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House of Representatives

The House was not in session today. Its next meeting will be held on Tuesday, September 12, 1995, at 10:30 a.m.

The Senate met at 10 a.m., on the ex-
piration of the recess, and was called to
order by the President pro tempore
[Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
QOgilvie, offered the following prayer:

The Word of the Lord is: “Be still and
know that I am God; | will be exalted
among the nations, | will be exalted in
the earth!”’—Psalm 46:11.

Let us pray:

Holy God, Your call to prayer star-
tles us. Be still? We are wordsmiths
and find it difficult to be still. Our
craft is to talk and we are proud of our
polished sentences and carefully word-
ed paragraphs. Sometimes we forget to
listen to Your voice before we speak.
Now in the quiet of this time of prayer
we realize how much we want You to
be exalted among the nations, particu-
larly this Nation You have called us to
lead. Our deepest desire is to know
what You desire; our lasting pleasure is
to please You. Be exalted in our hearts:
our goal is to glorify You. Be exalted in
our minds: our purpose is to be bold
and creative thinkers. Be exalted in
this Senate as each Senator humbles
himself and herself to speak the truth
as You reveal it and listen to each
other with patience and openness. Re-
mind us again that the meaning of the
Hebrew words ‘‘Be still”” imply “‘let go,
leave off, let up.”” We want to do that
consistently today as we open the
floodgates of our minds and hearts to
receive the inflow of Your power and
peace. In our Lord’s name. Amen.

Senate

MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 11, 1995

(Legislative day of Tuesday, September 5, 1995)

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The

able Senator from lowa is recognized.
SCHEDULE

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, for
the information of all Senators, the
Senate will be immediately resuming
the consideration of the welfare reform
bill.

Under the consent agreement, which
was reached on Friday, there will be
three consecutive rollcall votes begin-
ning at 5 p.m. today. A large number of
amendments, as we know, are pending
to H.R. 4. Therefore, additional rollcall
votes are expected this evening on
amendments to this welfare reform
bill.

As a reminder to all Members, the
voting sequence at 5 o’clock will be,
first, the Dodd amendment regarding
child care to be followed by the Kasse-
baum amendment regarding block
grants, that to be followed by the
Helms amendment on work require-
ments for food stamps.

The first vote will be 15 minutes in
length with the remaining votes in se-
quence limited to 10 minutes each.

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able Senator from New York is recog-
nized.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, may
I simply thank my distinguished friend
and colleague for setting out the day’s
procedure, and call to the attention of
those who might be listening that we
have some 200 more amendments that
were filed on Friday, and that if we are

to dispose of them by Wednesday, as
the majority leader has indicated
would have to be done if we are going
to get through with the year that ends
in 3 weeks’ time, we will have to hear
from Senators about which amend-
ments they wish to have called up and
get time agreements for them as we
have done today.

| see the distinguished Senator from
Kansas has risen, and | look forward to
her remarks.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KyL). Under the previous order, leader-
ship time is reserved.

FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY ACT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now resume consideration of
H.R. 4, which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 4) to restore the American

family, reduce illegitimacy, control welfare
spending, and reduce welfare dependence.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

Pending:

Dole Modified Amendment No. 2280, of a
perfecting nature.

Subsequently, the amendment was further
modified.

Feinstein Modified Amendment No. 2469 (to
Amendment No. 2280), to provide additional
funding to States to accommodate any
growth in the number of people in poverty.

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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Feinstein Amendment No. 2470 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to impose a child support ob-
ligation on paternal grandparents in cases in
which both parents are minors.

Moseley-Braun Amendment No. 2471 (to
Amendment No. 2280), to require States to
establish a voucher program for providing
assistance to minor children in families that
are eligible for but do not receive assistance.

Moseley-Braun Amendment No. 2472 (to
Amendment No. 2280), to prohibit a State
from imposing a time limit for assistance if
the State has failed to provide work activ-
ity-related services to an adult individual in
a family receiving assistance under the
State program.

Moseley-Braun Amendment No. 2473 (to
Amendment No. 2280), to modify the job op-
portunities to certain low-income individ-
uals program.

Moseley-Braun Amendment No. 2474 (to
Amendment No. 2280), to prohibit a State
from reserving grant funds for use in subse-
quent fiscal years if the State has reduced
the amount of assistance provided to fami-
lies under the State program in the preced-
ing fiscal year.

Feinstein Amendment No. 2478 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to provide equal treatment
for naturalized and native-born citizens.

Feinstein Amendment No. 2479 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to provide for State and
county demonstration programs.

Feingold Amendment No. 2480 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to study the impact of
amendments to the child and adult care food
program on program participation and fam-
ily day care licensing.

Feingold Amendment No. 2481 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to provide for a demonstra-
tion project for the elimination of take-one-
take-all requirement.

Bingaman Amendment No. 2483 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to require the development of
a strategic plan for a State family assistance
program.

Bingaman Amendment No. 2484 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to provide funding for State
programs for the treatment of drug addiction
and alcoholism and for the National Insti-
tute on Drug Abuse Research.

Bingaman Amendment No. 2485 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to provide Indian vocational
education grants.

Simon Amendment No. 2468 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to provide grants for the es-
tablishment of community works progress
programs.

Levin Amendment No. 2486 (to Amendment
No. 2280). to require recipients of assistance
under a State program funded under part A
of title IV of the Social Security Act to par-
ticipate in State mandated community serv-
ice activities if they are not engaged in work
after 6 months receiving benefits.

Breaux Amendment No. 2487 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to maintain the welfare part-
nership between the States and the Federal
Government.

Breaux Amendment No. 2483 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to maintain the welfare part-
nership between the States and the Federal
Government.

Breaux Amendment No. 2489 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to improve services provided
as workforce employment activities.

Breaux Amendment No. 2490 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to strike provisions relating
to workforce development and workforce
preparation.

Rockefeller Modified Amendment No. 2491
(to Amendment No. 2280), to provide States
with the option to exempt families residing
in areas of high unemployment from the
time limit.

Rockefeller Modified Amendment No. 2492
(to Amendment No. 2280), to provide for a
State option to exempt certain individuals
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from the participation rate calculation and
the time limit.

Snowe/Bradley Amendment No. 2493 (to
Amendment No. 2280), to clarify provisions
relating to the distribution to families of
collected child support payments.

Snowe Amendment No. 2494 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to clarify that the penalty
provisions do not apply to certain single cus-
todial parents in need of child care and to ex-
empt certain single custodial parents in need
of child care from the work requirements.

Pryor Amendment No. 2495 (to Amendment
No. 2280), to modify the penalty provisions.

Bradley Amendment No. 2496 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to modify the provisions re-
garding the State plan requirements.

Bradley Amendment No. 2497 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to prohibit a State from
shifting the costs of aid or assistance pro-
vided under the aid to families with depend-
ent children or the JOBS programs to local
governments.

Bradley Amendment No. 2498 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to provide that existing civil
rights laws shall not be preempted by this
Act.

Bond Amendment No. 2499 (to Amendment
No. 2280), to establish that States shall not
be prohibited by the Federal Government
from sanctioning welfare recipients who test
positive for use of controlled substances.

Glenn Amendment No. 2500 (to Amendment
No. 2280), to ensure that training for displace
homemakers is included among workforce
employment activities and workforce edu-
cation activities for which funds may be used
under this Act.

Grassley (for Pressler) Amendment No.
2501 (to Amendment No. 2280), to provide a
State option to use an income tax intercept
to collect overpayments in assistance under
the State program funded under part A of
title 1V of the Social Security Act.

Grassley (for Cohen) Modified Amendment
No. 2502 (to Amendment No. 2280), to ensure
that programs are implemented consistent
with the First Amendment.

Wellstone Amendment No. 2503 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to prevent an increase in the
number of hungry children in states that
elect to participate in a food assistance
block grant program.

Wellstone Amendment No. 2504 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to prevent an increase in the
number of hungry and homeless children in
states that receive block grants for tem-
porary assistance for needy families.

Wellstone Amendment No. 2505 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to express the sense of the
Senate regarding continuing medicaid cov-
erage for individuals who lose eligibility for
welfare benefits because of more earnings or
hours of employment.

Wellstone Amendment No. 2506 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to provide for an extension of
transitional medicaid benefits.

Wellstone Amendment No. 2507 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to exclude energy assistance
payments for one-time costs of weatheriza-
tion or repair or replacement of unsafe or in-
operative heating devices from income under
the food stamp program.

Simon Amendment No. 2509 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to eliminate retroactive
deeming requirements for those legal immi-
grants already in the United States.

Simon Amendment No. 2510 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to maintain a national Job
Corps program, carried out in partnership
with States and communities.

Abraham/Lieberman Amendment No. 2511
(to Amendment No. 2280), to express the
sense of the Senate that the Congress should
adopt enterprise zone legislation in the 104th
Congress.

Abraham Amendment No. 2512 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to increase the block grant
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amount to States that reduce out-of-wedlock
births.

Feinstein Amendment No. 2513 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to limit deeming of income
to cash and cash-like programs, and to re-
tain SSI eligibility and exempt deeming of
income requirements for victims of domestic
violence.

Moynihan (for Lieberman) Amendment No.
2514 (to Amendment No. 2280), to establish a
job placement performance bonus that pro-
vides an incentive for States to successfully
place individuals in unsubsidized jobs.

Moynihan (for Lieberman) Amendment No.
2515 (to Amendment No. 2280), to establish a
national clearinghouse on teenage preg-
nancy, set national goals for the reduction of
out-of-wedlock and teenage pregnancies, and
require States to establish a set-aside for
teenage pregnancy prevention activities.

Hatch Amendment No. 2516 (to Amendment
No. 2280), to establish a block grant program
for the provision of child care services.

Hatch (for DeWine) Amendment No. 2517
(to Amendment No. 2280), to provide for
quarterly reporting by banks with respect to
common trust funds.

Hatch (for DeWine) Amendment No. 2518
(to Amendment No. 2280), to modify the
method for calculating participation rates to
more accurately reflect the total case load of
families receiving assistance in the State.

Hatch (for DeWine) Amendment No. 2519
(to Amendment No. 2280), to provide for a
rainy day contingency fund.

Hatch (for Burns) Amendment No. 2520 (to
Amendment No. 2280), to establish proce-
dures for the reduction of certain personnel
in the Department of Health and Human
Services.

Hatch (for Simpson) Amendment No. 2521
(to Amendment No. 2280), to ensure State eli-
gibility and benefit restrictions for immi-
grants are no more restrictive than those of
the Federal government.

Hatch (for Kassebaum) Amendment No.
2522 (to Amendment No. 2280), to modify pro-
visions relating to funds for other child care
programs.

Helms Amendment No. 2523 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to require single, able-bodied
individuals receiving food stamps to work at
least 40 hours every 4 weeks.

Exon Amendment No. 2525 (to Amendment
No. 2280), to prohibit the payment of certain
Federal benefits to any person not lawfully
present within the United States.

Shelby Amendment No. 2526 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986 to provide a refundable cred-
it for adoption expenses and to exclude from
gross income employee and military adop-
tion assistance benefits and withdrawals
from IRAs for certain adoption expenses.

Shelby Amendment No. 2527 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to improve provisions relat-
ing to the optional State food assistance
block grant.

Moynihan (for Conrad/Lieberman) Amend-
ment No. 2528 (to Amendment No. 2280), to
provide that a State that provides assistance
to unmarried teenage parents under the
State program require such parents as a con-
dition of receiving such assistance to live in
an adult-supervised setting and attend high
school or other equivalent training program.

Moynihan (for Conrad/Bradley) Amend-
ment No. 2529 (to Amendment No. 2280), to
provide States with the maximum flexibility
by allowing States to elect to participate in
the TAP and WAGE programs.

Moynihan (for Conrad) Amendment No.
2530 (to Amendment No. 2280), to provide
that a State that provides assistance to un-
married teenage parents under the State pro-
gram require such parents as a condition of
receiving such assistance to live in an adult-
supervised setting and attend high school or
other equivalent training program.
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Moynihan (for Conrad) Amendment No.
2531 (to Amendment No. 2280), to prevent
States from receiving credit toward work
participation rates for individual who leave
the roles due to a time limit.

Moynihan (for Conrad) Amendment No.
2532 (to Amendment No. 2280), in the nature
of a substitute.

Moynihan (for Levin) Amendment No. 2533
(to Amendment No. 2280), to improve the
provisions relating to incentive grants.

Moynihan (for Pell) Amendment No. 2475
(to Amendment No. 2280), to clarify that
each State must carry out activities through
at least 1 Job Corps center.

Moynihan (for Dodd) Amendment No. 2534
(to Amendment No. 2280), to award national
rapid response grants to address major eco-
nomic dislocations.

Moynihan (for Dorgan) Amendment No.
2535 (to Amendment No. 2280), to express the
sense of the Senate on legislative account-
ability for the unfunded mandates imposed
by welfare reform legislative.

Moynihan (for Lieberman) Amendment No.
2536 (to Amendment No. 2280), to establish
bonus payments for States that achieve re-
ductions in out-of-wedlock pregnancies, es-
tablish a national clearinghouse on teenage
pregnancy, set national goals for the reduc-
tion of out-of-wedlock and teenage preg-
nancies, and require States to establish a
set-aside for teenage pregnancy prevention
activities.

Moynihan (for Lieberman) Amendment No.
2537 (to Amendment No. 2280), to establish a
national clearinghouse on teenage preg-
nancy, set national goals for the reduction of
out-of-wedlock and teenage pregnancies, and
require States to establish a set-aside for
teenage pregnancy prevention activities.

Moynihan Amendment No. 2538 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to strike the provisions re-
pealing trade adjustment assistance.

Hatch (for Coats/Ashcroft) Amendment No.
2539 (to Amendment No. 2280), to provide a
tax credit for charitable contributions to or-
ganizations providing poverty assistance.

Hatch (for McCain) Amendment No. 2540
(to Amendment No. 2280), to remove barriers
to interracial and interethnic adoptions.

Hatch (for McCain) Amendment No. 2541
(to Amendment No. 2280), to provide that
States are not required to comply with ex-
cessive data collection and reporting re-
quirements unless the Federal Government
provides sufficient funding to allow States to
meet such excessive requirements.

Hatch (for McCain) Amendment No. 2542
(to Amendment No. 2280), to remove the
maximum length of participation in the
work supplementation or support program.

Hatch (for McCain) Amendment No. 2543
(to Amendment No. 2280), to make job readi-
ness workshops a work activity.

Hatch (for McCain) Amendment No. 2544
(to Amendment No. 2280), to permit States to
enter into a corrective action plan prior to
the deduction of penalties from the block
grant.

Harkin Amendment No. 2545 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to require each family receiv-
ing assistance under the State program fund-
ed under part A of title IV of the Social Se-
curity Act to enter into a personal respon-
sibility contract or a limited benefit plan.

Chafee Amendment No. 2546 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to maintain the welfare part-
nership between the States and the Federal
Government.

Chafee (for Cohen) Amendment No. 2547 (to
Amendment No. 2280), to deny supplemental
security income cash benefits by reason of
disability to drug addicts and alcoholics, and
to require beneficiaries with accompanying
addiction to comply with appropriate treat-
ment requirements as determined by the
Commissioner.
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Moynihan (for Kerrey) Amendment No.
2549 (to Amendment No. 2280), to allow a
State to revoke an election to participate in
the optional State food assistance block
grant.

Moynihan (for Kohl) Amendment No. 2550
(to Amendment No. 2280), to exempt the el-
derly, disabled, and children from an op-
tional State food assistance block grant.

Moynihan (for Kohl) Amendment No. 2551
(to Amendment No. 2280), to expand the food
stamp employment and training program.

Moynihan (for Bryan) Amendment No. 2552
(to Amendment No. 2280), to provide that a
recipient of welfare benefits under a means-
tested program for which Federal funds are
appropriated is not unjustly enriched as a re-
sult of defrauding another means-tested wel-
fare or public assistance program.

Moynihan (for Bryan) Amendment No. 2553
(to Amendment No. 2280), to require a recipi-
ent of assistance based on need, funded in
whole or in part by Federal funds, and the
noncustodial parent to cooperate with pater-
nity establishment and child support en-
forcement in order to maintain eligibility
for such assistance.

