better Chance.’’ My plan seeks to
ensure that 1) work pays more than welfare;
2) welfare recipients exercise personal re-
sponsibility; 3) welfare is transitional; 4)
both parents help support a child; and, 5)
two-parent families are encouraged, and
teenage pregnancy is discouraged.

Under this plan, welfare recipients who go
to work will receive an additional year of
child care assistance and Medicaid, as well
as part of their welfare grants for their fami-
lies and an individual development account
for continuing education, job training, and
economic stability. Welfare recipients will
be required to sign contracts of mutual re-
sponsibility, and a two-year time limit on
cash assistance for recipients over 19 will be
imposed, after which recipients will be re-
quired to work for their AFDC checks. Teen-
agers will be required to stay in school, im-
munize their children and participate in
parenting education. To discourage teenage
pregnancy, I’ve begun a grassroots and
media outreach campaign to convince teens
to postpone sexual activity or avoid becom-
ing or making someone else pregnant.

In essence, Delaware’s plan contains strong
work requirements, addresses the critical
need for child care and health care for poor
working families, helps recipients find pri-
vate-sector jobs, outlines a contract of mu-
tual responsibility between welfare recipi-
ents and the state, imposes real time limits
on benefits, and lifts barriers to the creation
of two-parent families.

As I’ve reviewed the House Republican
plan, H.R. 1214, I believe that it will under-
cut our efforts in Delaware to enact real wel-
fare reform. As written, H.R. 1214 will not en-
sure that welfare recipients make the transi-
tion to work, will not give states the flexibil-
ity needed to enact real welfare reform, and
will not assure adequate protection for chil-
dren.

WORK

The House Republican plan, H.R. 1214, will
not ensure that welfare recipients make the
transition to work. The litmus test for any
real welfare reform is whether or not it ade-
quately answers the following three ques-
tions 1) Does it prepare welfare recipients for
work? 2) Does it help welfare recipients find
a job? 3) Does it enable welfare recipients to
maintain a job? The Republican proposal,
H.R. 1214, fails to meet this litmus test. This
proposal will not do what the public is de-
manding, that is, ensure that welfare recipi-
ents work.

Real, meaningful welfare reform requires
recipients to work and my welfare reform
plan for Delaware contains stiff work re-
quirements. However, this proposal not only
does not include any resources for the cre-
ation of private sector jobs, but it would re-
peal the JOBS program, a program focused
on assisting welfare recipients in preparing
for and obtaining private sector jobs, and re-
duce funding for combined AFDC and work
requirements. The JOBS program, a central
component of the 1988 Family Support Act,
received strong bipartisan support from
Members of Congress, the Reagan Adminis-
tration, and the National Governors’ Asso-
ciation. The JOBS program in Delaware,
‘‘First Step’’, has been nationally recognized
for its success in training and placing thou-
sands of welfare recipients in jobs. While I
certainly support greater state flexibility in
the use of JOBS funding, I am concerned
that the elimination of this program without
replacing it with a means for ensuring the
transition from welfare to work would re-
duce the focus of welfare reform on work. I
believe that additional resources, not less,

should be targeted to ensuring that welfare
recipients can successfully make the transi-
tion to work.

The Republican proposal, H.R. 1214, will
not assure that families who work will be
better off than those who don’t because it
would deny welfare recipients who go to
work the child care, health care, and nutri-
tion assistance they need to improve their
lives and to keep their children healthy and
safe. That is simply impractical and wrong.

For example, H.R. 1214 will not assure
child care assistance to welfare recipients
who go to work, or participate in job train-
ing or job search activities. In my state, I
will be requiring welfare recipients to go to
work, and to ensure that they can prepare
for, find and maintain a job, I will be provid-
ing significant new state dollars for child
care assistance. However, this legislation not
only appears to reduce the child care assist-
ance by roughly 20 percent over five years,
but it would not account for projected in-
creases in child care needs for welfare recipi-
ents who are required to work under the bill.
I believe that it is unrealistic to expect
many welfare recipients to keep working or
participate in job training if they are not
provided some assistance with child care.

Additionally, H.R. 1214 allows the one-year
extension of Medicaid benefits for welfare re-
cipients who go to work to expire at the end
of fiscal year 1998. The expiration of this pro-
vision will remove both the work incentive
that this provision provides, as well as the
assurance that welfare recipients who go to
work and their children can continue to re-
ceive health care coverage. I authored the
one-year extension of Medicaid benefits
which was adopted by the House in the 1988
Family Support Act, and I am disappointed
that this legislation would not extend such a
work incentive. I would urge consideration
of an additional year extension of Medicaid
for welfare recipients who go to work, as I
am seeking in my federal waiver application.

STATE FLEXIBILITY

The House Republican plan, H.R. 1214, will
not give states the flexibility needed to
enact real welfare reform. In addition to the
roughly $69 billion projected loss in funding
for these programs, H.R. 1214 significantly
alters the federal-state partnership which
has assured both federal and state support
for children and families in need. Under H.R.
1214, states would not be able to count on in-
creased federal support during times of re-
cession, to help the thousands, perhaps mil-
lions of children and families who will need
government assistance.

When I came to the Congress in 1982, I re-
call the state of our nation’s economy.
Working families who never thought they’d
need the government’s support, applied for
government assistance. Both the federal and
state governments reached out to these fam-
ilies and their children by providing critical
support through this difficult time. I am
deeply concerned about the next recession,
or the next disaster, or the next unforeseen
circumstance that will occur in my state, in
any of our states or in our country, in which
the people in our states will call for our as-
sistance. This proposal makes no attempt to
address these unforeseen calamities—it does
not include adequate adjustments for reces-
sions, population growth, disasters, and
other events that could result in an in-
creased need for services. As you may recall,
the welfare reform resolution which was
unanimously approved by the governors at
the National Governors Association meeting
in January called for any block grant pro-
posal to address such factors. I’ve attached a
February 23 letter to Chairman Archer,
signed by Governors Thompson, Engler,
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Carlson, Dean, Camahan, and me, outlining
these and other concerns.

While I recognize that the bill includes a
Rainy Day Fund, the meager size of the fund
and the fact that it is a loan fund which
states are required to repay within three
years, rather than a grant to states, makes
it a wholly inadequate anti-recessionary
tool.

In addition, H.R. 1214 expressly prohibits
states from using the funding under the cash
assistance block grant to serve children born
to unmarried mothers under 18, additional
children born to mothers who currently re-
ceive AFDC, and children and families who
have received AFDC for five years or more.
Decisions on which populations to serve
should be determined at the state level, not
mandated by Congress. These provisions
should be modified as state options.

Furthermore, states are required, under
H.R. 1214, to reduce AFDC benefits for chil-
dren for whom paternity is not yet estab-
lished. I favor requiring full cooperation in
paternity establishment as a condition of
AFDC receipt, but I believe that this par-
ticular provision in H.R. 1214 discriminates
against women who have fully cooperated.

I believe that this proposal’s significant re-
duction in funding, lack of a safety net and
recessionary tools, as well as its numerous
prescriptive mandates, threatens to limit the
very flexibility I am seeking to ensure suc-
cessful reform of the welfare system in my
own state, and very likely in other states.

CHILDREN

The House Republican proposal, H.R. 1214,
will not assure adequate protection for chil-
dren because it reduces the federal commit-
ment to some of the country’s most vulner-
able children in a number of significant
ways.

For example, H.R. 1214 eliminates the safe-
ty net for children by removing the entitle-
ment status of AFDC. Under H.R. 1214, states
are expressly prohibited from using these
federal funds to serve millions of children,
and the bill does not assure children, whose
parents go to work, child care, adequate nu-
tritional assistance, or health care coverage.
By requiring states to reduce benefits to
children for whom paternity has not yet
been established, H.R. 1214 will negatively
impact millions of children. The most egre-
gious examples are the bill’s dramatically
reduced federal commitment to assist dis-
abled children, children in foster care and
adoptive placements, and children who are
abused and neglected. Historically, Congress
determined a federal responsibility to sup-
port children placed in foster care who came
from AFDC-related households in the same
way parents continue to pay child support
while their children are in foster care. To
end this relationship is a fundamental
change in the federal government’s national
commitment to children.