Moynihan (for Bryan) Amendment No. 2554
(to Amendment No. 2280), to provide that
State welfare and public assistance agencies
can notify the Internal Revenue Service to
intercept Federal income tax refunds to re-
capture over-payments of welfare or public
assistance benefits.

Moynihan (for Bryan) Amendment No. 2555
(to Amendment No. 2280), to provide State
welfare or public assistance agencies an op-
tion to determine eligibility of a household
containing an ineligible individual under the
Food Stamp program.

Hatfield Amendment No. 2467 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to increase the participation
of teacher, parents, and students in develop-
ing and improving workforce education ac-
tivities.

Hatch (for Nickles) Amendment No. 2556
(to Amendment No. 2280), to require the
transmission of quarterly wage reports in
order to relay information to the State Di-
rector of New Hires to assist in locating ab-
sent parents.

Hatch (for Jeffords) Amendment No. 2557
(to Amendment No. 2280), to amend the defi-
nition of work activities to include voca-
tional education training that does not ex-
ceed 24 months.

Hatch (for Jeffords) Amendment No. 2558
(to Amendment No 2280), to provide for the
State distribution of funds for secondary
school vocational education, postsecondary
and adult vocational education, and adult
education.

Hatch (for Kyl) Amendment No. 2559 (to
Amendment No. 2280), to require the estab-
lishment of local workforce development
boards.

Dodd Amendment No. 2560 (to Amendment
No. 2280), to provide for the establishment of
a supplemental child care grant program.

Ashcroft Amendment No. 2561 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to replace the supplemental
security income program for the disabled
and blind with a block grant to the States.

Ashcroft Amendment No. 2562 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to convert the food stamp
program into a block grant program.

Graham (for Kennedy) Amendment No. 2563
(to Amendment No. 2280), to terminate spon-
sor responsibilities upon the date of natu-
ralization of the immigrant.

Graham (for Kennedy) Amendment No. 2564
(to Amendment No. 2280), to grant the Attor-
ney General flexibility in certain public as-
sistance determinations for immigrants.

Graham Amendment No. 2565 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to provide a formula for allo-
cating funds that more accurately reflects
the needs of States with children below the
poverty line.

S 13145

Graham Amendment No. 2566 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to require each responsible
Federal agency to determine whether there
are sufficient appropriations to carry out the
Federal intergovernmental mandates re-
quired by this Act, and to provide that the
mandates will not be effective under certain
conditions.

Graham Amendment No. 2567 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to provide that the Sec-
retary, in ranking States with respect to the
success of their work programs, shall take
into account the average number of minor
children in families in the State that have
incomes below the poverty line and the
amount of funding provided each State for
such families.

Graham Amendment No. 2568 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to set national work partici-
pation rate goals and to provide that the
Secretary shall adjust the goals for individ-
ual States based on the amount of Federal
funding the State receives for minor children
in families in the State that have incomes
below the poverty line.

Graham Amendment No. 2569 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to provide for the prospective
application of the provisions of title V.

Dodd (for Leahy) Amendment No. 2570 (to
Amendment No. 2280), to reduce fraud and
trafficking in the Food Stamp program by
providing incentives to States to implement
Electronic Benefit Transfer systems.

Jeffords Amendment No. 2571 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to modify the maintenance of
effort provision.

Santorum (for Domenici) Amendment No.
2572 (to Amendment No. 2280), to improve the
child support enforcement system by giving
States better incentives to improve collec-
tions.

Santorum (for Domenici) Amendment No.
2573 (to Amendment No. 2280), to maintain
the welfare partnership between the States
and the Federal Government.

Santorum (for Domenici) Amendment No.
2574 (to Amendment No. 2280), to express the
sense of the Senate regarding the inability of
the noncustodial parent to pay child support.

Santorum (for Domenici) Amendment No.
2575 (to Amendment No. 2280), to allow
States maximum flexibility in designing
their Temporary Assistance programs.

Santorum (for Domenici) Amendment No.
2576 (to Amendment No. 2280), to create a na-
tional child custody database, and to clarify
exclusive continuing jurisdiction provisions
of the Parental Kidnapping Prevention Act.

Santorum (for D’Amato) Amendment No.
2577 (to Amendment No. 2280), to change the
date for the determination of fiscal year 1994
expenditures.

Santorum (for D’Amato) Amendment No.
2578 (to Amendment No. 2280), relating to
claims arising before effective dates.

Santorum (for D’Amato) Amendment No.
2579 (to Amendment No. 2280), terminating
efforts to recover funds for prior fiscal years.

Santorum (for Grams) Amendment No. 2580
(to Amendment No. 2280), to limit vocational
education activities counted as work.

Jeffords Amendment No. 2581 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to strike the increase to the
grant to reward States that reduce out-of-
wedlock births.

Dodd (for Wellstone) Amendment No. 2582
(to Amendment No. 2280), to amend the Fair
Labor Standards Act of 1938 to increase the
minimum wage rate under such Act.

Dodd (for Wellstone) Amendment No. 2583
(to Amendment No. 2280), to exempt women
and children who have been battered or sub-
ject to extreme cruelty from certain require-
ments of the bill.

Dodd (for Wellstone) Amendment No. 2584
(to Amendment No. 2280), to exempt women
and children who have been battered or sub-
jected to extreme cruelty from certain re-
quirements of the bill.
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Stevens Amendment No. 2585 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), of a technical nature.

Santorum (for Cohen) Amendment No. 2586
(to Amendment No. 2280), to modify the reli-
gious provider provision.

Santorum (for Specter) Amendment No.
2587 (to Amendment No. 2280), to maintain a
national Job Corps program, carried out in
partnership with States and communities.

Santorum (for Chafee) Amendment No. 2588
(to Amendment No. 2280), to require States
to provide voucher assistance for children
born to families receiving assistance.

Santorum (for McCain) Amendment No.
2589 (to Amendment No. 2280), to provide for
child support enforcement agreements be-
tween the States and Indian tribes or tribal
organizations.

Moynihan Amendment No. 2590 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to provide that case record
data submitted by the States be deseg-
regated, and to provide funding for certain
research, demonstration, and evaluation
projects.

Moynihan (for Boxer) Amendment No. 2591
(to Amendment No. 2280), to provide for a
child care maintenance of effort.

Moynihan (for Boxer) Amendment No. 2592
(to Amendment No. 2280), to provide that
State authority to restrict benefits to
noncitizens does not apply to foster care or
adoption assistance programs.

Moynihan (for Boxer) Amendment No. 2593
(to Amendment No. 2280), expressing the
sense of the Senate on restrictions on provid-
ing medical information by recipients of
Federal aid.

Santorum (for Faircloth) Amendment No.
2594 (to Amendment No. 2280), to prohibit di-
rect cash benefits for out of wedlock births
to minors except under certain conditions.

Santorum (for Faircloth) Amendment No.
2595 (to Amendment No. 2280), to require the
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment to submit a report regarding disquali-
fication of illegal aliens from housing assist-
ance programs.

Santorum (for Faircloth) Amendment No.
2596 (to Amendment No. 2280), to express the
sense of the Congress regarding a work re-
quirement for public housing residents.

Santorum (for Faircloth) Amendment No.
2597 (to Amendment No. 2280), to require on-
going State evaluations of activities carried
out through statewide workforce develop-
ment systems.

Santorum (for Faircloth) Amendment No.
2598 (to Amendment No. 2280), to provide for
transferability of funds.

Santorum (for Faircloth) Amendment No.
2599 (to Amendment No. 2280), to provide for
transferability of funds allotted for
workforce preparation activities for at-risk
youth.

Santorum (for Faircloth) Amendment No.
2600 (to Amendment No. 2280), to allow a
State agency to make cash payments to cer-
tain individuals in lieu of food stamp allot-
ments.

Santorum (for Faircloth) Amendment No.
2601 (to Amendment No. 2280), to integrate
the temporary assistance to needy families
with food stamp work rules.

Santorum (for Faircloth) Amendment No.
2602 (to Amendment No. 2280), to limit voca-
tional education activities counted as work.

Santorum (for Faircloth) Amendment No.
2603 (to Amendment No. 2280), to deny assist-
ance for out-of-wedlock births to minors.

Santorum (for Faircloth) Amendment No.
2604 (to Amendment No. 2280), to provide for
no additional cash assistance for children
born to families receiving assistance.

Santorum (for Faircloth) Amendment No.
2605 (to Amendment No. 2280), to deny assist-
ance for out-of-wedlock births to minors.

Santorum (for Faircloth) Amendment No.
2606 (to Amendment No. 2280), to provide for
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provisions relating to paternity establish-
ment and fraud.

Santorum (for Faircloth) Amendment No.
2607 (to Amendment No. 2280), to require
State goals and a State plan for reducing il-
legitimacy.

Santorum (for Faircloth) Amendment No.
2608 (to Amendment No. 2280), to provide for
an abstinence education program.

Santorum (for Faircloth) Amendment No.
2609 (to Amendment No. 2280), to prohibit
teenage parents from living in the home of
an adult relative or guardian who has a his-
tory of receiving assistance.

Moynihan Amendment No. 2610 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to amend title 13, United
States Code, to require that any data relat-
ing to the incidence of poverty produced or
published by the Secretary of Commerce for
subnational areas is corrected for differences
in the cost of living in those areas.

Moynihan Amendment No. 2611 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to correct imbalances in cer-
tain States in the Federal tax to Federal
benefit ratio by reallocating the distribution
of Federal spending.

Abraham/Lieberman Amendment No. 2476
(to Amendment No. 2280), to express the
sense of the Senate that the Congress should
adopt enterprise zone legislation in the 104th
Congress.

Santorum (for Gramm) Amendment No.
2612 (to Amendment No. 2280), to limit the
State option for work participation require-
ment exemptions to the first 12 months to
which the requirement applies.

Santorum (for Gramm) Amendment No.
2613 (to Amendment No. 2280), to require that
certain individuals who are not required to
work are included in the participation rate
calculation.

Santorum (for Gramm) Amendment No.
2614 (to Amendment No. 2280), to provide for
increased penalties for failure to meet work
requirements.

Santorum (for Gramm) Amendment No.
2615 (to Amendment No. 2280), to reduce the
Federal welfare bureaucracy.

Santorum (for Gramm) Amendment No.
2616 (to Amendment No. 2280), to require pa-
ternity establishment as a condition of bene-
fit receipt.

Santorum (for Gramm) Amendment No.
2617 (to Amendment No. 2280), to prohibit the
use of Federal funds for legal challenges to
welfare reform.

Moynihan Amendment No. 2618 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), to eliminate the requirement
that HHS reduce full-time equivalent posi-
tions by specific percentages and retain re-
quirements to evaluate the number of FTE
positions required to carry out the activities
under the bill and to take action to reduce
the appropriate number of positions.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2619 (to Amendment No. 2280), to terminate
sponsor responsibilities upon the date of nat-
uralization of the immigrant.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2620 (to Amendment No. 2280), to grant the
Attorney General flexibility in certain pub-
lic assistance determinations for immi-
grants.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2621 (to Amendment No. 2280), to ensure that
programs are implemented consistent with
the First Amendment to the U.S. Constitu-
tion.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2622 (to Amendment No. 2280), to repeal food
stamp provisions relating to children living
at home and to reduce tax benefits for for-
eign corporations.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2623 (to Amendment No. 2280), to permit
States to apply for waivers with respect to
the 15 percent cap on hardship exemptions
from the 5-year time limitation.
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Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2624 (to Amendment No. 2280), to permit
States to provide non-cash assistance to
children ineligible for aid because of the 5-
year time limitation.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2625 (to Amendment No. 2280), to require
States to have in effect laws regarding dura-
tion of child support.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2626 (to Amendment No. 2280), to eliminate a
repeal relating to the Trade Act of 1974.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2627 (to Amendment No. 2280), to improve
provisions relating to the Trade Act of 1974.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2628 (to Amendment No. 2280), to improve
provisions relating to the Wagner-Peyser
Act.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2629 (to Amendment No. 2280), to improve
provisions relating to the unemployment
trust fund.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2630 (to Amendment No. 2280), to clarify that
the responsibilities of the National Board are
advisory.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2631 (to Amendment No. 2280), to improve
provisions relating to workforce develop-
ment activities and funds made available
through the unemployment trust fund.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2632 (to Amendment No. 2280), to exclude em-
ployment and training programs under the
Food Stamp Act of 1977 from the list of ac-
tivities that may be provided as workforce
employment activities.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2633 (to Amendment No. 2280), to provide for
the State distribution of funds for secondary
school vocational education, postsecondary
and adult vocational education, and adult
education.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2634 (to Amendment No. 2280), to establish a
job placement performance bonus that pro-
vides an incentive for States to successfully
place individuals in unsubsidized jobs.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2635 (to Amendment No. 2280), to require that
25 percent of the funds for workforce employ-
ment activities be expended to carry out
such activities for dislocated workers.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2636 (to Amendment No. 2280), to establish a
definition of a local workforce development
board.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2637 (to Amendment No. 2280), to provide a
conforming amendment with respect to local
workforce development boards.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2638 (to Amendment No. 2280), to require the
establishment of local workforce develop-
ment boards.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2639 (to Amendment No. 2280), to clarify the
role of the summer jobs program.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2640 (to Amendment No. 2280), to expand the
provisions relating to the limitation of the
use of funds under title VII.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2641 (to Amendment No. 2280), to improve the
State apportionment of funds by activity.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2642 (to Amendment No. 2280), to clarify the
role of the summer jobs program.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2643 (to Amendment No. 2280), to increase the
authorization of appropriations for
workforce development activities.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2644 (to Amendment No. 2280), to limit the
percentage of the flex account funds that
may be used for economic development ac-
tivities.
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Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2645 (to Amendment No. 2280), to make a con-
forming amendment regarding limiting the
percentage of the flex account funds that
may be used for economic development ac-
tivities.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2646 (to Amendment No. 2280), to provide for
national activities.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2647 (to Amendment No. 2280), to ensure that
students have broad exposure to a wide range
of knowledge on occupations and choices for
skill training.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2648 (to Amendment No. 2280), to clarify the
advisory nature of the responsibilities of the
National Board.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2649 (to Amendment No. 2280), to provide
both women and men with access to training
in occupations or fields of work in which
women or men comprise less than 25 percent
of the individuals employed in such occupa-
tions or fields of work, with respect to
workforce development activities.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2650 (to Amendment No. 2280), to provide
both women and men with access to training
in occupations or fields of work in which
women or men comprise less than 25 percent
of the individuals employed in such occupa-
tions or fields of work, with respect to
workforce preparation activities for at-risk
youth.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2651 (to Amendment No. 2280), to ensure that
States reference existing academic and occu-
pational standards in their State plans.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2652 (to Amendment No. 2280), to ensure that
State plans describe activities that will en-
able States to meet their benchmarks.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2653 (to Amendment No. 2280), to clarify that
the term ‘“‘labor market information” refers
to labor market and occupational informa-
tion.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2654 (to Amendment No. 2280), to explicitly
include occupational information in labor
market information system provided under
workforce employment activities.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2655 (to Amendment No. 2280), to provide a
conforming amendment relating to labor
market and occupational information.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2656 (to Amendment No. 2280), to maintain
the administration of the school-to-work
programs in the School-to-Work office.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2657 (to Amendment No. 2280), to make the
list of workforce education activities for
which funds may be used more consistent
with the provisions of the amendments made
by the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Ap-
plied Technology Education Act Amend-
ments of 1990, and the provisions of the
School-to-Work Opportunities Act of 1994.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2658 (to Amendment No. 2280), to clarify the
role of the State educational agency with re-
spect to workforce education activities and
at-risk youth.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2659 (to Amendment No. 2280), to include the
participation and resources of the education
community with that of business, industry,
and labor in the development of statewide
workforce development systems, local part-
nerships, and local workforce development
boards.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2660 (to Amendment No. 2280), to include vol-
unteers among those for whom the National
Center for Research in Education and
Workforce Development conducts research
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and development, and provide technical as-
sistance.