In addition, H.R. 1214 reduces the federal
commitment to a number of crucial child nu-
trition programs, namely school lunch and
school breakfast, as well as WIC. During my
tenure in Congress, I, along with most of my
colleagues in the House, strongly supported
the school lunch and breakfast programs be-
cause these programs have been critical in
ensuring childrens’ health and nutrition, and
also strongly supported fully funding the
WIC program. Over the past twenty years,
WIC has been a critical program in dramati-
cally improving the nutritional status of
mothers and their infants. Proper nutrition
during pregnancy and in the early years of
life is the most critical element in the devel-
opment of a child. WIC is cost-effective, as a
noted Harvard study demonstrated—every
dollar invested in WIC saves three Medicaid
dollars. I am disappointed that this legisla-

tion reduces WIC funding, and eliminates
federal cost containment requirements to
competitively bid formula rebate contracts,
a provision which reduced WIC costs by a bil-
lion dollars in FY94.

I am concerned about the serious negative
impact of all of the above provisions on chil-
dren. None of these provisions are essential
to transforming the welfare system and in
some instances, e.g. child care reductions
and removal of a federal guarantee of child
care for welfare recipients who go to work,
they will have the direct opposite effect on
reform efforts.

It is disturbing to me that children who
are most at risk are targeted under this
bill—this will only serve to put more chil-
dren at risk and further exacerbate an al-
ready overburdened child welfare system.
Early proposals in the Contract with Amer-
ica, spoke to the potential increased need for
a safety net of foster care when hard time
limits for welfare reform are put in place. To
reduce funding for foster care while acknowl-
edging increased demand from the very popu-
lation federal foster care was designed to
protect is illogical at best. Essentially, these
provisions are outright discriminatory and
unconscionable, and should either be modi-
fied or entirely removed from the bill.

In sum, this legislation will not transform
the welfare system. Rather, it would se-
verely undercut our efforts to reform the
welfare system in my state. As I am seeking
to ensure that welfare recipients prepare for,
find, and maintain jobs, I am deeply troubled
by this legislation’s negative effect on re-
forming the welfare system here and else-
where.

I am strongly opposed to H.R. 1214 and I
would urge Members of Congress to vote
against this legislation, and instead, support
the Deal substitute, which in my view, rep-
resents real welfare reform. Representative
Deal’s legislation focuses on providing as-
sistance to prepare welfare recipients for
work, and to help welfare recipients find and
maintain jobs, as well as ensure that work
pays more than welfare, which H.R. 1214 fails
to do.

Representative Deal’s legislation, in con-
trast to H.R. 1214, appropriately establishes
the framework of a federal-state partnership
to transform the welfare system by giving
the states the flexibility to pursue innova-
tive approaches and the resources to success-
fully implement work-focused welfare re-
form.

I appreciate the opportunity to share my
concerns with you, and I look forward to
continuing to work with you in the effort to
transform our nation’s welfare system.

Sincerely,
TOM CARPER,

Governor.
STATE OF WASHINGTON,
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR,

Olympia, Washington, March 22, 1995.
The Hon. RICHARD GEPHARDT,
House Democratic Leader,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN GEPHARDT: I am writ-
ing to express my concerns about the pro-
posed Personal Responsibility Act (PRA). I
believe this bill, which would essentially dis-
mantle this country’s social safety net and
replace it with a series of block grants, will
be detrimental to Washington State and the
nation as a whole. This bill contains a num-
ber of provisions that will harm children and
likely result in higher, hidden costs to states
and local governments.

The welfare reform provisions of this bill
would disallow cash assistance to both moth-
er and child when a mother under age 18
bears a child out of wedlock. The bill will
also deny additional cash assistance for a
child born while a parent is on welfare, bar

most legal immigrants from receiving public
assistance, and stop aid to families with an
adult not cooperating with the child support
enforcement system.

While I support the broad program goals of
the PRA and recognize the serious need to
reshape and revitalize our public welfare sys-
tem, I oppose prescriptive federal mandates
that would harm vulnerable children. I
would like to see specific policies in place
that protect the well-being and safety of
children. This is not a state-by-state inter-
est, but a national one. I favor retaining Aid
to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)
as an entitlement program open to any
needy family and child who qualifies for ben-
efits.

I am also concerned that block granting
will not provide our state with the funding
needed to make the radical changes to our
welfare system mandated by this legislation.
Block granting cash welfare as proposed rep-
resents the worst of both worlds—not only
reduced funding, but also higher program
costs for states to meet expensive conditions
and restrictions. If block grants are going to
be created then the entitlement nature of
the programs must be retained and the pre-
scriptive mandates eliminated. Each state
should have the flexibility to determine
what reform will work best in that state.

Further, the PRA food and nutrition pro-
posals will be determined to the children of
Washington State. Due to effective targeting
and outreach, there has been a 43 percent in-
crease in the number of children receiving
low and no cost school lunches in Washing-
ton State over the past four years. We have
enjoyed a 23 percent increase in the number
of children eating school breakfasts. The
need for these programs by the children of
our state is growing at a rate much faster
than the graduated increases allowed in the
proposed federal legislation. The dollars in-
vested in the entire continuum of food pro-
grams, beginning with WIC and continuing
through the Child and Adult Care Food,
school lunches, breakfasts and summer
meals are wisely invested in our children.
The quantity and quality of these meals
must be protected.

The proposed changes to the child welfare
programs will eliminate the entitlement to
foster care and adoption support. Again, the
block grant funding would be capped by a
formula that is calculated to be particularly
harmful to Washington State. Under my ad-
ministration, we have moved dramatically
toward local control of many prevention and
early intervention programs to address the
problems faced by our communities and our
youth. The overall effect of the welfare re-
form proposal may force more children into
foster care; yet the state will have fewer
funds to meet this increased need. Moreover,
if the funds provided are diverted primarily
into foster care then there will be even less
money available for family support and pres-
ervation, adoption, finding permanent homes
for children or prevention.

The PRA also proposes denying Supple-
mental Security Income (SSI) for drug ad-
dicts and alcoholics. We believe that any
progress states have made in helping and
treating this population will unravel with
this change. There is a clear need to provide
these individuals—many of whom have seri-
ous medical problems and who are margin-
ally attached to the workforce—with a basic
safety net. Because that need will not dis-
appear, state, city and county resources will
be taxed. To support this provision, state
and local governments need assurance there
will be federal funding available to enhance
their capacity to provide these individuals
with support services and treatment they
need for rehabilitation.
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In shaping national policies, flexibility in

the design and implementation of reform
programs is critical if states are to make op-
timum use of agency resources and develop
strategies and approaches that can achieve
maximum results. As Congress considers
these issues, I urge you to consider the like-
ly outcomes of these reform measures and to
give states the latitude to vary from the cur-
rent proposal in areas we feel will work for
us.

I believe there are several key elements
that warrant special attention by decision
makers. First, these measures would have a
devastating effect on the safety net now in
place for many low-income families and chil-
dren. Because the needs of these individuals
will continue and likely grow, it could result
in more poverty and more spending by states
and local communities when we desperately
need less. Passage of the bill could well in-
crease the number of children in foster care
and other expensive alternative living situa-
tions. I understand the need to challenge
parents to take responsibility for their own
lives and for the children they bring into
this world, but I disagree with the approach
taken in the PRA, which would punish chil-
dren for the shortcomings of their parents.

Second, I welcome the opportunity to tai-
lor programs and services in ways that meet
the unique needs of our individual states, but
the current proposal to cap block grant fund-
ing does not take into account uncertain
variables like recessions, higher unemploy-
ment and other changes that result in higher
costs to states. I would like to see fiscal pro-
tections in place beyond the ‘‘rainy day’’
fund to ensure states have adequate re-
sources to meet the needs of low-income
families and children.

Third, information technology is fun-
damental for states to effectively deliver
services to clients and meet federal report-
ing requirements. Federal resources must be
brought to bear so that states can make nec-
essary changes to their current information
systems as well as keep up with advances in
management information technology.

Finally, as Governor of a state with a
large, growing and vibrant immigrant popu-
lation, I am concerned that we not tip the
balance against these families. While the in-
tent of the legislation is not cost-shifting to
states, that would be its effect. In addition,
the well-being of many immigrant families
and children could be jeopardized.

I urge you to consider amendments which
would protect children and give states the
funding and support needed to turn the cor-
ner on poverty and dependency. Effective
welfare reform must include a license sus-
pension program for child support enforce-
ment, continuation of the child care guaran-
tee, and safety net provisions to protect chil-
dren if jobs are not available to their par-
ents.

I appreciate this opportunity to raise these
concerns on the proposed legislation. I want
to work with you to create and shape a pub-
lic welfare system that can make a positive
difference in the lives of those in need.

Sincerely,
MIKE LOWRY,

Governor.
STATE OF COLORADO,

Denver, Colorado, March 22, 1995.
Hon. RICHARD GEPHARDT,
House Democratic Leader,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN GEPHARDT: As the
House of Representatives initiates its floor
debate on welfare reform, I am writing to ex-
press my encouragement for the develop-
ment of a bill that will respond to the needs
of the nation’s children and at the same time
effectively reform the welfare system. The

current Republican proposal falls short of
these goals in my opinion.

I believe true welfare reform should be
based on the following principles:

1 States need maximum flexibility in man-
aging the programs to address their unique
circumstances and needs.

2. Moving welfare recipients into employ-
ment and keeping them there ought to be
the primary goal of any legislation. How-
ever, in order to accomplish this goal, there
must be upfront investments in education,
skill development, and job training.

3. Support services such as child care, med-
ical care, transportation and housing are
also critical to successful welfare reform. It
is unacceptable to expect a parent to enter
employment if it means their children’s safe-
ty and well being is jeopardized by a lack of
child care or medical assistance. These serv-
ices are costly. For example, in Colorado, a
parent with two children, making around
$9.50/hour would spend from 25 to 40 percent
of their income to purchase child care alone.
Even though costly, these services are nec-
essary for parents to obtain and maintain a
job.

4. Any legislation must establish a require-
ment for state fiscal participation in its wel-
fare reform effort. Without this commit-
ment, there will be a tendency for programs
to be reduced to the level of available federal
funding which will be inadequate. Those
states choosing to spend state funds to aug-
ment their programs may become magnet
states for the population seeking employ-
ment opportunities. This ‘‘race to the bot-
tom’’ is a short-sighted approach to public
policy.

5. Funding must be adequate to support the
total cost of work initiatives and support
services cited above. Efforts to balance the
budget by reducing the federal participation
for these programs either shifts costs to the
states or results in inadequate work pro-
grams to meet the objective of welfare re-
form. For example, under the current pro-
posal, Colorado would have to increase state
spending by over $200 million over the next
five years to maintain its existing programs.
Increasing participation in employment pro-
grams as required in proposed legislation
will expand this cost beyond the savings gen-
erated by increased flexibility.

Thank you Congressman Gephardt, for
your leadership in trying to craft a bill that
will lead to real welfare reform.

Sincerely,
ROY ROMER,

Governor.
STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA,

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR,
Charleston, WV, March 21, 1995.

Hon. RICHARD GEPHARDT,
House of Representatives,
U.S. Capitol, Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN GEPHARDT: I am writ-
ing in support of your efforts to craft a sen-
sible welfare reform strategy that encour-
ages and supports personal initiative of peo-
ple involved in our welfare system.

West Virginia has made great strides in re-
cent years bringing its economy back from
an enduring recession in the 1980s. We are
adding jobs, our population is up and our un-
employment is the lowest in 15 years.

Yet, even in the best of times there are
hard-working, honorable West Virginians
that are unable to find work. Contrary to
most stereotypes, in West Virginia the ma-
jority of people on welfare live in families
headed by two parents. In spite of a lifetime
of various manual jobs, these parents may
now lack the skills to work in our changing
economy. Or they may be unable to afford
the child care or health care insurance need-
ed for their children while working a mini-
mum wage job.

We have both a moral and an economic ob-
ligation to help these families help them-
selves. Arbitrary ‘‘cut-off’ deadlines will not
return these people to work nearly as effec-
tively as creating meaningful economic op-
portunities for them through education and
real work experience. Rather, we need to
eliminate the disincentives to work running
through our welfare system, such as provid-
ing transitional health and child care bene-
fits.

Our state’s economy used to rely on natu-
ral resources extraction. As in other states,
jobs in these sectors are declining while
technical and service jobs are increasing.
This trend has caused and will continue to
cause significant disruption and dislocation
to families in our state. As public officials,
we need to support, not punish, these fami-
lies in this increasingly complex and com-
petitive world by creating opportunities and
expectations to return to the world of work.
I am concerned that current proposals under
discussions are long on expectations, but
short on opportunity. They must go to-
gether.

I look forward to working with you and the
members of Congress as you address mean-
ingful and effective welfare reform.

Sincerely,
GASTON CAPERTON,

Governor.
Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I am

proud that Congress this week will be saying
no to the status quo and yes to welfare re-
form.

It is time to get rid of the fraud and abuse
in a welfare system designed to help people
get back to work.

Democrats have worked hard at finding
smart ways to fix a system that has been
overcome with problems.

The Democratic bill is tough on fraud, it gets
rid of abuse, and most importantly, it gets peo-
ple to work.

The Democratic bill requires responsibility
and accountability, provides real programs to
move people into work, and does not punish
children.

The Democratic bill ensures that recipients
are not penalized for working. It provides tem-
porary medical assistance, expands the use of
earned income tax credits, and gives parents
necessary child care while working.

The Democratic bill requires that recipients
establish an individual responsibility plan to
move from assistance to the workforce and if
a recipient refuses to work—AFDC benefits
will be terminated; this is the sort of respon-
sibility and practicality we must demand.

The democratic bill sets an aggressive and
realistic compliance schedule for the States,
but also allows States to accommodate eco-
nomic cycles.

The Democratic bill is tough on child sup-
port enforcement—requires a central registry
to track support orders, makes interstate en-
forcement uniform, and enforces income with-
holding for irresponsible parents.

The Democratic bill makes teen parents re-
sponsible without punishing their children—it
requires teen parents to live at home and
sends benefit checks to a responsible adult;
most importantly—it demands that teen par-
ents stay in school and establishes a national
campaign to stop teen pregnancy.

Finally, the Democratic bill is fair in its treat-
ment of legal immigrants—legal immigrants
who have worked and paid taxes in this coun-
try for 5 years and not denied benefits, and all
legal immigrants can receive medical care.
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I support the Democratic bill because it

does not tolerate people who refuse to work or
parents who abandon their children; also, it
does not seek to destroy families or condemn
children who are born poor.

The Democratic bill gets to the heart of the
matter; it creates a rational, comprehensive,
and compassionate avenue to move people
from welfare to work—to truly end welfare as
we know it.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. DEAL].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 205, noes 228,
not voting 1, as follows:

[Roll No. 266]

AYES—205

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman
Bevill
Bishop
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Cardin
Chapman
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Danner
de la Garza
Deal
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Durbin
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson

Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hayes
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Holden
Hoyer
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klink
LaFalce
Lantos
Laughlin
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lincoln
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moran
Morella

Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pomeroy
Poshard
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Reynolds
Richardson
Rivers
Roemer
Rose
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skelton
Slaughter
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Tejeda
Thompson
Thornton
Thurman
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman

Williams
Wilson
Wise

Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn

Yates

NOES—228
Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Cooley
Cox
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Fox
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)

Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly
Kim
King
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martini
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Moorhead

Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oxley
Packard
Paxon
Petri
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tate
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Upton
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

NOT VOTING—1
Tucker

b 1946

Mr. BLILEY changed his vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

So the amendment in the nature of a
substitute was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I missed rollcall vote No. 265. I
was unavoidably detained. If I had been
here I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. TUCKER. Mr. Chairman, I
missed the last vote. Had I been here I
would have voted ‘‘aye.’’

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, I support re-
sponsible welfare reform that is prowork and
prochildren. But H.R. 4—the Republicans’
bill—undercuts children and it undercuts work.

We all agree: the current welfare system is
broken and needs to be fixed. I am committed
to welfare reform that moves people from wel-
fare to work. In order to do that, we must en-
sure that people receive the necessary sup-
port to get off welfare and into liveable-wage
jobs.

The Republican proposal does nothing to
enable adult welfare recipients to become self-
sufficient, and it would hurt their children by
denying them the basic necessities of life, in-
cluding nutrition, shelter, and health care. I am
committed to providing those necessities to all
children living in poverty while we require their
parents to assume responsibility for them-
selves and their family.

Children must not be victimized by welfare
reform. Whatever we may feel about the be-
havior or situation of their parents, as a nation
we must not allow children to become victims.

Our focus must be on eliminating poverty
and creating the economic conditions in which
jobs can flourish. Any welfare reform effort
that limits access to welfare without reducing
the need for welfare will only increase poverty
and hurt needy families.