Moynihan (for Kerry) Amendment No. 2661
(to Amendment No. 2280), to provide supple-
mental security income benefits to persons
who are disabled by reason of drug or alcohol
abuse.

Moynihan (for Kerry) Amendment No. 2662
(to Amendment No. 2280), to provide dem-
onstration projects for using neighborhood
schools as centers for beneficial activities
for children and their parents in order to
break the welfare cycle.

Moynihan (for Kerry) Amendment No. 2663
(to Amendment No. 2280), to provide dem-
onstration projects for using neighborhood
schools as centers for beneficial activities
for children and their parents in order to
break the welfare cycle.

Moynihan (for Kerry) Amendment No. 2664
(to Amendment No. 2280), to require appli-
cants for assistance who are parents to enter
into a Parental Responsibility Contract and
perform satisfactorily under its terms as a
condition of receipt of that assistance.

Moynihan (for Harkin) Amendment No.
2665 (to Amendment No. 2280), to reduce the
income tax rate for individuals to equal the
estimated cost of certain repealed programs.

Moynihan (for Kerry) Amendment No. 2666
(to Amendment No. 2280), to make the
workforce development system more respon-
sive to changing local labor markets.

Moynihan (for Breaux) Amendment No.
2667 (to Amendment No. 2280), to improve the
services provided as workforce employment
activities.

Moynihan (for Mikulski) Amendment No.
2668 (to Amendment No. 2280), to eliminate a
repeal of title V of the Older American Act
of 1965.

Moynihan (for Mikulski) Amendment No.
2669 (to Amendment No. 2280), to encourage
2-parent families.

Moynihan (for Kerrey) Amendment No.
2670 (to Amendment No. 2280), to allow a
State to revoke an election to participate in
optional State food assistance block grant.

Moynihan (for Daschle) Amendment No.
2671 (to Amendment No. 2280), to provide a 3
percent set aside for the funding of family
assistance grants for Indians.

Moynihan (for Daschle) Amendment No.
2672 (to Amendment No. 2280), to provide for
a contingency grant fund.

Santorum Amendment No. 2673 (to Amend-
ment No. 2280), regarding implementation of
electronic benefit transfer system.

Santorum (for McConnell) Amendment No.
2674 (to Amendment No. 2280), to timely
rapid implementation of provisions relating
to the child and adult care food program.

Santorum (for McConnell) Amendment No.
2675, to clarify the school data provision of
the child and adult care food program.

Santorum (for Packwood) Amendment No.
2676, to strike the increase to the grant to re-
ward States that reduce out-of-wedlock
births.

Moynihan (for Kennedy) Amendment No.
2677 (to Amendment No. 2280), to provide for
an extension of transitional medicaid bene-
fits.

Santorum (for D’Amato) Amendment No.
2678 (to Amendment No. 2280), relating to the
eligibility of States to receive funds.

Moynihan (for Kerry) Amendment No. 2679
(to Amendment No. 2280), to provide supple-
mental security income benefits to persons
who are disabled by reason of drug or alcohol
abuse.

Moynihan (for Harkin) Amendment No.
2680 (to Amendment No. 2280), to assure con-
tinued taxpayer savings through competitive
bidding in WIC.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
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Kansas, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, is recognized
to offer an amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 2522 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2280

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, |
am happy to be able to start off by of-
fering one of the 200 amendments that
will be considered today. As we know,
all these amendments were laid down
before the close of business on Friday.

The amendment that | am offering
and that | would like to discuss briefly
this morning would restore provisions
contained in the Child Care and Devel-
opment Block Grant Amendments Act
of 1995. This is the reauthorization of
legislation that has been in law for 5
years. It was approved by the Commit-
tee on Labor and Human Resources by
a unanimous vote on May 25.

While I am committed to ending the
concept of welfare as an entitlement, |
have some concerns about the legisla-
tion before us, the Work Opportunity
Act, regarding changes that have been
made to child care.

It seems to me that one of the most
important considerations we have to
undertake when we are considering
welfare reform is how we handle child
care. | think that all of us here in the
Senate on both sides of the aisle regard
our ability to structure welfare reform
in an effective manner a top priority
for the 104th Congress. We can talk
about ending support for mothers who
should be working, for families who
should be working, but it is the chil-
dren who become a crucial element. It
is with the children that we have to be
careful and must begin breaking the
cycle of dependence that has occurred
through years of being on welfare. It is
the protection of the children that is
the most important responsibility that
we have.

Title VI of the welfare reform bill in-
cludes the reauthorization of the Child
Care and Development Block Grant. It
is called the CCDBG and it was enacted
in 1990 with bipartisan support because
Congress recognized there was a lack of
adequate child care for many low-in-
come working families. These just are
not families on welfare. These are fam-
ilies that are in the work force, fre-
quently with low-paying jobs, but who
do not have the access to affordable,
quality child care.

It was in that light that we felt it
was very important to address this,
with a sliding fee scale determined by
the states, so that low-income families
could be participants with some sub-
sidies as they worked their way into
better paying jobs.

I think this continues to be a nation-
wide problem. One of the primary goals
of the CCDBG as it came out of com-
mittee is to ensure that there is a
seamless system of child care where it
counts the most at the point where the
parent, child, and provider meet.

The provision that was in S. 850 that
would have consolidated child care
funds into one unified system is not in-
cluded in the leadership welfare reform
bill. The amendment | offer today re-
stores that provision so that we will
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have one unified system of child care,
one State plan, and one set of eligi-
bility requirements.

I believe this only makes sense, Mr.
President, as we are trying to consoli-
date and trying to work together to
form a better system. Why continue to
have two different child care systems—
one under the child care and develop-
ment block grant, and one under the
welfare child care system? | think it
makes sense to bring the two systems
together in a unified approach.

My amendment does make one
change to the original consolidation
provision that was included in S. 850,
the legislation that we approved out of
committee, and that relates to the 15-
percent set-aside for quality improve-
ment activities. The set-aside will
apply to the discretionary funds appro-
priated for the CCDBG, but will not
apply to other child care services pro-
vided through the unified system.

We have tried to take into account
some of the concerns of Governors who
obviously would like to have a system
that does not have too many require-
ments from Congress, and we have
tried to do that. On the other hand, we
believe that through the CCDGB there
are some important requirements that
have proven to be of benefit and to
have created a successful child care ap-
proach in the States.

My amendment also strikes the pro-
vision in the welfare bill that would
allow up to 30 percent of the funds to
be transferred between the CCDBG and
the cash assistance block grant. | op-
pose the transferability provision for
two major reasons.

First, I am concerned that there is
too little child care money available
now. Funds transferred out of the
CCDBG would not necessarily be used
for child care, which would create an
even bigger problem; the Governors
could use it for other assistance such
as cash benefits, which they might
choose and which they may feel is im-
portant. But | feel strongly that these
funds need to be targeted toward child
care. If we fail in this, we are going to
fail to reform welfare in ways that will
be beneficial for years to come.

Second, the primary purpose of the
CCDBG is to assist the working poor
who contribute something toward child
care through the sliding fee scale. Hav-
ing this type of assistance available
will become even more important as
individuals make the transition from
welfare to work. | think we all know
that finding the right child care can be
one of the most costly and stressful as-
pects for parents as they enter the
work force. Not everyone is fortunate
enough to have a grandparent or an ex-
tended family member who can help
with child care. In fact, many today do
not have relatives that can or will care
for their children. And that becomes
one of the most stressful problems that
a mother faces when she goes to work
in the morning, if she cannot be cer-
tain of some quality child care, or can-
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not count on child care that she feels
comfortable with for her children.

Having this type of assistance avail-
able to those who are trying to work
their way off welfare will become even
more important as we stress the transi-
tion from welfare to work. Diverting
CCDBG funds for other purposes dimin-
ishes a program which is badly needed
by the working poor, and | believe it is
unfair to penalize those who are strug-
gling to provide for themselves and
their families.

I hope that all of my colleagues can
support the amendment | offer today,
Mr. President, to consolidate child care
into one unified system and to preserve
the limited funds allocated to child
care.

I yield the floor.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, on a
Monday morning, to focus on a very
important amendment that the Sen-
ator from Kansas has offered, when we
are going to have a very long week on
this bill, is a sharp contrast from some-
times the easy subjects we are discuss-
ing on Friday afternoon when we ad-
journ for a weekend. To start out with
the very basic issue of child care that
Senator KASSEBAUM has brought up is
really starting out with a heavy bur-
den. The Senator from Kansas is al-
ways well prepared, and so we cannot
find any fault with the preparation for
her amendment, but we do take excep-
tion to the rationale behind the amend-
ment and consequently cannot support
it.

Behind the amendment | believe is an
assumption that somehow if you are on
welfare, or are low income, and it
comes to the subject of getting up in
the morning and going to work—and
obviously if you are on welfare, there is
a family involved, so there is a child
that must be taken some place when
you are on welfare—it assumes some-
how that low-income people are dif-
ferent than other people; that when it
comes to child care, they cannot do it;
they cannot seek good child care, go
through the business arrangements re-
quired, and on their own, without the
help of the Federal Government or
without the help of the State govern-
ment, be able to provide for the care of
a child while the mother and/or father
are at work. It assumes that low-in-
come people are not capable of this or
assumes that they do not want to do it.

One of the things our reform proposal
intends to do is to assume that whether
people are low income or not, they are,
first of all, concerned about their fam-
ily; and, second, that they have the ca-
pacity to do what must be done for
their family; that you just cannot as-
sume because people are low income,
somehow they do not have that ability.

Part of the basis for welfare reform is
to enhance individual responsibility,
detract from the dependency of the
State that has been paramount to the
system we have had historically and to
start out with the assumption that low
income people have the basic innate

September 11, 1995

capabilities that other people have if
given the opportunity.

Just recently, as | have said so many
times on the floor of this body, our
State of lowa passed a welfare reform
proposal that is going to enhance this
individual responsibility. In fact, under
our system, welfare recipients sign a
contract with the State establishing
certain points in the near future when
they will take certain actions regard-
ing the family, regarding seeking a job,
regarding education, if that is nec-
essary before a job, and eventually to
getting a job so they work their way
off welfare. Individual responsibility is
the essence of that contract which the
recipient signs with the State of lowa.

There is a welfare recipient in my
State who recently told a State legisla-
tor that the problem with the lowa
welfare reform was that we had gone
from a system of no choices, where the
State told her what to do, when to do
it, and where to do it, to a system of
choices in which she had to plan for her
future, decide what opportunities to
take and, in her words, ‘“to be respon-
sible.”

For her being faced with choices was
the hardest part of the reform, but I
hope she recognizes, and us as well,
that the hardest part of the reform is
basic to whether or not things are
going to be different under a new sys-
tem. The issue comes down to whether
we are going to assume the capabilities
that all Americans have of making de-
cisions and wanting to make decisions
and set up an environment for those
decisions to be made.

| think the amendment that has just
been presented by the Senator from
Kansas assumes that the welfare recip-
ient might not be totally capable, or
ought not to have the responsibility
even, of making that decision.

The story | mentioned about the
lowa welfare recipient is true. | think
it epitomizes what is wrong with the
current system. And when we give
States an opportunity to do better
than what the Federal Government
wants to do, we can move in the direc-
tion of changing our paternalistic sys-
tem. It is promoting and even reward-
ing dependency.

There are many low-income Amer-
ican families who are struggling to
make ends meet and be responsible
without any public assistance. They
take pride in their successes. And they
have dignity for their efforts to be self-
sufficient through employment. They
get up every morning and they take
their children to child care. They go to
a job where they work all day. They
pick up their children in the afternoon
and go home.

That is what most American families
do. That is what even most American
families who are low income or “‘work-
ing poor’” do without any concern by
any bureaucracy. They just do it. When
you lump in some of the other benefits
that go with AFDC that may not have
an immediate cash value, there are
some people on welfare who are not too
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far below what low-income working
people make over the course of a year.

And yet somehow with this amend-
ment the assumption is that if you are
on welfare and make X number of dol-
lars, the State has all this responsibil-
ity to see that you have food on the
table, child care, job training before
you go to a job, and assistance in find-
ing a job.

In contrast, if you have never been
part of the welfare system and you
have a job that does not pay very well,
you get up in the morning, find your
own job, take your kids to child care,
pick them up at night. Additionally,
you had to worry about your own
training if there was training for that
job, without any concern of a bureau-
crat looking out for you.

Why the difference? One system
breeds dependence. The other independ-
ence. We want to change that. We want
people who are on welfare to assume
responsibility and to move forward
with life.

They should not somehow be seg-
regated as different from other people
without the capability of exercising a
normal life.

Well, those families who work are
faced with decisions on how to deal
with their daily challenges, how to
budget for their family’s needs, what to
do if their child care falls through for
the day and how to plan for their fu-
ture. In contrast, today’s welfare sys-
tem does not allow, expect, or encour-
age welfare recipients to make these
normal, everyday decisions.

I think this legislation is about
changing all that, ending business as
usual for families, requiring recipients
to take responsibility and learn to
make decisions that most American
families are faced with every day.

And, of course, one of those decisions
is child care.

It is conceivable that a State may
want to take a new approach of com-
bining cash assistance and child care
funding into a single grant to a family.
The family then would make the deci-
sion on who to provide care for their
children and the fair rate that they
need to pay in a negotiated agreement
with the providers.

That is what most American families
do. The amendment before us by the
Senator from Kansas would apply all of
the child care development block grant
standards to all child care funding, no
matter what the source of the Federal
dollars might be.

For instance, the amendment as-
sumes payment to the provider would
be guaranteed directly from the State.
This would take away the premise of
family responsibility and independ-
ence. This is what we need to change.
We need a system where a State would
be allowed to challenge public assist-
ance recipients to be responsible and to
make the child care decisions them-
selves as well as making the payments
themselves.

We should not assume the worst
about public assistance recipients, that
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they are incapable of making these de-
cisions in the best interest of their
children and family. If we really want
an environment of State flexibility, we
should be minimizing standards, not
maximizing them. As we all know, the
best welfare reform proposals have
come from the State level, not from
the Federal Government. So, if we
maximize State flexibility to be cre-
ative with reforms, including child
care, we do that by leaving these deci-
sions to the States. So if we want to
give States block grants and the flexi-
bility that goes with it, rather than
continue the rigid existing programs
and regulations, then it seems to me
that we have to limit prescriptive oper-
ating guidelines in our legislation.

As well intended as the Senator’s
amendment is, it is tied to the old way
of doing business. It is tied to the phi-
losophy that, first of all, when it comes
to the families of AFDC recipients, ev-
eryone needs a bureaucrat looking out
for them. It assumes that government
knows better. It assumes that when
government knows better, that of all
governments, the Federal Government
knows better. It assumes that parents,
if low income and on a government pro-
gram, know less about meeting the
needs of their families than low-income
families who are not on public assist-
ance.

It assumes because you are low in-
come that you have capabilities less
than people who are middle income or
higher income, and that is not true.

It segregates too many Americans
into certain categories. We ought to be
eliminating the categorization of
Americans, the balkanization of our so-
ciety. We ought to be working in this
body to bring our country together, not
to separate it.

We should be working in this body
for eliminating any differences we can,
particularly those differences that
come because of Government involve-
ment.

So, | hope that the amendment of the
Senator from Kansas can be defeated. |
yield the floor

Mrs. KASSEBAUM addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, |
wish to respond for a moment to the
Senator from lowa. | know that Sen-
ator GRASSLEY cares as much as | do
about making sure that we can enact a
welfare reform initiative and the im-
portance of doing that. But | think I
need to reiterate that the amendment |
am offering deals with child care for
low-income working families.

The child care and development
Block Grant, which has been in law for
5 years, and is being reauthorized, has
been included in this overall welfare
reform package. It was designed to pro-
vide, as | said earlier, a sliding fee
scale of support for low-income work-
ing families. It is not addressing the
child care provisions for AFDC recipi-
ents. It does bring them together into
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a single system rather than a two-
track system, but it is not Government
bureaucracy so much as | would argue
the need to continue that support for
families that are moving off welfare.

Child care is very expensive. As | say,
if you are not lucky enough to have
some member of the family or a good
neighbor or friend who is assisting with
child care—sometimes those provisions
and tradeoffs can be made; having a
daughter and daughters-in-law who
work, I know that sometimes it is pos-
sible, but many times it is not—child
care can range as low as $60 to $80 per
week to as high as $150 to $200 a week.
That is a lot of money for families who
are trying to enter the work force at
very low-income levels, and that is why
| feel strongly about not permitting
transferability of funds out of the
CCDBG account so that we can help
those families in transition.

It seems to me that this is a very im-
portant part of this provision. | think
we should be concerned about low-in-
come families who do not have any
support for child care versus the wel-
fare family who would have total sup-
port for child care. For those just right
over the line, it is difficult and it does
not make a lot of sense. That is why |
feel strongly about a sliding fee scale
where recipients make a contribution
to their child care and are given some
Federal assistance based on their in-
come as they are trying to break away
from welfare assistance.

I think every State, including lowa,
has some concerns about how to help a
population that has been very depend-
ent on benefits over the years and how
to make this transition without harm-
ing children. This is what 1 am trying
to address by keeping intact the provi-
sions of the child care and development
block grant.

| yield the floor, Mr. President.

Mr. President, | call up my amend-
ment, which is No. 2522.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Kansas [Mrs. KASSE-
BAUM] proposes an amendment numbered
2522.

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, |
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the Friday, September 8, 1995, edi-
tion of the RECORD.)

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, as
has been indicated, this will be one of
the amendments that will be voted on
after 5 o’clock this afternoon.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, | an-
nounce to Members of this body who
have amendments that are pending—
and | think under the rules all amend-
ments must have been filed by last
week—that several of those amend-
ments have been reviewed and agreed
to. If those amendments can be offered

The
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today, we would like to have the Mem-
bers come and bring those amendments
up, and those amendments will be ac-
cepted.

I and other managers of this legisla-
tion, throughout the course of the day,
will be happy to handle those amend-
ments if the Members are not able to
do so or do not want to do so this
morning, so that we can use this time
before the votes at 5 o’clock this after-
noon to expedite as many amendments
as we can from our list of over 200.

Mr. President, 1 am going to take
this opportunity to speak as in morn-
ing business. When somebody comes
and wants the floor for work on welfare
reform, | will yield it.

I ask unanimous consent to speak as
in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from lowa is recognized.

DECLINES IN
INTERNATIONAL
PROGRAMS

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, in
the past several months, the inter-
national drug program has not fared

FUNDING FOR
NARCOTICS

very well in Congress. Funding for
interdiction, law enforcement, and
international efforts have declined

steadily. In part this is the result of a
failure by the administration to either
present a serious strategy or to fight
for it in any meaningful way. The
President has been all but invisible and
his drug czar, left without support, has
been ineffective. The obvious con-
sequence of this dereliction in tough
budget times is an erosion of funding
and support to other projects that have
more defenders.

Unfortunately, the administration’s
indifference has reinforced the atti-
tudes of some in Congress that the pro-
gram is not worth fighting for, that
nothing we do to combat drug use
works, and so we should surrender. The
result has been devastating for our
international effort and for the morale
and capabilities of our frontline forces.

It is a myth to believe that nothing
we do to combat illegal drugs works. In
fact, whenever we have consistently
and seriously attacked the problem—
and we have a history going back to
the beginnings of this century—we
have had considerable success in reduc-
ing drug use and reversing epidemics.
The trouble comes in believing that we
should only have to combat illegal
drug use once.

The belief in some quarters seems to
be that, unlike any other major social
problem, we should have some magic
formula that banishes the issue for-
ever. This attitude seems peculiarly
endemic to our counter drug efforts.
Despite a long history, we have yet to
solve the problem of murder, spouse
abuse, incest, rape, or theft. One rarely
hears the call, however, that because
these problems persist we should give
up trying to stop them or legalize them
as a way out of solving our problem.
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Everyone recognizes that to seek such
a solution would be irresponsible. Yet,
when it comes to drugs, we seem to
take a vacation from common sense.

We must also remind ourselves that
our measure for success cannot be
some simplistic formula. Too often, the
standard that critics apply to the
counter drug effort, to prove that noth-
ing works, is to create an impossible
standard of perfection by which to
judge it. For some, if there is one gram
of cocaine on the streets of America
somewhere, or one trafficker left in Co-
lombia, then our efforts are a bust.
Such counsels of perfection are en-
emies of realistic approaches. It is a lot
like arguing that because we beat the
other team 28 to 17 we really lost be-
cause they managed to score. Like a
football team, our effort must be con-
tinually renewed. You do not win the
championship once and for all, you
have to train for the next season. The
struggle to control illegal drug produc-
tion and trafficking does not simply
end when the whistle blows. Nor can
our efforts simply stop.

But let us look more closely at
whether all our drug efforts are fail-
ures. In the mid-1980s, The American
public made it quite clear to this body
that stopping the flow of illegal drugs
to the United States and ending the
poisoning of millions of America’s
young people was a top priority. We
got the message. In a series of legisla-
tive initiatives, we forced the adminis-
tration to take the drug issue seri-
ously. We created a drug czar to coordi-
nate efforts. And we voted to increase
funding across the board for counter-
drug programs, from law enforcement
to education and treatment.

Remember that those efforts came
after almost two decades of tolerance
of drug use and a major cocaine and
crack epidemic. When we decided to
act, we faced a massive addiction prob-
lem and a widespread acceptance of
drugs as an alternate life style. Yet,
look at what happened. In the space of
a few years, less than a third of the
time it took us to get into the mess we
created, we reversed attitudes toward
drug use, and cut causal use of drugs by
50 percent and cocaine use by over 70
percent. Working with our Latin Amer-
ica allies, we wrapped up the Medellin
cartel—which critics said would never
happen—and made significant inroads
in stopping the flow of drugs to this
country.

Now, we clearly did not eliminate ei-
ther drug use or trafficking, but elimi-
nation was hardly the criteria for our
programs nor the measure of success
for evaluating them. It is also clear
that we have more to do. But serious
reflection on the issue shows that this
is one of those problems for which con-
tinual effort is our only possible re-
sponse. And our efforts pay dividends.
While there is no ultimate victory pa-
rade, surrender is not an option—un-
less we are prepared to live with the
consequences. Our past responses to
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public concern indicates that we are
not.

But can we afford the price? The no-
tion that we are spending an inordinate
amount of money on fighting drug use
is one of the arguments used to justify
cuts in the program. Such criticism,
however, only works in isolation.
Looking at the context shows a dif-
ferent picture.

The total Federal budget is $1.5 tril-
lion. Of that, the entire drug budget of
the United States—for all drug-related
law enforcement, treatment, edu-
cation, and international programs—is
less than 1 percent of the total. Of the
money we allocate to the drug pro-
gram—before present proposed cuts—
we spend less than 4 percent of the
total on international efforts. Even
adding in all DOD detection, monitor-
ing, and law enforcement support the
total is only 8 percent of the Federal
drug budget. Hardly significant sums.

Compared to what Americans spend
on other activities, these sums are in-
significant. We spend annually five
times as much on beauty parlors and
personal-care products than we spend
on the total drug budget. At current
wholesale prices, a mere 8 percent of
the cocaine imported into the United
States would more than cover the costs
of our entire international counter-
drug effort; and 20 percent would cover
the costs of adding in DOD efforts.

Moreover, we cannot afford the an-
nual the costs of not acting. At present
levels, the annual costs of drug use—
some $60 billion to industry, some $50
billion spent on drugs, and untold bil-
lions in the costs of crime, violence,
and medical costs—dwarf our expendi-
tures on counterdrug programs and
create major social problems. Yet, crit-
ics argue than we spend too much. We
could double our drug budget and still
be spending only half of what we spend
on legal services. It is simply not the
case that we are spending too much.

The issue, however, is not just a
question of throwing money, however
small, at a problem, but of what we are
getting for our investment. As | indi-
cated, the returns are significant and if
they had been achieved in other areas
of public problems we would regard
them as successes. Yet, we act as if a
50-percent overall reduction in drug use
is a failure. We become frustrated be-
cause this is one of those problems that
requires ongoing efforts not one-time
quick fixes. If we forget this simple
fact, we will find ourselves repeating
history—of once again having to dig
ourselves out of a major addiction
problem. The signs that we are drifting
in that direction are already there, we
ignore them at the peril of our young
people. We need to sustain the efforts
that have proven themselves in the
past. Success, however, is not a one-
time thing. It requires both the moral
leadership and the consistent message
to our young people that illegal drug
use is risky business.
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In this regard, | intend to work with
my Senate and House colleagues to re-
store realistic funding to our counter-
drug efforts and to raise the priority.
We cannot afford to return to disas-
trous policies of the 1970’s that did so
much harm. We cannot afford to ignore
the continuing public concern over this
issue. We cannot afford to spend less on
our counterdrug programs, or expect
less for our investment.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that | might pro-
ceed as in morning business to com-
ment on the very able remarks of my
friend and collaborator at this point
from lowa.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. | Would like to
share his concern about the state of
the White House operation in this mat-
ter—the matter of drug interdiction
and drug abuse—which was established
by legislation in 1988. The then major-
ity leader, ROBERT C. BYRD, created a
task force which consisted of the Sen-
ator from Georgia, Mr. NUNN, and my-
self, and | think we had more than a
little influence in the legislation that
finally passed. | will take a moment of
the Senate’s time to speak about that
legislation. We saw the problem as
being twofold.

One was the reduction in the supply
of drugs—most of which began as legal
pharmaceutical products. They arrived
from the onset of organic chemistry in
German universities in the early 19th
century.

You take this gradual escalation
from opium to morphine to heroin.
Heroin, Mr. President, is a trade name.
You can find advertisements in the
Yale Alumni News, if you wish, for her-
oin in 1910 or thereabouts. It was devel-
oped by the Bayer Co., that produced
Bayer aspirin. Aspirin is a trade name.
Heroin was tried out and tested on its
employees and it made them feel
heroisch in German, heroic.

Cocaine emerged from the same proc-
ess, from the coca leaf to the syn-
thesized product. Sigmund Freud’s first
publication ‘‘Uber Coca’ described his
use of cocaine as a means of treating
morphine addiction, which did not suc-
ceed, and he became very much op-
posed to it.

These drugs were outlawed in 1915, if
memory serves, by the Federal Govern-
ment, and remain so. It is the last of
the prohibition decrees of that era.

We thought in terms of supply and
demand. If | can tell my friend a little
story, | think it may be said that in
the late 1960’s we had a heroin epidemic
in this country, very much so in this
city. You could tell it by the incidence
of robbery of small grocery stores and
food outlets—small amounts of money
needed by persons who are getting
withdrawal symptoms from the lack of
heroin.

It was so serious that—at this point |
was Assistant to President Nixon for
Urban Affairs—I was called to a meet-
ing across the street, cater-cornered
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from the White House, by some of the
most respected and responsible citizens
in the city of Washington, who asked
me if | would ask the President to gar-
rison the Capitol. Such was the prob-
lem.

This particular flow of heroin origi-
nated in the opium fields in Turkey,
made its way to Marseilles, where, in
small simple laboratories, it was con-
verted into heroin, thence smuggled
into New York, more or less directly,
and then around the country.

It seemed to me a curious thing. In
1969, as Assistant to the President for
Urban Affairs, | thought the most im-
portant thing we had to deal with was
welfare, which we are doing today, and
next the heroin epidemic.

President Nixon, in August of that
year, sent to the Congress a very wide-
ranging proposal, the Family Assist-
ance Plan, which would establish a
guaranteed income and replace the
welfare program altogether. It passed
the House twice and never get out of
the Finance Committee in the Senate.

That done, | left immediately for
Turkey by way of India, which is still
the largest source of illicit opium. I
would not want to live in a world with-
out morphine, not with my teeth. But
it is still widely used properly as a
medicine for medicinal purposes.

I went to Turkey, to Istanbul, and
met with the Foreign Minister, rep-
resenting the President of the United
States. | said, we have an epidemic in
our country and we have to stop it.
That means we have to stop the pro-
duction of opium in the province of
Afyon. Opium is made from poppy
seeds. Poppy seeds are part of the
Turkish cuisine. They put poppy seeds
on their bread.

This was not an easy thing to do. It
is like someone arriving in Washington
and telling our Secretary of State they
had to stop growing corn in lowa—
sorry about that, you just have to stop.
The Secretary of State will say, | see,
of course.

Actually, they did not close them
down; they just harvested them in a
different way, called straw poppy. You
could still extract the ingredients
needed for pharmaceutical purposes,
but without the paste which is derived
by simply putting an incision on the
stamen of the poppy plant, collecting
the moisture which oozes out by fin-
gers and wrapping it up in a leaf until
it gradually became raw opium.

I then went to Paris where | found
the American Embassy was not aware
that anything was going on in Mar-
seilles, much less going on in Washing-
ton. But they took my word for it and
I met with the director of the Surete,
their internal police, which has been
there since the Napoleonic age.

These conversations went back and
forth a number of times. Finally the
French agreed, all right, they would
close down the Marseilles operations,
and the Turks agreed they would move
to this new mode of harvest.

I was in a helicopter—I wonder if my
friend from lowa might hear this be-
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cause it would help him—I was in a hel-
icopter on my way up to Camp David
and just back from Paris. The only
other person present was the then Di-
rector of the Office of Management and
Budget, George P. Shultz. | said to
him, ‘“‘George, | have good news, I
think we are going to close down the
French connection.”” This is what it be-
came known as. He looked up from his
papers and said, ‘“Good,” and then |
said, a little deflated, ‘“No, no, really.
This is important. They are going to
close it down. | have it from the head
of the Surete in Paris.” And he looked
up and said ‘““Good.”” Then, quite crest-
fallen, | said “‘I suppose’’—he being an
economist—*‘l suppose you think that
so long as there is a demand there will
be a supply?”’ He looked up at me and
said, ““You know, there is hope for you
yet.”

Of course in 3 to 4 years’ time the
Mexicans were providing heroin. Now it
comes in from anywhere in the world,
and will continue to do so.

That is why in our 1988 legislation,
we said there will be two deputies in
the newly created White House office—
the Office of National Drug Control
Policy. One would be the Deputy Direc-
tor for Demand Reduction, who would
seek a clinical device, a pharma-
ceutical block, an equivalent in one
way or another in that general field of
methadone treatment for heroin, who
would learn the chemistry of this sub-
ject enough to have some treatment
beyond the sort of psychiatric, psycho-
logical treatment available. The num-
bers would overwhelm us. We cannot
cope.

President Bush made extraordinary,
fine appointments. He appointed Dr.
William Bennett as the head of the of-
fice. As the Deputy Director for De-
mand Reduction he appointed Dr. Her-
bert Kleber, a physician at the Yale
Medical School, a research scientist,
and exactly the man you would want
for this.

Then after a while Bennett left, and
Kleber also left. Kleber has gone to Co-
lumbia College of Physicians and Sur-
geons and is working at the New York
Psychiatric Institute in this field.

Nobody succeeded him in a scientific
role. There have been a number of per-
sons in the job. I am sure they are good
persons, but they are nothing like what
we had in mind in the legislation.

Just 2 weeks ago, | tried to learn
what had been the professional quali-
fications of the persons who had suc-
ceeded Dr. Kleber, and | found that in
this office in the White House, they
could not tell me. They did not know.
This was not a long time back. It was
1988—well, 1990. They did not know
their history 5 years back. They had no
idea what the statute intended. They
were not doing anything the statute
contemplated.

So | actually thought | would put in
legislation abolishing the position, on
the grounds that if it was not going to
do what it was intended to do by stat-
ute, why not just eliminate it?
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I would like to think someone there
is listening to what the Senator from
lowa said, and what | said. | doubt it
very much. | will introduce that meas-
ure, or insist on it. But | may try to
offer it as an amendment somewhere
along the line.

The main point is, we enacted a good
statute which has been trivialized, a
fact which | regret, but about which 1
can do very little.

Mr. President, | see no other Sen-
ators seeking recognition. The chair-
man of the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations is on the floor. He may be seek-
ing the floor.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CRAIG). The Senator from North Caro-
lina.