Mr. Speaker, we committed $264 billion for
production of weapons and preparations for
war this year. If our Nation is able to do that,
we have a moral responsibility to ensure that
our citizens do not go hungry, have adequate
housing and access to basic health care, and
are given opportunities to work at a living
wage.

GETTING PEOPLE OFF WELFARE ROLLS AND INTO JOBS

Welfare reform means requiring and assist-
ing people to move out of dependency and
into self-sufficiency. It means getting people
off the welfare rolls and into jobs.

From the very first day an individual re-
ceives benefits, the central focus of any wel-
fare reform legislation should be work. H.R. 4,
however, has no work requirements for the
first 2 years benefits are received.

I am disappointed the Deal substitute was
rejected tonight. I hope the other body will
give its provisions thoughtful consideration.

The Deal substitute required individuals who
enter the AFDC program to develop a plan
which addresses who they will move into the
work force. The Deal approach did not wait for
2 years to address the issue of work, as the
Republicans’ bill does.

I believe in tough, but fair, work require-
ments. From the very first day of receiving
benefits, individuals will only receive assist-
ance if they play by the rules under the Deal
substitute. Those who refuse to work or turn
down a bona fide job offer will not receive
benefits.

As my State’s newspaper, the Oregonian,
stated, at a time when national attitudes to-
ward welfare reform focus on linking recipi-
ents’ assistance to behavior, Oregon has a
message to send: incentives help.

We have a Federal waiver in Oregon that
allows us to make public assistance to teen
parents contingent on their participation in the
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Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Program,
and the strategy pays off. Four years into the
program, 89 percent of teen parents on assist-
ance are cooperating in educational plans or
have already completed their high school di-
plomas or GEDs.

The critical yardstick is how many people
are moving off the welfare rolls into self-suffi-
ciency. And it’s working in Oregon. Recipients
are finding work faster. The State’s welfare
caseload has actually declined.

H.R. 4 doesn’t train people for jobs. Few
people can pull themselves up by their boot-
straps if they haven’t any boots. The reality is
that some people not only lack basic skills, but
also don’t know how to go about looking for
work in the first place.

The Deal substitute focused on work. It en-
sured that a welfare recipient would be better
off economically by taking a job than by re-
maining on welfare. From day one of receiving
benefits, its focus was on helping individuals
join the work force. It extended the amount of
time people could retain their health care ben-
efits after leaving welfare for a private sector
job from 1 year to 2 years.

Unlike the Republicans’ bill, the Deal sub-
stitute added $9 billion to assist States in es-
tablishing programs to move people into work.
As introduced, the Republicans’ bill did include
$9.9 billion for work funding but that funding
has now been removed.

The Deal substitute provided State and local
governments the flexibility and resources nec-
essary to deal with the specific conditions they
face and move individuals from welfare to
work. The school lunch block grants in H.R. 4
will leave States to bear the burden of in-
creased costs from inflation or increased case-
load. H.R. 4 will force States and local govern-
ments to bear the financial burden of welfare
reform.

The Congressional Budget Office has esti-
mated that under the provisions of H.R. 4,
none of the 50 States will be successful in
reaching the employment goals of the bill.
Their views echo those of scholars who have
studied welfare-to-work programs.

The U.S. Conference of Mayors has recog-
nized H.R. 4 as just exactly what it is, a huge
cost shift to the State and local governments.
People need jobs, but we don’t need this un-
funded mandate.

FEEDING OUR CHILDREN

I want to talk about the damage H.R. 4 does
to our Nation’s school lunch programs.

In my State, Oregon, 5,800 students would
lose eligibility for free or reduced-price
lunches. Currently, 62 percent of Portland stu-
dents qualify for free or reduced-price lunches.
Kids are caught in the middle and will pay a
heavy price for this change.

Well-fed children learn better than poorly fed
children. These cuts set up a cruel cycle
where kids fall behind when they’ve barely
begun to grow. School lunches are an edu-
cation program, not a welfare program. Until
now, they have enjoyed bipartisan support.

This reform is mean-spirited and does direct
harm to our children. It means $1.2 million
less for Oregon alone next year. It certainly
does not take into account increases in enroll-
ment, poverty, and food prices. There are no
nutritional guidelines. The block grants in H.R.
4 provide incentives to serve fewer and fewer
children.

H.R. 4 decreases the amount of funds that
must be spent on poor children. The Repub-
licans’ bill requires targeting of 80 percent of

the funding for children below 185 percent of
poverty, while USDA reports that closer to 90
percent of school meal funds are currently
spent on these children.

For a family of four, 185 percent of poverty
is $27,380 a year. In 1992, one in four chil-
dren in America lived in poverty. That was up
from one in five in 1987. Cutting the School
Lunch Program truly hurts the poor and the
working poor.

When Republican leaders talk about de-
fense spending, they expect maintaining exist-
ing spending levels as a minimum, adjusted
for inflation. When they talk about programs to
feed kids, provide medical care for veterans,
or retirement security for seniors, they use a
different measure. They use phrases like
‘‘controlling the growth of programs,’’ which
means ‘‘feed kids less or feed less kids.’’

H.R. 4 increases bureaucratic requirements
for school lunch providers. It retains most Fed-
eral administrative burdens such as meal
counting and income verification, adds another
layer of State bureaucracy, and requires pro-
gram managers to establish a system to iden-
tify the citizenship and visa status of partici-
pants.

The School Lunch Program was established
in 1946 to prevent future generations from suf-
fering the malnutrition that disqualified many of
the draftees for service during World War II.

Today our national security is just as de-
pendent on the nutrition programs put at risk
by H.R. 4. That kind of national security—well-
fed children—is of at least equal value to the
Pentagon which we continue to feed lavishly.

I do not oppose cutting waste in govern-
ment. Last week, I tried to offer an amend-
ment to the rescissions bill that would have
but $8 billion for cold war weapons systems
that are still in their research stage, but are no
longer needed. Unfortunately, the Republican
leadership did not accept my amendment for
consideration.

Mr. Speaker, Jesus said, ‘‘Suffer the little
children to come unto me, for theirs is the
Kingdom of heaven.’’ He did not say, ‘‘Make
the children suffer.’’

Let’s get our priorities straight.
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, there are many

problems with H.R. 4, the Republican welfare
reform bill which patches together disparate
policy changes on AFDC, governance, School
Lunch, Food Stamps, SSI Disability and nu-
merous other public assistance programs. The
GOP welfare measure is punitive without pur-
pose or promise and in the final analysis turns
out to be weak on work and tough on children
and families. There is nothing in this bill that
would successfully move welfare recipients
back into the world of work. There are cer-
tainly problems with our current welfare sys-
tem but the GOP policy effort is not going to
solve those problems. This bill will punish chil-
dren and leave people to languish on AFDC
for 2 years before they would be required to
work or be actively engaged in job search or
job training. The Republican bill doesn’t have
the best interests of children or their families
at heart. It perpetuates a cruel hoax and is
fundamentally flawed in its core ‘‘solutions.’’
Current and former welfare recipients have to
fight day by day for child care, health care,
education and training, all within the shadow
of a welfare stigma to become successful. The
Federal Government has a role in helping
these people and their children.

Today in our society the number of people
earning and holding minimum wage jobs is ex-

panding and increasingly, these minimum and
low wage workers can’t support themselves
and their families. Therefore, such low wage
workers slide into the welfare system to make
ends meet or to make a transition to a skilled,
better compensated position. This phenome-
non is a reflection of social, economic and nu-
merous other changes in the latter years of
the 20th Century and the shortfalls in existing
education, training, unemployment and numer-
ous public assistance programs. We need
policies that will help people move off of wel-
fare for good. People need jobs that will pay
a livable wage with which they will be able to
support themselves and their children. They
need the transitional services which will en-
able them to achieve a stable situation in
which they can maintain a home, pay their
bills and feed their children. This is common
sense and the Federal, State and private sec-
tors ought to be partners in such endeavors.
This requires more than cutting off benefits
with the notion that you can forcefeed change
through such harsh action. A rational policy
would start with work so that a person is doing
what they can for themselves, fostering inde-
pendence rather than dependence and passiv-
ity. Our purpose must be to change the public
assistance system once and for all; to protect
children; to empower families; and to take the
time honored values of the dignity of work and
the significance of the individual and place
these values at the core of the policy reforms
we shape.