THE FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY
ACT

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the last
thing | want to do is shorten any re-
marks that the distinguished Senator
from New York wished to make. He is
a fine orator and a good Senator and a
good friend.

Let me ask a parliamentary inquiry,
if | may. Is there a time limitation on
each amendment this day?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
no time limitation on each amend-
ment, but the Dodd amendment does
have a 4-hour time limitation with a
vote scheduled for 5 this evening, so de-
bate on that particular amendment
could begin no later than 1 o’clock.

Mr. HELMS. | see. So | will not be
burdening the Senate if |1 take a few
minutes longer than 5 or 10 minutes
with my remarks, if no Senator is here
to offer an amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
the Senator may proceed.

Mr. HELMS. | thank the Chair.

AMENDMENT NO. 2523

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, | call up
amendment, No. 2523, and ask it be
stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
HELMS] proposes an amendment numbered
2523.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

[The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the Friday, September 8, 1995 edi-
tion of the RECORD.]

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, | had the
clerk read what | considered to be the
most relevant part of the amendment.
It has to do with people sitting around
on their posteriors and doing no work
at all—not wanting to do any work at
all—yet drawing food stamps regularly
and purchasing anything they want to

I think

The
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purchase with them, regardless of the
statute. | say this as a Senator who has
been here for almost 23 years, as a Sen-
ator who has served as chairman of the
Senate Agriculture Committee, during
which time | did my best to crack down
on the abuse of the Food Stamp Pro-
gram.

I recall getting the inspectors gen-
eral to conduct a pilot program in a
number of States, and | specified that
my State be first, the State of North
Carolina. The inspectors went to cities
like Fayetteville and Wilmington, Lau-
rel Hill and Durham, Charlotte and
High Point, Winston-Salem, Greens-
boro and Asheville. Everywhere they
went, they found terrific fraud in the
Food Stamp Program. That is the rea-
son | am offering this amendment
today.

Now, there are going to be Senators
who will speak in opposition to it—in-
cluding at least one who is a very close
personal friend of mine, Mr. COCHRAN—
as | understand it.

I intend to hold the floor until Sen-
ator CoCHRAN can get here so that he
can speak against my amendment,
which | wish he would not do. But he
does what he does in good conscience
and | respect him for it.

Mr. President, 1 have seen the good
intentions of Members of the Senate
and the House of Representatives and
others who have sponsored and advo-
cated the Food Stamp Program. In-
stead, this program has moved rapidly
into a multibillion dollar boondoggle
with the American taxpayers footing
the bill. 1 doubt there are very many
citizens who, themselves, have not seen
examples of exactly what | am talking
about.

The Federal Food Stamp Program,
over the past 3 decades, has clearly
been a major contributor to the Fed-
eral debt which, I might add, Mr. Presi-
dent, will surpass the $5 trillion mark
before the end of this year.

Mr. President, as an aside, | went
into the Cloakroom not long ago and
posed a little question to several Sen-
ators. | asked, ‘“How many million in a
trillion?”” | received five different an-
swers from Senators who participate in
the fiscal policy of this country. If the
Chair wants to know how many million
in a trillion, I will tell him. There are
a million million in a trillion. That
gives you a perspective of what we are
doing to the young people in allowing
this debt to increase and increase and
increase while efforts to enact a bal-
anced budget amendment to the Con-
stitution are filibustered.

| say that as a preface to my having
offered an amendment to the Dole sub-
stitute amendment to H.R. 4, the Work
Opportunities Act. If Congress truly
expects to achieve meaningful welfare
reform, Congress absolutely, in my
judgment, must insist upon respon-
sibility and common sense in the oper-
ation of the Federal Food Stamp Pro-
gram. On many, many occasions, |
urged the Agriculture Committee and
the various witnesses and nominees
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who have come before the committee
to reexamine their spending priorities
when it comes to Federal nutrition
programs.

| have pleaded, time and time again,
that the Agriculture Committee de-
cide, and decide now, whether the U.S.
Department of Agriculture will be re-
stored, as an entity, to its original pur-
pose—that is to say, a department
dedicated to America’s farmers and ag-
riculture—instead of the social services
instrumentality that it has become
during the past 30 years.

For the record, the USDA’s 1995 feed-
ing assistance and nutrition programs
cost the American taxpayers an esti-
mated $39 billion with more than 40
million Americans participating in the
free food and free services program.
That is for 1 year. The Food Stamp
Program alone costs $27 billion of
which $3 billion is squandered due to
waste, abuse, and fraud—as | described
earlier when inspectors went into my
own State of North Carolina. And what
is true in North Carolina is true in
every State in the Union.

Mr. President, to put these figures
into perspective, 62 percent of the en-
tire USDA budget goes for food and
consumer services with the Food
Stamp Program comprising 42 percent
of the entire budget. I wonder how
many Americans realize that. It is easy
to understand why the farmers | hear
from are sick and tired of being shoved
around by the Federal agency created
to serve them.

I recall my years as chairman of the
Ag Committee in the 1980’s. | focused
attention time and time again, on spe-
cific, precise identification of the
waste and fraud found in the Food
Stamp Program. | found a program in
desperate need of repair—that was 10
years ago—because of the countless
numbers of people willing to take ad-
vantage of a Federal Government
handout—and they still are. The only
difference is there are more of them
today than there were then. | discov-
ered then what Reader’s Digest re-
ported in its February, 1994 issue:

.. . food stamps have become a second cur-
rency used to pay for drugs, prostitution,
weapons, cars—even a house.”

People have even bought homes.
They have gone to houses of assigha-
tion, and the proprietors of such enter-
prises accept food stamps.

Unfortunately, the political climate
today is the same as it has always
been. Attempts to restructure Federal
programs to meet the needs of the poor
while trying to use wisely the money of
the American taxpayers brings the
same old cadre of people saying this is
heartless and this is cruel. It is not. It
is an attempt to straighten this Gov-
ernment out—one small facet of it, but
one expensive facet nonetheless.

Those who support the status quo of
maintaining unlimited resources for
social programs without regard to the
cost of these programs to the taxpayers
of today, and tomorrow, have simply
ignored two significant facts crucial to
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the welfare debate—and | would be der-
elict in my duty if I did not bring that
up.

First, Congress—not some bureauc-
racy downtown—the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives and the U.S. Senate, is re-
sponsible for the expensive and costly
social service programs and the result-
ing runaway debt. These programs may
have been recommended from down-
town, or by some politician who was
thinking of the next election instead of
the next generation, but the final, ulti-
mate responsibility for the debt, for
the creation of these foolish programs,
lies right here where we work. We can-
not put it on any President or any de-
partment or any bureaucrat. It was
done right here.

Every day that the Senate has been
in session, for more than 3 years, |
have reported—maybe some Senators
have noticed it—the most recently
available exact total of the Federal
debt down to the penny. For example,
as of the close of business on Thursday,
September 7, the exact total stood at
$4,968,651,845,437.79. (On a per capita
basis every man, woman and child owes
$18,861.09.)

The second point, which naturally
follows the first, is that Congress must
restore fiscal responsibility and integ-
rity to federal social service and wel-
fare programs. Nobody else is going to
do it. Nobody else can do it. If we do
not do it, it will not be done, which
brings me to the current discussion on
precisely how the Federal Government
is going to remedy the broken and ir-
reparably destructive welfare system. |
intentionally used the word ‘‘irrep-
arably’” because the current system
built on a foundation of a government
handout with nothing in return is be-
yond restoration. The concept is bad. It
is bad for the taxpayer. It is bad for the
personal morality of the lawmakers
who permit it to happen, and in fact,
encourage it to happen. And, it is bad
for the recipient of welfare who is able
to work but just will not work.

So that is why | am here this morn-
ing. We must instill into the welfare
instrumentality and infrastructure the
components of the underpinnings of
what | like to call the Miracle of Amer-
ica. Can you imagine what laughter
would have ensued if a little over 200
years ago at Philadelphia the Founding
Fathers had been confronted with the
suggestion that they pay people not to
work—if somebody had suggested a
Food Stamp Program? | think Thomas
Jefferson would have rolled on the
floor in protest.

We absolutely owe it to the people of
America to do what we can—and do it
now—to build an accountable work
ethic, personal responsibility and com-
mon sense in public policy. If we do not
do this, we fail in our duty.

So the pending amendment, which |
have offered to the Dole substitute
amendment, will require able-bodied
individuals who receive food stamp
benefits to work at least 40 hours every
month—not every week, 40 hours every
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month—before they receive food stamp
benefits. This amendment will save the
American taxpayers $5.6 billion.

My amendment focuses on people
who are able to work. I do not want
anybody coming to the Senate floor
moaning and groaning, ‘“‘How about the
sick and the infirm?”’ And do not try to
tell me that there are not some kind of
jobs available. It may not be the kind
of jobs or the kind of work that these
people want to do. The problem is they
do not want to work.

The underlying substitute amend-
ment simply does not go far enough in
work requirements, as far as I am con-
cerned. It allows recipients to receive
benefits for an entire year while requir-
ing that they work only 6 months.

This loophole—and | admire the au-
thor of the substitute—allows recipi-
ents to sit on their rear ends and do
nothing and yet continue to receive
those benefits that cost the taxpayers
billions of dollars.

My pending amendment sets the pa-
rameters so that able-bodied citizens
receiving food stamp benefits—and this
includes approximately 2.5 million peo-
ple—must work before he or she re-
ceives their monthly allotment of food
stamp benefits. In the meantime, while
earning their food assistance, recipi-
ents will have ample time to look for
further permanent employment so that
they can move altogether off of the
welfare rolls.

One additional important fact: the
pending amendment exempts children;
it exempts their parents; it exempts
the disabled; it exempts the elderly.
The pending amendment focuses—as |
stated before—on the 2.5 million able-
bodied food stamp recipients.

In my judgment, Congress simply can
no longer look the other way when it
comes to restoring responsibility to
the Federal nutrition and welfare pro-
grams. Congress can no longer allow
unlimited tax dollars to be used on
misguided, although well-intentioned,
social programs. It is time to stop
throwing taxpayers’ money at pie-in-
the-sky Federal programs instead of
working to get to the root of the prob-
lem. This is one step toward reaching
the root of the problem.

It goes without saying that | hope
Senators will help accomplish this goal
with their support of this amendment.

Mr. President, | understood the dis-
tinguished Senator, my friend from
Mississippi, Mr. COCHRAN, was to be
here about 11 or 11:15 so that he could
speak in opposition to my amendment.
I hope the Chair will recognize the Sen-
ator from Mississippi at such time as
he may appear in the Chamber for that
purpose.

| yield the floor.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, | would
like to speak in general terms about
the bill that is before us, not particu-
larly on the amendment offered by the
Senator from South Carolina, but I will
be brief and be happy to yield if Sen-
ator COCHRAN comes to the floor.

Mr. President, 1, of course, have
watched with great interest over the
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last week as we have talked about wel-
fare, and much of it has been in great
detail, as it should be. But | rise basi-
cally to support the Dole amendment. |
rise to urge that we pass this bill.
There will be changes. There should be
changes. There should be great debates.
There are differences of view. But those
things can, indeed, be resolved.

The point is we have come to the
time, the monumental time in which
we can reform welfare—almost every-
one says welfare needs to be reformed—
and yet we go on and on in great detail
and, indeed, risk the opportunity of
passage of this bill.

So | rise to suggest to my colleagues
that we need to move forward. We need
to consider the amendments. We need
to consider the ideas. Mostly, however,
we need to be committed to taking this
opportunity to passing welfare reform.
It is a historic time. It is the first time
in most of our memories when we have
had an opportunity to really look at
what are basically Great Society pro-
grams that have not been reviewed,
have not been changed in a very long
time, have not been questioned as to
whether or not they are fulfilling the
purpose for which they were devised,
have not been measured in terms of
their effectiveness, in terms of accom-
plishing that goal.

No one would oppose the idea that we
need to help people who need help, but
the purpose is to help them back into
the workplace, back into the private
sector so that they can help them-
selves.

Nobody would argue that making a
career of welfare is a great thing to do.
No one wants to do that. So we have
for the first time an opportunity to
make these measurements, and | cer-
tainly am encouraged that we are
doing it.

I have to admit that we are some-
what discouraged in that this is not the
first time this year we have entered
into one of great debates when we have
had people stand up on both sides of
the aisle and say we certainly want a
welfare bill, we want a nonpartisan
bill, we want to move it, and then go
into a very partisan posture of seeing
that it does not move, of having 150
amendments that have to be treated.

So | hope, Mr. President, that we are
prepared to complete this task and
complete it in a responsible time, to
complete welfare reform for the first
time in many years.

We have to deal, of course, with the
perverse incentives that are there, the
incentives that encourage people to be
locked into welfare, that encourage the
idea of additional children while on
welfare, that encourage the idea of one-
parent families. These are things that
no one agrees with, but these are in
fact at least partially the results of
things that we have been doing. In
short, the system conflicts with the
basic principles of this country in
terms of equality and opportunity, and
that is what we are seeking to do.

There is a need for a new approach. |
have dealt with this, as most of us
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have, for a good long time, starting in
the Wyoming Legislature when we had
the same kinds of debates. But | am
persuaded that this is one of those
things—and there are many of them—
in which the needs in Wyoming are
quite different than the needs in New
York or New Jersey or indeed in Cali-
fornia, so that we do need to allow the
States to be the laboratories in which
we devise the best delivery plans we
can.

That is partly what this is all about.
The States know the Kkinds of pro-
grams. We have developed programs in
Wyoming, nonpartisan programs, by
the way, that are designed to bring
people back into the workplace, and to
a large extent they are working.

Workfare programs in Wyoming,
known as Wyoming opportunity acts,
were started by a Democratic Governor
several years ago. They are very lim-
ited. They are only in two or three
counties out of 23, and we have had dif-
ficulty getting waivers from the Fed-
eral Government to do those things.
But they are a move in the right direc-
tion, and that is the kind of flexibility
we do need.

Obviously, the Federal Government
will have a role, setting a framework
for the States, requiring work, encour-
aging child care, stressing personal re-
sponsibility, cracking down on fraud,
but we need to give the States the
flexibility to devise the plan that
works there.

I urge that we move forward. Many of
the things that are talked about as
being partisan are really the great de-
bates. There are differences of view.
There is a substantial difference be-
tween the general philosophy of our
friends on the other side of the aisle
and this side of the aisle.

We have to resolve those. That is
what it is all about. That is why we
take votes. And that is why we have a
process. | guess | am urging more than
anything, however, that we collec-
tively commit ourselves to completing
this task, to accomplishing the reform
of welfare.

The President in his initial entry
into national public life said we are
going to change welfare as we know it.
Unfortunately, there has not been
much activity from the White House—
very little activity from the White
House. This week’s radio program how-
ever says let us keep politics out of the
welfare bill. I am for that. Let us iden-
tify those issues that we need to talk
about. There are differences. We can
resolve them. We need to do that.

Unfortunately, the White House says,
let us keep politics out of it; and then
turns loose the Press Secretary and
many others in the administration to
come in in various areas.

So, Mr. President, | just believe
strongly that the 1994 election and the
continuing polling indicates a particu-
lar message; that is, Americans want
action and they want something
changed. They want reform. The Amer-
ican people do not want us to debate
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this in great detail and then leave it,
walk away from it without some reso-
lution. | think they indicated we are
sincere and serious about breaking the
cycle of welfare and giving the States
flexibility.

Those are issues that almost no one
can argue with. We certainly need to be
concerned about the distribution for-
mula, about the maintenance of effort
in the States, about training. We had
to do some of these things in our Sen-
ate legislature. We had perverse incen-
tives. We found it was more attractive
for a single mother to stay on welfare
than to go off to a minimum-wage job
and lose health benefits and lose child
care. We had to change that.

So, Mr. President, | am very optimis-
tic about our chances to do something
that has not been done for a very long
time. And | urge my fellow Members of
the Senate to move forward, resolve
these questions—they can be resolved;
that is what the system is for—and
produce a result this week.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, what is
the parliamentary situation?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We have
the Helms amendment currently pend-
ing.

Mr. LEAHY. Is there a time limit on
that?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
no limit on the amendment per se. We
have the Dodd amendment that does
have a time limit of 4 hours, which
would speak to commencing debate at
around 1.

Mr. LEAHY. | thank the Chair. And I
thank Senator MOYNIHAN and Senator
HeLmMs. | had wondered about a time
limit. 1 did not know whether one had
been entered into. | wanted to make
sure.

Mr. President, | would like to speak
to a number of amendments to be of-
fered: the one by the distinguished Sen-
ator from North Carolina, Senator
HELMS, No. 2523; but also ones to be of-
fered by Senator ASHCROFT, No. 2562;
Senator SHELBY 2527; Senator McCAIN,
No. 2542.

I realize we will be voting on all of
these, but | will oppose them, and |
know of others who may. | want to lay
out my reasoning. | would start with
the amendment of the distinguished
Senator from North Carolina, No. 2523.

I oppose it because | believe that in-
stead of encouraging people to work, it
actually punishes hard-working Ameri-
cans and it also punishes pregnant
women. | know that the distinguished
Senator from Indiana, Senator LUGAR,
chairman of the Agriculture Commit-
tee, which, of course, is the committee
of jurisdiction over the food stamp pro-
gram, strongly opposes the amendment
of Senator HELMS. In this case both the
chairman and I, as ranking Member,
join in opposing it.

In doing that, | want to lay out some
basic facts. | want to remind everybody
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here that over 80 percent of food stamp
benefits go to families with children.
Over 90 percent go to families with
children, the elderly or disabled.

Keep in mind where this is going. The
average food stamp benefit is around 76
cents per meal, per person. And if you
read this amendment, and follow it to
its logical conclusion, it says if you
work hard for 15 years, pay your taxes
for 15 years, abide by the law for 15
years, but your factory closes, and you
are taking more than a month to find
another job—maybe the main employer
in the whole area closes—you cannot
get food stamp assistance after that
time.

And even though you put all this
money into your taxes, though you
paid for the program for 15 years, you
are out. The amendment looks back 30
days. If a person has not worked in the
last 30 days they are denied food
stamps.

Well, we all remember the earth-
quake in California, and hurricanes in
Florida—these disasters caused major
disruptions to employment. Or think of
an area where you have one primary
employer, say a large factory, that
closes—you are going to take a lot
more than 30 days to find a job. But if
you have not worked in those last 30
days, even though you are out actively
trying to find a job, you are denied
food stamps.

Incidentally, the amendment makes
no exception for women who are preg-
nant with their first child. If their em-
ployer goes out of business, these preg-
nant women must find another job or
work for free for the county or the
State before they get any food assist-
ance. | do not think it is fair for preg-
nant women, and it certainly is not
going to help their unborn child.

Now, my understanding is that Sen-
ators LUGAR and COCHRAN agree with
me that this amendment is not one to
be supported, and it is not fair to hard-
working Americans who play by the
rules, the factory workers who are laid
off and need some temporary food as-
sistance. One of the reasons we have
the food stamp program and why it is
part of the safety net is because we
cannot say, ‘“Too bad, go get a job.
Then we will give you food stamps.” It
is a time when they are out looking for
a job and cannot get a job that they
need the food stamps. Usually if you
are able to get a decent job, you are
not eligible for food stamps anyway
and you do not need them.

I think hard-working Americans de-
serve a better break than that. They
should, of course, try to find work. Ev-
erybody should. But they should not be
punished because their factory moved
or they went out of business or they
had to lay off employees.

There are an awful lot of people who
have paid the cost of the food stamp
program, and of every other program
the Federal Government has been in-
volved in from the Department of De-
fense to agriculture. Those people are
going to be affected by this.
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Now, the amendment by Senator
ASHCROFT, | oppose because of its af-
fect on the elderly and disabled. Under
the Ashcroft amendment, once anyone
has received 24 months of assistance in
their lifetime, they can no longer re-
ceive food stamps unless they are
working. Elderly and disabled Ameri-
cans may work very hard for decades
and then become cut off from benefits
by that amendment.

The amendment also denies States
the right to make a decision, a decision
that is offered in the bill by the distin-
guished majority leader, to choose
whether to take a block grant or to
participate in the food stamp program.
Under Senator ASHCROFT’s amendment
States no longer have that option. It is
a mandatory block grant. Senator
DoLE’s bill contains that option. And |
agree with the handling of this by Sen-
ator DoLE—States should not be forced
to take block grants.

The amendment also imposes on
States, whether they want it or not, an
unfair formula for providing funds.

The formula penalizes those States
that are growth States, especially
those in the Sun Belt. It penalizes
those States that face recessions. And |
think every one of us knows that reces-
sions often hit individual States harder
than the country as a whole, and that
each one of us have seen times when
our State may be hit by a recession
when other States are not.

During the last recession, my home
State of Vermont was one of the first
States affected by the recession.

Vermont suffered significant job
losses throughout the recession. Just
when Vermont would most need its
food assistance, the amendment would
say, ‘““Too bad. Have a hungry day.”

I think States should at least have
the ability to decide whether to take
that block grant, and this Congress
should not impose it.

So | urge my colleagues to vote
against the Ashcroft amendment, since
it takes away the State’s right to de-
cide, it hurts the elderly and disabled,
and it hurts some States at the expense
of others.

Now let me speak to the third
amendment offered by the distin-
guished Senator from Alabama, Sen-
ator SHELBY. | strongly oppose this
amendment. | believe it would lead to a
huge increase in childhood hunger
among low-income Americans. More
and more children live in poverty in
this country. But Senator SHELBY’s
amendment takes food assistance away
from low-income families and provides
it to higher-income families who may
not need the assistance.

The bill of the distinguished majority
leader, the Senator from Kansas, al-
ready makes huge cuts in food stamp
funding, but under the Shelby amend-
ment to the Dole bill, a lot of the funds
that are left would be diverted to high-
er income families. That means low-in-
come children go hungry.

Again, remember what | said earlier,
80 percent of food stamp benefits go to
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families with children; 90 percent go to
families with children, the elderly or
the disabled. But in this case, the
money is actually diverted to higher-
income families.

Under the current law, just to ex-
plain this, food stamp benefits are
carefully targeted to the most needy
Americans. Almost all the benefits go
to those who live in poverty. But under
the Shelby amendment, much of the
food stamp money can be diverted to
benefit higher-income families.

It also allows States to divert sub-
stantial portions of the block grant
away from food assistance.

That, in my mind, is enough reason
to defeat the amendment, but there is
something even worse. The funds are
diverted in a manner that reduces work
programs. The one thing | think we all
agree on is to try to get people back to
work. | know | want—and this has been
my position for years—to get partici-
pants off food stamps and into the
work force. But this amendment allows
diversion of funds away from work-re-
lated activities that help create jobs
and help get people back to work. It is
counterproductive.

The best way to get families back on
their feet is to help them find a job. We
should not reduce job-search efforts or
job training.

Lastly, Mr. President, | oppose the
amendment of the distinguished Sen-
ator from Arizona, Senator MCCAIN.
The amendment would have some un-
usual, and | have to believe, unin-
tended effects. Let us go back first to
the bill of the majority leader. Under
Senator DoLE’s bill, food stamp assist-
ance could be used to provide subsidies
to private employers to hire food
stamp recipients. It is called wage
supplementation. It has to be done
carefully, but if it is done carefully, it
can be a very good idea. Under Senator
DoLE’s bill, corporations can use this
Federal money to subsidize wages for
up to 6 months. Then the employer has
to decide, do you hire the person or let
them go?

Senator McCAIN’s amendment allows
for a permanent subsidy for jobs for
private employers. It takes money
away from others who need help get-
ting off food stamps and into the work
force. We have already cut back the
amount of money substantially in food
stamps. So | oppose that amendment
also.

Mr. President, none of these issues
are easy when it comes to food stamps.
There are improvements that can be
made to the program. We have made
some substantial ones over the years.
One improvement that | strongly sup-
port—in fact, | have written an amend-
ment to do this—is to get us as quickly
as possible on to an EBT Program, an
electronic benefits transfer program. It
would save tens of millions of dollars
in just the cost of printing and han-
dling food stamps. We tend to forget
that there are millions and millions
and millions of dollars that are spent
just in printing these coupons, in col-
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lecting them and storing them, and
even millions in carefully destroying
them.

Electronic benefits transfer would
use a credit-card type of system, with
the computer ability to say, if you
have 46 dollars’ worth of benefits, you
know exactly where the $46 was spent,
whether it was spent at a legitimate
grocery store or fraudulently spent
elsewhere.

Electronic benefits transfer would
help us catch those who defraud the
program. There are people in all parts
of this country who are using this pro-
gram, which was designed to help hun-
gry children, the poor, the elderly, and
the disabled, to rip off the taxpayers.
We have had instances of stores, tiny
little stores, that are doing hundreds of
thousands of dollars of business a
month on food stamps. It is obvious
they are not selling that. They are a
front to cash in these food stamps.

Under my plan, with electronic bene-
fits transfer, we could find those stores
more easily. We could identify them
much more quickly. We could give the
U.S. attorney far more evidence for
prosecution. And, frankly, Mr. Presi-
dent, those who are defrauding the pro-
gram in this way should go to jail.
They should be taken off the program,
the store should be taken off the pro-
gram, the person using the food stamps
should be barred from the program, and
the person should be prosecuted and
sent to jail.

I hear a lot of talk about what might
prove to be a deterrent and what might
not. |1 found during my years as a pros-
ecutor nothing proved a better deter-
rent than the knowledge if you com-
mitted a crime you are going to do the
time. | found the best deterrent was
not to say, ‘“‘Oh, we have all these laws
on the books, you potentially could get
nailed for this.” If people know they
are not going to get caught, that does
not make any difference.

I will give one example. | used to give
to police officers at the police acad-
emy, when | was a prosecutor, a lec-
ture. | said: You have two warehouses
side by side, both filled with television
sets. One is well lit and has an alarm
system. It is going to notify the police
immediately if there is a breakin. The
other is down the street around the
corner off the view of the main thor-
oughfare, has no lights around it, has
an old lock and has no alarm system.
Now, the penalty for breaking into
those warehouses and stealing the tele-
vision sets is exactly the same, wheth-
er you break into the one with the
alarm system and well lit, or the one
around the corner where nobody is
going to see you and you get away with
it. The law is exactly the same. The
penalty is exactly the same. The an-
swer, of course, is simple. You are
going to break into the one where you
think you will not get caught. The pen-
alty was not the deterrent. The deter-
rent was that you might get caught,
you might get prosecuted, you might
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go to jail. The same thing should be
done with food stamp fraud.

If you are running a small store,
some of which are about the size of our
offices, and doing more food stamp
business a month than a supermarket,
and if you know you are going to go to
jail, not just that you will be taken off
the program and not allowed to sell,
but you are going to go to jail if you do
it, you are going to think twice about
defrauding the program, especially if
the Federal authorities have a new tool
that gives the prosecution an ironclad
ability to nail you. We must provide
that tool.

We have to do that because there is
one thing we have to remember: Those
who commit fraud in the food stamp
program are taking money from every
American taxpayer, people who work
very hard. Sometimes a husband and
wife are holding down three jobs or
four jobs between them just to pay the
bills. They should not have to pay for
those who are defrauding the system.
For those of us who feel we should do
something to help hungry children, it
is also taking money away from them.

There are studies that show if we go
to this, we could save $400 million over
10 years. Frankly, | would like to see
us save even more, and | suspect we
will.

It will not be just the paperwork
where we will save money or the print-
ing and collecting and distribution of
paper coupons. We will save money by
reducing fraud. | think the benefits
will be enormous.

My amendment allows States the op-
tion to convert statewide to EBT. |
sent a ‘““Dear Colleague’ letter Friday,
before we went out, to all of the offices.
I know each one of us eagerly awaits
“Dear Colleague” letters so that we
can read them before we do everything
else. If there are any other Senators
who just came back and have not had a
chance, as | eagerly read all of yours,
hopefully, they will read mine. This is
a way to save money. | see the Senator
from Mississippi.

| yield the floor.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, | re-
gret that | must oppose the amend-
ment of my good friend, the distin-
guished Senator from North Carolina. |
agree with him that our public assist-
ance programs ought to encourage
work and not dependency. But it seems
to me that this amendment affects the
wrong people.

For example, individuals who have a
long job history, but who are laid off
when a factory closes, would be denied
benefits under the amendment. This re-
sult concerns me. Individuals who have
never been on the Food Stamp Pro-
gram and who have always worked
seem to me to be those whom this pro-
gram ought to help—people who face a
temporary setback.

In the case | have described, individ-
uals who have been laid off when a fac-
tory closes may face high local unem-
ployment conditions and may find it
difficult to get a job.
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A major goal of the Agriculture Com-
mittee was to preserve a safety net for
people who have played by the rules
and need a helping hand through hard
times, while ending the free ride for
those who have taken advantage of the
system.

As a matter of fact, there are numer-
ous provisions in the bill to promote
work and to deny benefits to those who
will not work even though they are
able-bodied and could be working. For
example, States will—for the first
time—be able to permanently dis-
qualify repeat violators of work rules
under this bill.

Mr. President, we have worked to
analyze a number of suggestions for re-
ducing the costs of this program, for
tightening the rules, and making true
reform come to pass. We think this is a
balanced and thoughtful approach that
we are recommending to the Senate for
its action. | hope the Senate will sup-
port the committee’s effort.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, our pub-
lic assistance programs should encour-
age work, not dependency. The Senator
from North Carolina and | agree on
this. However, this amendment affects
the wrong people.

It would deny food stamps to able-
bodied 18- to 55-year-old persons with-
out dependents unless they work at
least part time. Many people who fit
that description are not long-term food
stamp recipients.

Individuals who have long job his-
tories but who are laid off when a fac-
tory closes would be denied benefits
under this amendment. This result
should concern all of us. Individuals
who have never been on the Food
Stamp Program and who have always
worked are exactly the kinds of people
that the Food Stamp Program should
help—people who face a temporary set-
back.

Individuals who have been laid off
when a factory closes may face high
local unemployment and may find it
difficult to get a job. The case of the
people | have described is not unusual.
Over half of all food stamp recipients
will only stay on for a matter of
months, and they will most likely
leave because their earnings increase.

A major goal of the Agriculture Com-
mittee was to preserve a safety net for
people who have played by the rules
and need a helping hand through hard
times, while ending the free ride for
those categories of recipients who have
most taken advantage of the system.
Under the leadership bill, able bodied,
nonelderly adults without dependent
children will have their benefits time
limited if they are not in a job or em-
ployment program at least halftime.
The time limit in the leadership bill
prohibits the receipt of food stamps for
those who were not working for 6
months out of a year. According to the
Congressional Budget Office, approxi-
mately 700,000 people would be subject
to this requirement in an average
month. USDA’s estimate is higher.
However, under the leadership bill, the
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Secretary of Agriculture may waive
this provision in areas with over 8-per-
cent unemployment or if there are in-
sufficient local jobs.

The amendment by the Senator from
North Carolina does not contain any
waiver language. In addition, AFDC
block grant recipients who violate an
AFDC work program requirement will
be sanctioned under the Food Stamp
Program. For an AFDC recipient who
has been disqualified from food stamps
due to an AFDC work violation, the
food stamp disqualification continues
until compliance even if the recipient
loses AFDC eligibility.

Numerous other provisions in the bill
promote work. For example, States
will—for the first time—be able to per-
manently disqualify repeat violators of
work rules.

Mr. President, | urge Senators to
vote against this amendment.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, | will not
consume very much more time. THAD
CocHRAN knows of my respect for him.
There is no Senator in this body for
whom | have greater respect. But |
have to say to him, as | say to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Vermont, | do
not know which amendment they are
talking about, but they are certainly
not talking about the pending amend-
ment by JESSE HELMS.

For example, both Senators have said
and have voiced a lamentation that
people who are temporarily out of work
would be cut off of food stamps. Clear-
ly, on page 2 of the amendment, it
says, ‘‘For the purposes of paragraph
(1), an individual may perform commu-
nity service or work for a State or po-
litical subdivision of a State through a
program established by a State or po-
litical subdivision.””