Last Friday, I met with two women from my
district, St. Paul, Minnesota, who had re-
ceived welfare, one is now employed
and has moved off of AFDC and the
other is about to leave the system. One
of these women shared with me her ex-
perience prior to receiving assistance
when she worked in a minimum wage
job, diligently trying to support her
child and found she was unable to do
so. Most minimum wage jobs do not
provide health care benefits and ade-
quate, affordable child care is very dif-
ficult to find, perhaps the most impor-
tant threshold need for the single par-
ent.

Yes, there are problems with the current
system and they are especially stark when it
comes to making the transition from welfare to
work in today’s economic environment. We al-
ready have long waiting lists for child care in
my Minnesota district. Cutting funds for child
care programs, which this Republican bill
does, flies in the face of that need. Child care
is a crucial need for single parent families at-
tempting to move away from dependence on
welfare and into productive work.

This Republican bill launches an extreme
and broad-based attack on poor children and
families. From cutting funds for nutrition pro-
grams to reducing funds, incredibly, for fami-
lies who are maintaining a disabled child at
home. There have been problems with the SSI
Disability Program, but this bill attacks the pro-
gram without taking proper account of the
needs of disabled children and their families.
Congress can do better, we can make
changes to the system that ensure that the
truly disabled are effectively served. The
changes in this bill are focused on change at
the bottom link producing enough money for
tax breaks for the well off, not empowering
families with special challenges to successfully
participate and achieve greater independence
for individual with disabilities.
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In my Minnesota district there is a large

population of Southeast Asian immigrants,
mostly Hmong from Laos. Many of the Hmong
are citizens but some are not because of an
unusual problem. It has been estimated that
6,000 to 7,000 noncitizens in Ramsey County,
Minnesota will lose benefits under the Repub-
lican welfare bill. Most of the Hmong in Min-
nesota face special obstacles to becoming citi-
zens. The Hmong did not have a written lan-
guage until more recent times and many, es-
pecially the older people among them had
their lives disrupted in their homeland of Laos
by the Vietnam war. Members of that genera-
tion have found it very difficult to learn English
and to become U.S. citizens. Many are strug-
gling to learn English and are working to im-
prove the lives of their families, becoming pro-
ductive members of American society.

This Republican bill hurts the Minnesota
Hmong by denying these tax-paying families
the regular and usual help accorded others in
our society. The significant obstacles which
the Hmong face to supporting themselves and
their families and in becoming citizens is exag-
gerated by this poor policy of denying
noncitizens assistance. The Republican wel-
fare bill arbitrarily drops people, dumping them
on the doorstep of the States and counties in
which they live. Minnesota and specifically my
area didn’t choose to be the home of the
Hmong; secondary migration has greatly con-
tributed to this concentration. But the Hmong
and other noncitizens will continue to have
needs which will have to be met and it will be
left to the State and local governments to
meet these needs without the Federal Govern-
ment bearing its share of the burden. I might
add that even the regular refugee and new im-
migrant assistance grants were prematurely
curtailed and that non-profit groups have done
an outstanding job in helping our communities
cope with this challenge.

Yet another policy area of deep concern is
child protection services which are overbur-
dened today, reducing these resources will not
help children or their families. The GOP cuts
to child protection services put children in dan-
ger. What alternative would such children
have when the monetary and professional re-
sources are not there to help their families
change their circumstances? How can a family
be held together or a child be removed if they
are at risk?

Mr. Chairman, initially I thought there were
virtually no positive benefits from the Repub-
lican welfare reform bill but then it would be
positive for one segment of our society—the
affluent. This measure gives new meaning to
the phrase, ‘‘Women and children first.’’ This
bill is fundamentally punitive—punishment for
children born into a circumstance not of their
making—punishment for mistakes that young
women and men make. Will this punitive ac-
tion result in social justice, or a better society.
Visiting the minor parent’s sins upon their new
born child is a big step backwards, it is be-
yond the pale of a society which is thought of
as civilized. Those working at the community
level are worried and we should readily under-
stand why. The real needs persist where the
rubber meets the road. That is where the pro-
grams are implemented and if the House Re-

publican welfare bill were the law they would
not have adequate resources to meet the
needs and be strapped with punitive new Re-
publican social engineering policies so con-
tradictory to basic fairness, common sense
and decency.

I assume we could all support moving wel-
fare recipients from welfare to work but there
is nothing in this Republican welfare bill which
will have this effect. This Republican bill has
all sorts of requirements. It requires that, after
being maintained on AFDC for a certain pe-
riod, that people work but it does not help fa-
cilitate States in meeting such requirements.
The Republicans say that this measure will
move people off of welfare, off of SSI, off of
Food Stamps and reduce spending by nearly
$70 billion over 5 years. The question is;
where are the children, women and the elderly
going? The GOP wants to take away their en-
titlement, the social safety net of education,
training, child care, shelter, medical care and
food and admonishes the Congress to trust
the States because flexibility and block grants
are held forth as a cure for all ailments, that
frankly makes no sense. No realistic economic
countercyclical capacity exists in this GOP pol-
icy. There is no common sense to this Repub-
lican policy path. The only cents in this bill are
the $70 billion worth of cuts that are being ex-
tracted from poor and working American fami-
lies and bestowed on the affluent through the
Republican tax give aways already passed by
the Ways and Means Committee. The fiscal
deficit won’t be helped by this action. The
States will experience a trickle down tax in-
crease and America’s human deficit; the num-
bers of kids below the poverty level, the un-
deremployed and unemployed, the malnour-
ished, the abused women and kids, the
noncitizens without recourse will grow by
leaps and bounds. Mr. Chairman, it is time to
stop blaming the poor for being poor—stop
our abandonment of people in need and to
renew real investment in our greatest asset—
the American people. We can’t afford to desert
people, even those who may have made a
mistake or two, certainly not those who are
simply born into poverty. Mr. Chairman, it
seems in this Chamber that some have
strayed far from the common sense path of
compassion and human understanding. They
profess an understanding of cost in dollars but
understand the value of nothing. They are in-
correct on all counts. This GOP measure
should be defeated.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I voted
for the rule on H.R. 4, however, I am deeply
disturbed and angered that the Rules Commit-
tee has chosen to ignore a major committee
which has jurisdiction on issues which affect
the daily lives of American Indians and Alaska
Natives. Many of my colleagues in the Com-
mittee on Resources are very concerned that
this body has chosen to overlook the concerns
of American Indians and Alaska Natives in the
welfare reform bill and how deeply this action
will affect them. American Indians and Alaska
Natives have contributed much to this great
country of ours and yet, again have been
placed at the bottom of the totem pole.

I offered a bi-partisan amendment to the
Rules Committee, however, my amendment

was not accepted. My proposed amendment
would have set aside 3 percent of appropria-
tions for block grants to Indian tribes. This
would have allowed Indian tribes to operate
their own block grant programs on the same
basis as states. For those tribes who would
have declined to assume this program fund-
ing, the funds would have reverted to the
state. The State would then operate the pro-
gram in the tribes service area according to
their population. My amendment would have
allowed American Indians and Alaska Natives
to participate fully in the welfare reform proc-
ess.

Mr. Speaker, there is an obligation here, a
trust obligation of fair and honorable dealings
with American Indians and Alaska Native
tribes. Tribes have a government to govern-
ment relationship with the Federal Govern-
ment and a right to self-determination in the
operation of programs intended to benefit Indi-
ans. Congress and Presidents Nixon to Presi-
dent Reagan have recognized the special gov-
ernment to government relationship. Yet, the
Rules Committee has failed to recognize the
long standing trust obligations that this body
and the Federal Government have to tribes.

At current time, tribal programs suffer from
two problems which handicap tribal social
service programs. First, tribes generally can
only contract for operation of secondary social
service programs, since the Bureau of Indian
Affairs programs are secondary and available
only if an Indian is not eligible for other gen-
erally available programs (AFDC). Con-
sequently, reform of the primary welfare sys-
tem operating in tribal communities is beyond
tribal control. Second, tribal social service pro-
grams, such as Indian Child Welfare Act, were
funded on a competitive basis for 1 to 3-year
terms. This disrupts tribal programs when
funding interruptions occur. Despite the prob-
lems above, tribally run social service pro-
grams generally outperform state operated
programs in tribal communities. [Indian Child
Welfare: A Status Report (IHS/BIA 1988)].