Then, Mr. President, the distin-
guished Senator from Vermont men-
tioned people needing food stamps in
earthquake situations—workers are
needed for community service then
more than ever. They should not be de-
sirous of just sitting around while
somebody cleans up the mess.

I, then, heard that we ought not to
deny pregnant women food stamps. Mr.
President, there are pregnant women
all over this country working today. As
long as they are able to work, they do.
Some of them—who have worked in my
office and at my television station be-
fore I lost my mind and ran for the
Senate—worked until a few days before
they went to the hospital. | am not
saying that they ought to do that. But,
to say that a pregnant woman should
automatically get food stamps does not
make sense. It is not fair to all the
pregnant women who get up and go to
work every day by the millions in this
country.

Excluded from this amendment—Ilet
me repeat—excluded are children under
18, parents with dependents under 18,
mentally or physically disabled, mem-
bers of a household caring for incapaci-
tated people, and people over 55 years
of age.
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Although many families with chil-
dren receive some food stamp assist-
ance, the overwhelming majority of
them also receive aid from another
Federal program, another costly Fed-
eral program—the AFDC. Welfare bene-
fits are already given to these families.

Mr. President, we are supposed to be
dedicated to working toward a bal-
anced budget. The Heritage Foundation
has estimated that 9 out of every 10 re-
cipients will automatically drop off the
roll if you require them to work under
the pending amendment.

Also, according to the Congressional
Budget Office, the pending Helms
amendment will save $5.6 billion of the
taxpayers’ money over the next 7
years.

As for the role of the States, the Re-
publican welfare bill removes a moun-
tain of redtape and administrative
costs are cut tenfold. In addition, the
U.S. Department of Agriculture, in a
report from 1986, states that enforcing
strong work requirements will save $3
on welfare costs for every dollar the
State invests in a work program.

Currently, there are 15 million State
and local employees within 23,000 coun-
ty and municipal governments. If abso-
lutely nobody were to drop off the wel-
fare rolls because of the Helms amend-
ment—and this is next to impossible
because of the Heritage Foundation es-
timate which | just stated—this
amendment would increase the State
and local employment rolls by only 3
percent, and then only for workers
working one-fourth of the time.

Finally, it is easier for States to keep
track of recipients when they sign up
for work and benefits at the same time
and place. Trying to keep track of re-
cipients in private sector jobs while
making sure that they are in fact
working could be an administrative
nightmare.

Therefore, 1 must respectfully de-
cline to accept the criticism of the
Helms amendment by my friend from
Vermont and my friend from Mis-
sissippi.

Finally, Mr. President, | ask unani-
mous consent that the article of Feb-
ruary 1994, from the Readers Digest to
which | referred earlier, entitled “The
Food Stamp Racket,”” be printed in the
RECORD.

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

THE FOOD-STAMP RACKET
(By Daniel R. Levine)

Spyros Stanley was one of the wealthiest
people in Charleston, W.Va. He owned a bar
and practically every parking lot in the city.
But, according to investigators, he had also
purchased $23,000 worth of food stamps—for a
fraction of their value—from welfare recipi-
ents and crack-cocaine dealers. Stanley was
buying the stamps to purchase food for him-
self and his bar.

In Brooklyn, N.Y., J & D Meats, Inc.,
looked like a typical big-city wholesaler,
bustling with delivery trucks, vans and fork-
lifts. Its finances, however, were anything
but typical. 3 & D’s owners were illegally
trading meat for food stamps. The whole-
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saler was converting the stamps to cash by
depositing them into the bank account of a
retail meat market it had once owned, but
which was then out of business. In nine
years, J & D Meats redeemed $82-million
worth of food stamps at its bank.

In Hampton, Va., food stamps became
Lazaro Sotolongo’s road to riches. Penniless
when he arrived from Cuba in 1980, Sotolongo
set up a drug ring that sold crack for food
stamps at 50 cents on the dollar. He con-
verted the food stamps to cash by selling
them to unscrupulous authorized retailers.
Over three years he took in more than $8
million.

Says Constant Chevalier, Midwest regional
inspector general of the U.S. Department of
Agriculture (USDA):

“We’ve seen just about every type of fraud
and abuse of the food-stamp program you
could think of.”

In 1968, 2.2 million Americans received food
stamps at a cost of $173 million. Today, 27
million Americans are enrolled in a food-
stamp program that costs taxpayers $24 bil-
lion a year.

Food stamps are available to anyone meet-
ing certain eligibility requirements, includ-
ing individuals whose monthly income is 30
percent above the poverty line. The eligi-
bility requirements are so generous that a
family of four earning $18,660 a year (and an
individual earning $9,072) can qualify for lim-
ited benefits. Maximum benefits for a family
of four with no income are $375 a month,
while a family of eight can receive up to $676
a month. The value of the stamps is inflated
to 103 percent of the cost of the govern-
ment’s basic nutrition plan. This three-per-
cent boost costs $850 million each year.

Even when required by law, getting Con-
gress to cut food-stamp benefits is nearly im-
possible. Benefits are indexed for food-price
inflation once a year. But when food prices
dropped 1.3 percent between 1991 and 1992,
Congress blocked the law’s automatic reduc-
tion in food-stamp benefits, throwing a po-
tential savings of $330 million out the win-
dow.

At the same time President Clinton and
Congress talk of reducing the federal deficit,
food-stamp spending will increase by $3 bil-
lion over the next five years. Now is a good
time to take a look at what years of sky-
rocketing spending have already produced.

Second Currency. Once a month, a large
percentage of food-stamp recipients receive
‘‘authorization to participate”” (ATP) cards
in the mail that show their monthly allot-
ment based on household size and income.
They take these to a post office, bank or
check-cashing store and exchange them for
food stamps, which are used to buy food in
authorized retail stores.

But it’s when recipients trade the stamps
for cash or drugs that the system breaks
down. A typical fraud works this way: A drug
dealer approaches a food-stamp recipient
outside an issuance center and trades $50
worth of crack for $100 in food stamps. The
dealer then sells the stamps to a dishonest
authorized retailer for $75 in cash. The store
then redeems the stamps at a bank for their
full value. As a result food stamps have be-
come a second currency used to pay for
drugs, prostitution, weapons, cars—even a
house. Says Cathy E. Krinick, a Virginia
deputy commonwealth attorney, ‘Food
stamps are more profitable than money.”

In Camden, N.J., a USDA agent making an
undercover investigation into food-stamp
fraud received a startling offer in January
1991. Jack Ayboub, owner of a grocery store
authorized to accept food stamps, had al-
ready received $6700 in coupons from the
agent for $3300 in cash. Now Ayoub offered to
trade a three-bedroom house for $30,000 in
food stamps and another house every two
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months using the same scheme. After com-
pleting the first part of the deal, Ayoub was
arrested by federal agents.

An art aficoinado in Albuquerque, N.M.,
used food stamps to fund his collection. He
also owned a general store authorized by the
USDA to accept food stamps. But instead of
milk or eggs, he gave customers cash at 30 to
50 cents on the dollar for their stamps. Then
he redeemed them at the bank for their face
value. With his profits, he bought $35,000
worth of stolen art.

Food stamps are also easily counterfeited.
Dennie Lyons of New Orleans printed more
than $127,000 worth of bogus stamps and tried
to sell them around the country. When
caught, he was sentenced to four years in
prison, and his wife, Johnette, got five years’
probation for aiding him. But it wasn’t long
before her phony food stamps were replaced
by real ones—soon after her indictment, she
was admitted to the food-stamp program.

Retailer Rip-Offs. Only stores authorized
by the USDA’s Food and Nutrition Service
(FNS) can accept and redeem food stamps.
But the procedures for receiving authoriza-
tion are woefully inadequate. A retailer can
receive certification merely by filing out an
application and stating that staple foods ac-
count for over 50 percent of his sales. At the
same time, however, there are some 175 FNS
people assigned to monitor and investigate
the activities of 213,000 authorized retailers,
of which 3200 are estimated to be illegally
exchanging stamps for crash.

The FNS is so outmatched that even offi-
cial sanctions don’t work. A USDA audit in
1992 found that there were ‘‘no effective pro-
cedures” to prevent disqualified retailers
from continuing to accept and cash in food

stamps. ‘““The disqualification process is
sorely lacking,”” says one regional inspector
general.

Adds Craig L. Beauchamp, the USDA’s as-
sistant inspector general for investigations,
“We are seeing more million-dollar-and-up
frauds committed by retailers than we have
ever seen before.”

In Toledo, Ohio, grocer Michael Hebeka
was convicted of fraud and permanently
banned from the food-stamp program in 1984.
Using falsified papers, he tricked officials
into believing he had sold his Ashland Mar-
ket to an employee. Soon the government re-
authorized the store to accept food stamps,
and Hebeka was back in business. When he
was caught a second time in May 1991, he had
already redeemed another $7.2 million in
stamps.

In Los Angeles, two small grocery stores
bought food stamps for half their face value
in cash and redeemed them for their full
value. Between 1989 and 1992, they cashed in
stamps worth more than $20 million. For 16
months, one of the markets averaged $19,000
a day in food-stamp redemptions—even
though it had only $10,000 in inventory.

In East St. Louis, Ill.,, Kenneth Coates,
owner of Coates Market, paid as little as 65
cents on the dollar for foods stamps, which
he cashed in for full value. Over a year and
a half, he redeemed $1.3 million, enabling
him to pay for his children’s private school-
ing and have enough left over for $150,000
worth of stocks, at least five rental houses
and a Mercedes-Benz. This wasn’t the first
time Coates Market had defrauded the food-
stamp program. Ten years earlier, it had
been disqualified for fraud—only to be
readmitted after six months.

Bureautatic Nightmare. After Medicaid,
the food-stamp program is the most expen-
sive in the federal welfare system, and one of
the most poorly run. Even when the number
of recipients has dropped, operating cost
have gone up. In 1990 there were 600,000 fewer
people on the rolls compared with 1981. But
administrative costs soared from $1.1 billion
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to $2.5 billion. The bureaucracy has grown so
unwieldy that mismanagement and ineffi-
ciency permeate the program.

Most welfare programs are jointly funded
by state and federal governments. But food
stamps are entirely funded and regulated by
Washington, while state and local agencies
are responsible for administering and dis-
tributing the coupons. Essentially, states
run the day-to-day operation of a program in
which they have little incentive to manage
costs efficiently.

Mistakes are rife. In 1992, $1.7-billion worth
of food stamps were overpaid or sent to ineli-
gible people. The government has fined
states that have high error totals, but the
penalties are rarely taken seriously. During
the past 11 years, $869 million in fines have
been levied, and only $5 million collected.

With over $20 billion in federal food stamps
circulating every year and little reason for
the states to manage them effectively, it’s
no surprise that the program is easy pick-
ings for crooks—even those “‘inside’” the sys-
tem.

In Detroit, the department of social serv-
ices sent $26,000 in food stamps to Mae Dun-
can. But she didn’t exist. The name was one
of 26 invented by Patricia Allen, a 39-year-
old social worker. Over a nine-year period,
she collected more than $221,000 worth of
food stamps. In Baton Rouge, La., two sisters
who were social-service caseworkers issued
$50,000 in food stamps to nonexistent recipi-
ents. And in St. Paul, Minn., nobody noticed
when a state clerk pocketed $180,000 worth of
returned food stamps in nine months.

Of the $24 billion taxpayers fork over for
food stamps, nearly $2 billion is lost to fraud,
waste and abuse. Says welfare and social-pol-
icy expert Charles Murray of the American
Enterprise Institute, a Washington, D.C.,
think tank, “This is a program that for three
decades has grown year after year, without
any evidence that it should grow.”

Clearly, radical reform is needed. Here’s
what can be done:

1. Tighten eligibility. Food stamps should
be focused on helping the neediest Ameri-
cans—those living at or below the poverty
line. Lowering the income eligibility ceiling
to that level (except for families with elderly
and disabled members) would guarantee that
taxpayer dollars are going to those who
truly need assistance.

2. Cut excesses. Reducing benefits so that
they reflect 100 percent, rather than 103 per-
cent, of the government’s basic food plan
would save $850 million annually. And states
with excessive error rates in administering
food stamps should be forced to reimburse
the federal government for the lost money. If
incentives are put into place, taxpayers
could be saved hundreds of millions of dol-
lars each year, and recipients would be
served more efficiently.

3. Crack down on criminals. Last August,
Congress passed legislation introduced by
Sen. Mitch McConnell (R., Ky.) toughening
penalties against recipients and retailers
convicted of food-stamp trafficking. This is a
good start, but much more can be done. Re-
cipients should be permanently barred from
the program the first time they are caught
trading food stamps for drugs, just as they
are when they trade for weapons, ammuni-
tion or explosives. Now they are given two
chances.

As for retailers, information they provide
the FNS, such as sales-volume and coupon-
redemption data, should be shared with fed-
eral law-enforcement officials. Currently,
only other welfare agencies are allowed to
see these numbers. Also, tougher standards
should be imposed before retailers can be
certified to redeem food stamps and after a
store has been disqualified. Regular store
visits and interviews with the owners should
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be the rule, not the exception. Some of the
savings from the program should be used to
hire much-needed additional FNS investiga-
tors.

Ultimately, however, it is up to Congress
to control the rapid growth of food stamps.
But over the program’s 30-year history, Con-
gress has rarely taken the bold steps nec-
essary to rein in costs. Eliminating illicit
trafficking and ensuring that food stamps
reach only the neediest Americans in a cost-
efficient manner should be a top national
priority.

Mr. HELMS. 1| yield the floor. | sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, | ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, | ask for
the yeas and nays on my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. HELMS. | thank the Chair. | sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. JEF-
FORDS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, | am
taking a moment to expand on the re-
marks | made toward the end of our de-
bate on Friday concerning the amend-
ment | offered, the Family Support Act
of 1995, a measure which simply
brought up to a new set of standards
the Family Support Act of 1988.

We began in 1988 saying all States
would have to have 20 percent of their
eligible adult welfare recipients in
work, job training, or job search by
1995.

It was understood that as we got the
hang of this, as States learned to han-
dle what was a new idea, welfare should
be an interim measure, as people
moved to independence and became
self-supporting. We agreed to change a
program that began as a widows’ pen-
sion and is no longer such.

It was contemplated we would work
our way up to higher levels of partici-
pation, and indeed in the Family Sup-
port Act of 1995 we move to 50 percent
by the year 2001, add money to the
JOBS program, make improvements to
the child support system, and build on
a program which we have begun to feel
is working.

Dramatic improvement does not hap-
pen instantly when one passes legisla-
tion, not in an area like this, not in a
situation where we have so many com-
munities that have been reduced to an
extraordinary incidence of dependence.

I mentioned on Friday that, in the
city of Chicago, 46 percent of children
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were on welfare at some time in the
course of the year 1993; in Detroit, 67
percent; in New York, 39; in Philadel-
phia, 57; San Diego, 30. These are mas-
sive problems.

It Is not surprising that the first real
reactions to the Family Support Act,
the ones that were most innovative and
effective, came in areas not necessarily
rural, but not with the masses of poor
who inhabit the great cities. lowa is
one of these areas with great signifi-
cance.

On the floor a month ago, Monday,
August 7, my good friend and
comanager here, the Senator from
lowa, [Mr. GRASSLEY], said something
very important. He said, ““. . . my State
of lowa began the implementation of
its program in October 1993. In the last
2 years, the number of AFDC employed
recipients has increased from 18 per-
cent of all welfare recipients to 34 per-
cent—I believe now the highest of any
of the States—as a percentage of wel-
fare recipients who are working.” If |
may interpolate, | think that is cor-
rect. We had set 20 percent as the ini-
tial goal. lowa went right by it to 38
percent, more than halfway to the goal
of fifty percent we had contemplated in
the Family Support Act of 1995 pre-
sented to the Finance Committee. That
bill failed 12 to 8 in the Finance Com-
mittee and received 41 votes here on
the Senate floor; 54 to 41, if | recall.