Efforts by tribes to reform welfare programs
have been opposed by the Bureau of Indian
Affairs [BIA], which in fiscal year 1994 at-
tempted to cut off funding for tribally initiated
Tribal Work Experience Program [TWEP] in
the Tanana Chiefs Conference and Tlingit and
Haida Central Council regions in my state of
Alaska. It is interesting to note for this member
of Congress that the Assistant Secretary of In-
dian Affairs took credit for the very TWEP pro-
gram the Bureau tried to nullify. Within Indian
country there is a consensus that welfare re-
form is needed and that tribes are best
equipped to accomplish that task. By exclud-
ing tribes from reform of the primary welfare
programs, this Congress has abandoned one
segment of society truly in need and support-
ive of welfare reform.

Tribes have some of the highest levels of
poverty in the country. At least 51 percent of
all reservation Indian families are below the
poverty line. While the merits of the current
welfare system can be reasonably debated,
there is little doubt that it is not working for In-
dian people. This bill as written, excludes
tribes from the primary welfare program. While
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it provides a 3 percent set aside for one pro-
gram only, the Child Care Block Grant pro-
gram, the bill excludes funding for tribes in all
of the other programs of the bill. Again, this
body is not meeting the obligation of trust re-
sponsibility to American Indians and Alaska
Natives and I must voice my grave concern
with this inequity. Thank you for the oppor-
tunity to vote my objections in omitting Amer-
ican Indians and Alaska Natives in participat-
ing in the welfare reform bill currently being
debated by this body.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, during my ten-
ure here in Congress, I have seen and partici-
pated in several attempts at reforming welfare.
The Democrats have always crafted bipartisan
bills and the far-reaching 1988 Family Support
Act with its JOBS component is one result of
cooperative work between Democrats and Re-
publicans. However, in crafting the Personal
Responsibility Act, Republicans apparently do
not believe in continuing this bipartisan spirit.
Out of the 150 amendments submitted to the
Rules Committee, only 33 were accepted. And
of the 33, only 7 will be offered by the Demo-
crats with the Republicans offering 26 of their
own amendments.

It is a shame that an issue that will impact
millions of low-income and poor families in our
nation is not debated in a democratic forum.
The Republicans continue to exclude us even
after they have incorporated some of the
Democrats’ ideas such as allowing immigrants
who are veterans and fought to protect this
country access to public assistance if they fall
on hard times. And although some of the Re-
publican amendments attempt to correct the
mean-spirited provisions such as letting states
give vouchers to teen mothers, vouchers can-
not pay rent or the bus fare to work.

Critics of our welfare system always divide
the poor into two groups: the deserving and
the underserving poor. Never before have I
seen the so-called reformers exaggerate the
underservingness of our poor as I have seen
in the past couple of months. The Republicans
vilify the poor and uses misinformation to jus-
tify their welfare cuts.

The typical AFDC mother is seen as an Afri-
can American teenage girl who has at least
three children and is breeding more for
money. This gross exaggeration and
misperception is used over and over again.
The truth is that only 10–15% stay on welfare
continuously for five year or more. The rest
cycle on and off welfare, finding jobs but never
one secure or stable enough to stay off wel-
fare permanently. These people who look for
jobs want to work and need help and training
so that they can find secure and permanent
jobs. Instead, they are described erroneously
as undeserving.

Republicans also argue that out of wedlock
births and single parenthood causes poverty
which in turn, fuels a host of all these other
social problems like crime and moral decay.
Their cause and effect equation is all wrong.
What they fail to see is that poverty is the
source of social problems, and joblessness is
what destroys hope and dignity. We need to
train these parents and educate their children
so that they are able to take advantage of op-
portunities and overcome poverty.

Welfare reform is about helping and invest-
ing in people so that they can become eco-
nomically independent which is not the same
thing as refusing help. The Republican welfare
bill will refuse to help AFDC recipients who

are looking for jobs, those who are working
but need child care, and those who are teen
mothers. The Republican bill will deny benefits
to: 70,000 children whose mothers are under
eighteen; 2.2 million children because of they
happen to be born to a family on AFDC; 4.8
million children due to the 5 year cutoff even
if their parents cannot find jobs; 3.3 million
children because they cannot establish pater-
nity even though they are fully cooperating
and the states are slow to officially establish
paternity.

By the year 2005, an estimated 6.1 million
children will be ineligible for welfare benefits.
Is this really welfare reform or is it just refusal
to help—a refusal to help poor people and
children just for the sake of the bottom line or
even worse, to finance a tax cut for families
making $200,000 a year.

There has been talk of compassion and
tough love but is it compassionate to tell a
family who cannot find a decent job in 5 years
that they will no longer get benefits? Is it com-
passionate to tell a legal alien who has been
working and contributing in the United States
for over 20 years that he can’t get public as-
sistance? Is it compassionate to cut money for
school lunches for poor children just to save
money?

Republicans want to foster personal respon-
sibility in these AFDC recipients but the fed-
eral government will be guilty of abrogating
our responsibility to the poor families and their
children in the United States if we pass the
bill.

The Federal government should bear part of
the responsibility for ensuring that AFDC re-
cipients find jobs or get training to be more
marketable so that they can get jobs. This Re-
publican bill doesn’t ensure that they are work-
ing but rather, counts people who are cutoff
from the welfare rolls as meeting work partici-
pation rates even if they do not have jobs. In
my book, work participation is about people in
jobs, not just kicking them off the rolls.

Beyond this issue of welfare reform is this
role of the federal government. We have a
necessary role to invest in our people, in our
children and to rebuild broken families. It is in
our national interest to make sure that Amer-
ican families can contribute and that their chil-
dren can grow up to be productive citizens.

This so-called Personal Responsibility Act
does not invest in our people and help make
America more productive. Instead, it denies
help to people and cuts funding for programs
that feed children and in the long run, the
human consequences of this bill will come
back to haunt us. This bill encourages jobless-
ness, drug abuse, crime and perpetuates
hopelessness. In this case, the Republicans
are willing to spend $60,000 a year to lock a
kid up in jail but not spend $6,000 to keep that
kid in school

This bill is not about investment in our chil-
dren and country but a conspiracy to end as-
sistance to the neediest Americans.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, several
amendments have been offered to improve
the unwise and unwarranted provisions of
H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, relat-
ing to legal immigrants. Sadly, none of them
goes far enough to correct a serious defect in
this poorly drafted bill.

The legislation now before us prohibits most
legal immigrants from receiving certain welfare
benefits, food stamps and Medicaid. It also
contains an ill-advised ‘‘deeming until citizen-

ship’’ provision that could render legal immi-
grants ineligible for benefits under a wide
range of federal, state and local programs.
This punitive approach, that runs counter to
our best traditions of fairness and decency, is
strongly opposed by the Catholic Church, the
Council of Jewish Federations and a host of
other prominent organizations.

As we discuss this issue, I would remind my
colleagues that under current law legal immi-
grants are effectively barred from receiving
most welfare benefits for several years after
entry. Moreover, they are required to fulfill vir-
tually the same responsibilities as citizens.
They must pay taxes, and they can be drafted.

Under the proposed restriction, a legal immi-
grant, who has been working for years and
paying taxes, will be denied assistance if he
becomes disabled. Many others who have
worked hard but never officially become citi-
zens will be refused coverage for valuable
health care services.

For those who assert that legal immigrants
represent a drain on Government, I commend
to them a study conducted last year by the
Urban Institute. The Institute estimated that
immigrants contribute $30 billion more in reve-
nue than they collect in services each year.
These findings echoed an earlier study by the
Federal Reserve Bank of New York showing
that immigrant families on average contribute
about $2,500 a year more in taxes than they
obtain in public services. We should also re-
member why many immigrants come here.
Like many of our ancestors they land on these
shores because they want to work and be pro-
ductive, self-sustaining individuals.

I believe it can only be characterized as cal-
lous and mean-spirited to bar taxpaying, law-
abiding persons from participating in programs
that they must help support.

Refusing benefits to legal immigrants will
clearly not translate into savings for everyone.
State and local governments will be forced to
make increased expenditures as those
noncitizens left with no means of support turn
to their programs. Under the proposed bill,
states and localities are able to deny assist-
ance to legal immigrants. However, I believe
the damaging repercussions of such a deci-
sion will make them reluctant to do so.

I am sure that state and local officials
around the country are surprised to see my
colleagues creating these financial burdens
less than a week after Congress sent un-
funded mandate legislation to President Clin-
ton, which he signed.

Eliminating Medicaid coverage for legal im-
migrants will be particularly costly to state and
local governments, as well as hospitals. 1.7
million noncitizens—many of whom are chil-
dren—will be forced to let their illnesses go
untreated until they become emergencies. As
we all know, treating persons on this basis is
generally far more expensive than providing
routine care.

Past experience shows that it can also be
fatal. Two studies that appeared in the New
England Journal of Medicine are particularly
instructive. One focused on the State of Cali-
fornia’s decision to terminate Medicaid eligi-
bility for 270,000 people in 1982. Public health
experts examined the effect on a number of
patients with high blood pressure. Within 6
months of losing coverage, these patients suf-
fered an average increase in blood pressure
associated with a four-fold increased risk of
death.
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Another study focused on New Hampshire’s

limitation on prescription drug coverage in
1981. This policy change, which was reversed
11 months later, limited people to three pre-
scriptions per months. Among chronically-ill el-
derly patients nursing home and hospital ad-
missions rose significantly. In fact, the result-
ing increase in mental health costs alone ex-
ceeded the $400,000 savings realized by a
ratio of more than a 17 to 1.

It is clear that this poorly drafted legislation
will leave states and hospitals with unfair
choices. Do they absorb 100% of the costs of
providing non-emergency care, or do they only
treat legal immigrants on an emergency care
basis. Focusing on emergency care potentially
risks the health of citizens, as well. In addition,
as CBO noted in its cost estimate for this leg-
islation, this approach requires significant fed-
eral spending. Medicaid expenditures will be
needed to finance emergency services and
disproportionate share payments to hospitals.

These are just a few examples of the dan-
gers that America’s less fortunate will have to
face with passage of H.R. 4. I would welcome
the opportunity to work with my colleagues
across the aisle to enact well-reasoned and
effective welfare reform legislation that does
not imperil the children, elderly, and legal im-
migrants of this nation. However, I refuse to
blindly support extreme legislation that is con-
trary to personal responsibility.

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, 30 years of
‘‘Great Society’’ Government handouts has
transformed America into a tragic society. Our
current welfare system subsidizes illegitimacy
and promotes personally destructive behavior.
It tears apart the very fabric of our society—
the American family.

For too long, liberal lawmakers fooled Amer-
icans into believing that big Government pro-
grams provide the best solution to poverty.
Americans have seen the disastrous results
and will no longer tolerate the liberal lie. They
know that the so-called welfare safety net is
really a web which traps welfare recipients in
a cycle of dependency and despair.

Hard-working families have poured more
than $5 trillion into this bureaucratic black
hole. They demand and deserve more for their
money. That is why they overwhelmingly sup-
port the Republican Personal Responsibility
Act.

Our welfare reform bill works to restore fam-
ily values by replacing the failed welfare sys-
tem with compassionate solutions. Our bill of-
fers tough love reforms based on the dignity of
work and the strength of family. It breaks the
cycle of dependency by promoting personal
responsibility and self-worth.

Mr. Chairman, the Personal Responsibility
Act emphasizes work and life attitudes to re-
build a family-based society. The family rep-
resents the core of our society. We must act
now to mend the tattered values blanket be-
fore another family gets trapped in the Federal
bureaucratic safety net.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, the rule gov-
erning debate on H.R. 4—the welfare reform
bill—was narrowly passed yesterday. I voted
no on that rule with a clear conscience be-
cause the rule the Republican majority crafted
makes certain that we will never debate the
fundamental issues raised by welfare reform.
Worried about their ability to keep their own
troops in line, the Republicans picked 31—
minor and generally non-controversial—
amendments for debate.

From a policy perspective, their priorities are
baffling. Rather than debate whether to guar-
antee a safe foster home for abused or ne-
glected children, or discuss whether welfare
benefits should be terminated if the person is
able and willing to work but cannot find a job,
the Republican majority chose to have us de-
bate ways of tracking down deadbeat dads
who have died, and sense of the Congress
language that blames single-parents for crime,
violence and most other ills of our society.

In the interest of full disclosure, let me share
with you some of the important amendments
that Democrats sought to debate. In each in-
stance, the Republican majority REFUSED to
grant our request.

A Stenholm (TX) amendment to require that
net reductions from this bill be used for deficit
reduction.

A Matsui (CA) and Kennedy (MA) amend-
ment to guarantee foster care and adoption
assistance for any child who is abused or ne-
glected.

A Kleczka (WI) and Rangel (NY) amend-
ment to give States the option of waiving the
5-year time limit for any individual who is will-
ing to work, but for whom no job is available.

A Kennelly (CT) amendment stipulating that
child care be made available for the children
of parents required to participate in work,
training or education programs.

A Clayton (NC) amendment to require that
an individual employed or participating in a
work or workfare program shall be paid at
least the minimum wage.

A Hall (OH) amendment to preserve the
WIC and school lunch and breakfast pro-
grams.

A Kleczka (WI) and Kennelly (CT) amend-
ment to prevent States from reducing cash as-
sistance to a family when the child’s paternity
has not been established due to a State back-
log or inefficiency.

A Levin and Rivers (MI) amendment to pay
benefits to a teen mother and her child only if
she lives under adult supervision, stays in
school and cooperates with paternity estab-
lishment.

A Levin (MI) amendment to require all
States to report child support obligations to
credit bureaus.

A McDermott (WA) amendment to require
that a State not terminate a recipient’s benefits
unless it had made available necessary coun-
seling, education, training, substance abuse
treatment, and child care.

A Torricelli (NJ) amendment to preclude
States from providing welfare to a family who
has not vaccinated their minor children.

A Miller (CA) amendment to require that
States continue to comply with national nutri-
tional standards until they develop their own
standards that the Secretary of Agriculture ap-
proves.

A Rangel (NY) amendment to prohibit the
use of Federal funds to displace currently em-
ployed workers from their jobs.

These are issues the American people ex-
pect us to debate. But we can’t because the
Republican majority has gagged us. That
makes me wonder, why are the Republicans
afraid to vote on these amendments? Are they
simply playing politics or are they interested in
true welfare reform? The American people can
judge.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, my Repub-
lican colleagues have chafed at suggestions
that their welfare reform bill—H.R. 4—is cruel

to children. I say again what I have said on
the floor: The truth hurts. Let me list for you
just ten examples of the cruel policies embed-
ded in the Republican Contract on America:

10. It punishes the child (until the mother is
18 years old) for being born out-of-wedlock to
a young parent (title I). Number of children
punished: 70,000.

9. It punishes a child—for his entire child-
hood—for the sin of being born to a family on
welfare, even though the child didn’t ask to be
born (title I). Number of children punished: 2.2
million.

8. It punishes a child—by denying cash
aid—when a State drags its feet on paternity
establishment (title I). Number of children pun-
ished: 3.3 million.

7. It leaves children holding the bag if the
State runs out of Federal money (title I). Num-
ber of children punished: ?

6. It does not assure safe child care for chil-
dren when their parents work (title I). Number
of children punished: 401,600.

5. It allows children to die while in State
care without requiring any State accountability
beyond reporting the death (title II). Number of
children punished: ?

4. It throws some medically disabled chil-
dren off SSI because of bureaucratic tech-
nicalities (title IV). Number of children pun-
ished: 75,943.

3. It denies SSI benefits to children who
didn’t become disabled soon enough (title IV).
Number of children punished: 612,800.

2. There is no guarantee of foster care for
children who are abused or neglected (title II).
Number of children punished: ?

1. It cuts aid to poor children to pay for tax
cuts for the rich. Number of children punished:
15 million.

Is this a cruel bill? I suggest my colleagues
ask those 15 million children. There is no
question in my mind. Taking $70 billion dollars
from programs for poor children to pay for tax
cuts for the rich is—without question—cruel.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, since introducing
H.R. 4, the Republican majority has changed
the allocation formula for title I of the welfare
reform bill four times. Those changes mean
millions to the affected States.

For example, Speaker GINGRICH’S State of
Georgia gained $45 million after backroom ne-
gotiations produced a new formula in the
Rules Committee. Those same private deals
reduced California’s block grant funding over 5
years by $670 million. In every public discus-
sion of the bill, California’s share was higher.
And, on the way to the Rules Committee, New
York lost $275 million.

But that’s not all; there’s more. After criti-
cism that the subcommittee bill looked like a
sweetheart deal for two Republican Gov-
ernors—in Michigan and Wisconsin—the for-
mula was revised. Michigan lost $430 million
and Wisconsin lost $200 million. By the time
the bill got to the Rules Committee, Michigan
had recouped $225 million of what they lost.
Wisconsin was still nearly $200 million in the
hole.

And, Representative BILL ARCHER (R-TX)
must have been persuasive in those behind-
closed-doors caucuses that Republicans held.
By the time the bill left Ways and Means, he
had gathered up more than $20 million for his
home State of Texas and—surprise, sur-
prise—he held on to most of it in the Rules
Committee.
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The facts are simple. Under the latest for-

mula, 17 States get less money than the
Ways and Means Committee approved; 32
States are winners. The losers are: Alabama,
Arizona, California, Colorado, Florida, Guam,
Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Maryland, Minnesota,
Missouri, New Mexico, New York, Texas, Vir-
gin Islands, and West Virginia.

For the record, every time the Republicans
changed the formula, four States got less.
They are: Iowa, Maryland, Minnesota, and
West Virginia. Eight States were winners
every time. They are: District of Columbia, Ha-
waii, Idaho, Kansas, Nevada, Puerto Rico,
Rhode Island, and Virginia.

And the important point for the American
people to understand is this: All of these
changes happened without 1 minute of public
discussion. So much for government in the
sunshine. I guess the Republican majority
thinks secret closed-door meetings are OK—
so long as they are the ones having the meet-
ings and making the deals. The American
people deserve better.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.
Accordingly, the Committee rose;

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. CAL-
VERT), having assumed the chair), Mr.
LINDER, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the
bill, (H.R. 4) to restore the American
family, reduce illegitimacy, control
welfare spending and reduce welfare de-
pendence, had come to no resolution
thereon.
f

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 26 AND
H.R. 209

Mr. CHRYSLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that my name be
removed as a cosponsor of H.R. 26 and
H.R. 209.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.
f

PUTTING AMERICA’S CHILDREN AT
RISK

(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks and include extra-
neous material.)

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, I sub-
mit to my distinguished colleagues in this
chamber that the lives and well-being of some
21.6 million of our nation’s children are at risk
if we are to allow the proposed welfare reform
bill to pass.

I do not believe there has ever been any
disagreement on both sides of the aisle of the
need to reform our welfare programs. But to
do so with such haste as if there is no tomor-
row, or that because the Contract With Amer-
ica must be signed, sealed and nailed to the
cross within the 100-day period—literally begs
the question of why all the rush? Thank God
for the U.S. Senate.

Some of my friends across the aisle have
repeatedly said the best way to administer

these welfare programs is to let the States do
it. And without question some States have
been very successful at getting people off the
welfare rolls, and give them productive jobs
and add more meaning to their lives.

The problem, Mr. Speaker, is that not all
States operate with the same efficiency, and I
can just imagine that with 50 different bu-
reaucracies, with 50 different sets of laws and
regulations, with 50 different state court rul-
ings, with 50 different budgetary priorities—will
result in what I suspect will be utter chaos and
confusion—and if I’m correct Mr. Speaker,
when you block-grant a federal program to a
state, that state does not necessarily have to
spend the funds for what Congress had in-
tended—and if that is the case, Mr. Speaker,
my heart goes out to those 21.6 million chil-
dren that are not going to receive the full ben-
efits of such federal programs.

Let us reform our welfare system, Mr.
Speaker, but let us do it like we are flying like
eagles, and not run around doing so like a
bunch of turkeys.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD newspaper editorials on this
subject, as follows:

WHAT SPECIAL INTEREST?
(By Bob Herbert)

MARCH 22, 1995, NY TIMES.—On Sunday
more than 1,000 people, many of them chil-
dren, rallied outside the Capitol in Washing-
ton to protest cuts in the school lunch pro-
gram, which is just one of many excessive
and cruel budget proposals the Republican
majority in Congress is trying to hammer
into law.

The theme of the rally was ‘‘Pick on Some-
one Your Own Size,’’ which was another way
of saying that the G.O.P. bully boys might
consider spreading the budget-cutting pain
around, rather than continuing their obscene
offensive against the young, the poor, the
crippled, the weak and the helpless.

The Republican reaction to the rally was
interesting. Amazing even. Spokesmen for
the party denounced the protest organizers
as exploiters of children and defenders of
special interests. Exploiters of children!
What an accusation from a party that is try-
ing to throw poor children off the welfare
rolls; a party that would eliminate Federal
nutritional standards for school meals; a
party that would cut benefits for handi-
capped children; a party that would reduce
protection for abused and neglected children,
even though reported cases of abuse and ne-
glect tripled between 1980 and 1992.

Please, a reality check.
And ‘‘defenders of special interests’’? A Re-

publican in the era of Newt can say that with
a straight face? On Monday, Richard L.
Berke wrote in The Times:

‘‘Indeed, many Republicans are seeking to
punish groups that did not support them in
the past to insure that they are never again
abandoned. While Democrats have never
been timid about hitting up lobbyists, Re-
publicans are going even further, to the
point of dictating whom business groups
should hire.’’

The cold truth is that the Republicans cur-
rently in Congress are raising the phenome-
non of special interests to dangerous new
heights. The lead paragraph on a Washington
Post article on March 12 said:

‘‘The day before the Republicans formally
took control of Congress, Rep. Tom DeLay
strolled to a meeting in the rear conference
room of his spacious new leadership suite on
the first floor of the Capitol. The dapper
Texas Congressman, soon to be sworn in as
House majority whip, saw before him a group
of lobbyists representing some of the biggest

companies in America, assembled on mis-
matched chairs amid packing boxes, a huge,
unplugged copying machine and constantly
ringing telephones.’’

The eager lobbyists had wasted no time in
taking up Mr. DeLay’s offer to collaborate in
the drafting of legislation that would scrap
Federal safety and environmental rules that
big business felt were too tough. When the
bill and the debate moved to the House floor,
the Post story said, ‘‘lobbyists hovered near-
by, tapping out talking points on a laptop
computer for delivery to Republican floor
leaders.’’

The mind boggles at the very idea of a
Gingrich Republican criticizing anyone as a
captive of special interests. Republicans in
the era of Newt aggressively hunt down spe-
cial interests and demand to be taken cap-
tive. If, of course, those interests have lots of
money.

And when it comes time to make sacrifices
to bring the Federal deficit under control,
those interests are spared. No pain inflicted
there. The Republican zeal for budget cuts
comes to an abrupt halt in the face of the
real special interests. The so-called Contract
With America is actually a contract with big
business. Keep in mind the lobbyists writing
legislation in Tom DeLay’s office. They
weren’t representatives of the American peo-
ple, poor or middle class. They represented
the real beneficiaries of the contract.

According to the National Center for Chil-
dren in Poverty, 24 percent of all American
children under the age of 6 are poor. Under
the twisted values of the new Republican
majority, these children become like wound-
ed swimmers in shark-infested waters. Their
very vulnerability is a signal that they
should be attacked.

James Weill, general counsel of the Chil-
dren’s Defense League, said, ‘‘They are tak-
ing that part of the American population
that is in the deepest trouble to begin with,
the group with the highest poverty, the
greatest vulnerability, and because they are
so politically powerless they are attacking
them the most. That, to me, is the worst as-
pect of what they are doing.’’

HOUSE TAKES UP LEGISLATION TO DISMANTLE
SOCIAL PROGRAMS

(By Robert Pear)

WASHINGTON, March 21.—The House of Rep-
resentatives today took up sweeping legisla-
tion that would dismantle many elements of
the social welfare systems put in place by
the Federal Government over the last 60
years.

There was little suspense about the out-
come; Republicans predicted that the bill
would be approved late this week on a party-
line vote.

‘‘Based on the hysterical cries of those who
seek to defend the failed welfare state, you
would have thought Republicans were elimi-
nating welfare in its entirety,’’ rather than
just slowing its growth, said Representative
Bill Archer, the Texas Republican who is
chairman of the Ways and Means Committee.

Mr. Archer, declaring that ‘‘the Republican
welfare revolution is at hand,’’ said the Re-
publican bill sought ‘‘the broadest overhaul
of welfare ever proposed.’’

For their part, Democrats acknowledged
that their substitute measure had little
chance of passage but predicted that they
would make political gains in the debate by
attacking the Republicans as cruel to chil-
dren. Representative John Lewis, Democrat
of Georgia, for instance, infuriated the Re-
publicans when he said their ‘‘onslaught’’ on
children, poor people and the disabled was
reminiscent of crimes committed in Nazi
Germany.
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