But that bill of 1988, which | say,
once again, went out the Senate door
96 to 1, began to take hold. The pro-
gram in lowa that Senator GRASSLEY
was talking about is the program cre-
ated under the Family Support Act.
Mr. President, the Federal government
pays at more than 60 percent of the
program costs in the JOBS program.
The Family Support Act of 1995, which
we voted on Friday, would take it from
60 percent to a minimum of 70 percent
for all expenditures, including adminis-
trative costs. States have not in the
past drawn down the full amount avail-
able to them to implement the JOBS
program—by increasing the federal
share, my bill would make possible the
full implementation of the JOBS pro-
gram.

I might just add as a preface to some
of the other things | am going to say,
lowa passed a reform bill 2 years ago.
Indeed, on that occasion, Mr. Presi-
dent, | put into the RECORD the lowa
Family Investment Program, for which
basic approval under the JOBS pro-
gram was requested in April 1993 and
approved in August 1993. They received
a waiver to raise the asset limit for ap-
plicants to $5,000 for recipients, exempt
equity value of an automobile up to
$3,000, adjust annual CPIl by income de-
posited in an IDA account not to be
counted as income, and so forth.

In lowa, if you are out in the coun-
tryside and you do not have an auto-
mobile, you are not going to find a job.
One of the debilitating things about
welfare is that it has required its re-
cipients not only to be paupers but to
remain paupers. About 5 years ago a
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mother was discovered in a Middle
Western State who had been saving,
had saved some $12,000 to put her
daughter through college, and was, in
consequence, a criminal.

It just emiserates the population in-
volved, and not a small number of per-
sons. To say again, in some cities it is
the majority of all the children living
in the city—67 percent of the children
in Detroit, 57 percent of the children in
Philadelphia.

On Friday, Senator HARKIN gave a
very careful and thoughtful description
of the program in lowa, following on
some of the remarks by his colleague.
He said he wanted to bring to his col-
leagues’ attention what has happened
in lowa ‘‘since we changed our welfare
system.”” He said:

We enacted a welfare reform program in
October 1993, and almost 2 years later you
can see what happened. Our total spending
on welfare has dropped, and dropped dra-
matically since we had our welfare reform
program.

Mr. President, what lowa has been
doing is exactly what the Family Sup-
port Act hoped States would do. And
Senator HARKIN very properly said the
program was enacted in October—that
was following the approval from the
Department of Health and Human
Services in August. In lowa, sixty-
three percent of the JOBS funds are
federal moneys.

lowa has every reason to be proud of
its program. But is lowa certain that
the program will continue when the
funds are discontinued? The JOBS pro-
gram is abolished by both the Demo-
cratic bill, that we voted on earlier last
week, and the Republican bill. We are
taking something that has worked and
decided, no, it has not worked fast
enough. Or has not worked far enough?
The proposal to undo this is the near-
est thing to vandalism | can recall in 19
years in the Senate. We will regret it
and we may return to it. Or we may, as
in the case of the deinstitutionaliza-
tion, forget what we did and wonder
what this new, ominous, inexplicable
problem of child poverty is?

| say again, a 5-year limit in a situa-
tion where 76 percent of the recipients
are on AFDC for more than 5 years,
will lead to a situation out of control,
if it is not already. We will not begin to
see the effects for about 5 years. Five
years is a very long time in our mem-
ory. | have said over and over again,
how quickly we forgot that we emptied
out our mental institutions and did not
build the community health centers
that President Kennedy contemplated.

We will forget, perhaps, what we have
done, what we did on the Senate floor
in this September. And we are doing it
in the face of the first really good evi-
dence that the JOBS program is work-
ing. The Manpower Demonstration Re-
search Corporation, last July, put out
a report on the programs it had been
following around the country, because
we built evaluation into our studies.
And the overwhelming evidence was
that the Family Support Act was
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working. The most promising results
involved a strategy that was tested in
Atlanta, Riverside, and Grand Rapids,
that emphasized rapid job entry. We
learned something here.

Training? No, no. Get into a job situ-
ation, and you will learn the job. You
will learn on the job if you can learn to
get to the job.

The number of AFDC recipients
dropped by 11 percentage points in
those three. Employment rose by 8.1
percentage points. Expenditures
dropped 22 percentage points, which
was exactly what Senator HARKIN was
describing. And the MDRC, which is a
very careful organization, observed
that the 22 percentage point drop in ex-
penditures exceeds the savings
achieved by experimentally evaluated
programs in the last 15 years. We are
finally beginning to understand this
problem.

What we are dealing with here is the
aftermath of an enormous increase in
out-of-wedlock births. President
George Bush was the first President to
speak of this, and did so in a com-
mencement note of 1992. President
Clinton raised the issue in his State of
the Union Address in 1994. Never before
had Presidents touched on this subject.
Never before have we debated it. We
are doing so now, and as we must.

In the current issue of The Econo-
mist, Mr. President, a journal not nec-
essarily read widely in the United
States but certainly respected, this
week’s cover story, ‘“The Disappearing
Family,” talks about the American ex-
perience, the awful experience. It in-
cludes a chart of the experience of this
country for which I find myself cited as
the source. It is the first time The
Economist looked to me for data. In-
deed we find that in every country in
northern Europe there has been ex-
traordinary increase in the ratio of
births to unmarried mothers in the last
30 years. A few Western industrialized
countries have not seen an extraor-
dinary increase. Italy’s rise has not
been as shocking as ours, and Switzer-
land has had a fairly modest increase.
Japan’s ratio was 1 percent in 1970, and
is 1 percent today.

This is going to be a major subject of
cross-cultural studies in the next cen-
tury as we find ourselves asking what
are the forces that make for the dis-
solution of the marriage unit in West-
ern society that do not similarly affect
Eastern societies?

Just last Friday, as | believe, the
Christian Coalition had a large con-
ference here in Washington, and a num-
ber of Senators spoke. Mr. Ralph Reed
is their director. They heard a stirring
comment from Mr. Alan Keyes who
spoke to them. This was the Christian
Coalition’s annual conference here in
Washington. He said:

And we know the breakdown of the mar-
riage-based, two-parent family is at the root
of every problem, crime problem, poverty
problem, deteriorating education, even the
problem of entitlements, where we have
backed away from the family system that
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ought to take care of the children and the el-
derly and try to turn that task over to a
Government that cannot get it right.

You know, Mr. Keyes | believe is a
candidate for the Republican Presi-
dential nomination. He said:

We are doing it wrong when we back away
from the family system, and we have allowed
the destruction of the family system because
we are defining our freedom in a corrupt and
a centrist way that destroys the loyalty and
law and sense of obligation that is needed for
family life. Now we know it is true, and |
have a question for you then. If you know it
is true, and you think it is right, then why
on Earth would you sit back this time, when
it matters more than anything else in this
Nation that we put our No. 1 priority and put
your seal of approval behind people who put
it on the back burner and give it the back-
seat and only talk about it when they force
them to? What is the matter with you?

He went on to say:

The marriage-based family, the No. 1 prior-
ity of this Nation’s life, nothing is more im-
portant, not the budget, not the deficit, not
taxes, not the power of the Federal Govern-
ment over the State government. We will re-
build our families or we will perish, and we
know it.

Well, that is language that is perhaps
more in the mode of bearing witness
than of giving testimony. But it is a
purposely legitimate setting and a pur-
posely legitimate speaker saying some-
thing which | happen to think is en-
tirely the case, and | think it is so im-
portant that we are talking about it.
We used not to talk about it. We could
not do it. We did not do it 30 years ago,
or 20 years ago. We started to talk
about it 10 years ago, and now we have
reached it. We do not know what to do
with very little evidence, no data. Only
in the last Congress did | get a welfare
indicators report established by stat-
ute, and in 2 years’ time we get our
first study. The idea is to match the
economic report that was created by
the Employment Act of 1946. We are
getting there. Long before you get good
answers, you have to ask good ques-
tions. | think we have begun to do that.
| take heart from it.

I wish that my friend from lowa
would acknowledge that their success
is success under a statute we passed in
1988, and it is well deserved. And we
might do worse than to build on that
success rather than dismantle the pro-
gram. But there you are. That is a de-
cision the Senate will make in good
time.

| see my friend from North Dakota is
on the floor. I understand he wishes to
speak. In any event, Mr. President, |
yield the floor.

Mr. GRASSLEY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from lowa is recognized.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, just
for a couple of minutes to respond to
what the Senator from New York had
to say, | would very readily admit that
a certain amount of flexibility under
the 1988 act gave States the oppor-
tunity to change their plan and come
to Washington and request waivers. It
gave us an opportunity for the political
laboratories of our system of Govern-
ment, our State legislatures, to try
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something new and to experiment.
Most of those States participating have
been very successful. | think my State
of lowa has been the most successful.

But | think that what we have seen is
two phenomenon which dictates to me
that we ought to move more aggres-
sively toward flexibility to the States.
The No. 1 thing is a dramatic increase
in the number of people on welfare, 3.1
million now since the 1988 act went
into effect. There was some leeway to
States in that act that gave them an
opportunity to make it possible for
more people to get on welfare. | do not
know whether that was intended or
not, but it was an end result. So we
have 3.1 million more people on wel-
fare. The second phenomenon is that it
is costing more money, and | think at
a time when we thought we were pass-
ing an act that was going to save some
money, that tells me, as | look back to
my involvement with the 1988 Act, that
I failed in making that judgment.

In the meantime, we have seen sev-
eral States move dramatically forward,
move people from welfare to work, save
their taxpayers’ money, and save the
Federal taxpayers some money as well.
And in that 7-year period of time, it
has given me, and others of my col-
leagues, encouragement to have more
faith in the States to do things even
more dramatic and dynamic than they
have done thus far under waivers.

I would suggest that if there is one
reason that | wish to be able to move
forward based upon the success of the
lowa legislature and their plan, it is
the fact that, in my judgment, that
lowa would have gone much, much fur-
ther in reforming welfare if they did
not have to tailor a program that
would meet the requirements of some
obscure bureaucrat in the Department
of HHS in order to get approval. So
that is why Republicans have a bill
that gives so much more authority to
the States than ever before.

I will admit, in conclusion, that the
stage was set for it by the 1988 Family
Support Act; but it set a stage that
tells us now that we can do even more
than what we could do under the 1988
act and we ought to do it.

| yield the floor.

AMENDMENT NO. 2529

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, | would
like to call up my amendment No. 2529.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no objection, that will become the
pending question.

The Chair hears no objection.

Mr. CONRAD. | thank the Chair. |
thank my colleague from New York for
the opportunity to discuss my amend-
ment.

Mr. President, the amendment that |
offer | call a State flexibility amend-
ment because it allows States to
choose between the Dole AFDC and job
training block grant and titles | and 11
of my own welfare reform plan, the
WAGE Act, the Work and Gainful Em-
ployment Act, that | offered in May of
this year. Titles | and Il of the WAGE
Act are based on four principles: First,
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work; second, protecting children;
third, providing States flexibility; and
fourth, preserving the family struc-
ture.

I believe those are the fundamental
principles of any serious welfare re-
form effort. My plan provides unprece-
dented flexibility to States while pro-
viding a safety net for children and an
automatic economic stabilizer for
States.

Mr. President, | agree strongly with
my colleagues that States should be
given great flexibility to design and de-
liver welfare programs. My amendment
expands this principle by giving States
a choice between block grants, the pure
block grant approach as contained in
the Dole proposal, and my totally new
approach to welfare that has a com-
bination of a block grant and a tem-
porary assistance program that in-
cludes an automatic economic sta-
bilizer so that States are not put in a
circumstance in which they may not be
able to meet the needs of children in
their States due to economic condi-
tions or a natural calamity.

Under my amendment, States are
given a chance to choose the block
grant approach in the Dole bill or the
WAGE approach contained in my bill
for 4 years, after which the State could
choose to continue its program or
switch to the other approach. In other
words, the amendment that | am offer-
ing today expands the choice of indi-
vidual States. They can choose the
Conrad approach that contains a block
grant as well as a temporary assistance
program or they can choose the pure
block grant approach of the Dole pro-
gram.

For the past month, my Republican
colleagues have engaged in extensive
and arduous discussions to work out a
formula for States with high rates of
population growth. While we may differ
with the merits of the formula, the ne-
gotiations dealt with the most impor-
tant issue confronting the Senate as we
debate welfare reform, and that is eco-
nomic uncertainty.

None of us in this room can predict
the economic future. History has
taught us that the business cycle is not
predictable, natural disasters are not
predictable, State growth patterns are
not predictable, and economic perform-
ance may differ dramatically between
the States.

Economic uncertainty must be at the
forefront of this debate. It is precisely
the fact of economic uncertainty that
leads millions of people to welfare dur-
ing times of crisis. Welfare programs,
with all their flaws, provide the safety
net that helps families survive plant
closings, droughts, floods, layoffs, and
other crises.

When | set out to develop a welfare
reform plan, | told my staff that the
word ‘“‘entitlement” was banned from
their vocabulary. The word “‘entitle-
ment’’ sends all the wrong messages
and underscores the devastating prob-
lems of our current system.

Unfortunately, in the current sys-
tem, there are no incentives to work.
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Welfare recipients learn quickly that
work does not make them better off
and that not working entitles them to
a guaranteed monthly check. | think
that is the reason the taxpayers have
no respect for the welfare system as it
currently exists. Our current welfare
system violates American values of
hard work and personal responsibility.
We must reform the status quo and cre-
ate a system that encourages work,
self-sufficiency, and that strengthens
family.

I believe my welfare reform plan
meets those tests. It does not entitle
people to a free ride. Instead, it de-
mands responsibility and a personal
commitment to become self-sufficient
in return for a transitional welfare
check.

Mr. President, when | go to my State
and | talk to the people in every corner
of North Dakota, they say to me,
“We’re not unwilling to help somebody
that has hit hard times or somebody
that is permanently disabled or some-
body that for some reason has fallen
into a circumstance where they need
some help for a time. And we’re even
willing to help people permanently who
are disabled. But, you know, we are not
willing to be shelling out to pay for
somebody who could work who refuses
to work. That’s not fair.”

Mr. President, they are exactly right.
Unfortunately, the debate between en-
titlements and block grants has missed
the fundamental issue highlighted by
these intense Republican negotiations
over formula, and that is economic un-
certainty. | agree that the notion of
the no-responsibility entitlement phi-
losophy of welfare needs fundamental
change, but the automatic economic
stabilization must be retained.

States will experience hard times and
prosperous times in the coming years.
We cannot predict the economic win-
ners and losers. The only thing we can
predict is that the future will look very
different in 1996, 1997, and 1998 than it
looks in 1995.

Under the amendment that I am of-
fering today, if States choose my tran-
sitional aid and WAGE programs,
States will have almost complete flexi-
bility to design welfare programs. At
the same time, the funding mechanism
will provide an automatic stabilizer to
assure that States and regions in eco-
nomic downturns receive the necessary
funds.

Under the State flexibility amend-
ment that | am offering today, States
would be allowed to choose, first, the
Dole block grant, or second, the Conrad
WAGE and transitional aid program.
States would choose one approach for 4
years, after which the State could ei-
ther keep the program they have cho-
sen or switch to the other program.

Under either approach, States would
receive their proportional share of
funding, assuming all States were par-
ticipating in the same program.

I would like to briefly describe the
specifics of my WAGE and transitional
aid program. There really are two ele-
ments here:
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The WAGE program which is a block
grant for job training. The WAGE
block grant gives States flexibility to
provide job placement and supportive
services to move individuals into jobs
as quickly as possible. The WAGE
block grant consolidates funding from
five different current welfare pro-
grams.

The JOBS Program, emergency as-
sistance, AFDC child care, transitional
child care, and the administrative
costs of AFDC.

Welfare would become what the
American people want it to be, a tem-
porary, employment-based program to
move people into the work force. The
States are given enormous flexibility
under the WAGE block grant that is
part of my overall proposal. States
have complete flexibility to design em-
ployment programs. States may pro-
vide monetary incentives to case man-
agers for successful job placements and
retention, as well as to outsource job
services and to use performance-based
contracts. States determine eligibility
criteria and participant requirements
for the specific work and training pro-
grams. States have the option to re-
quire noncustodial parents with child
support arrears to participate in
WAGE. States can establish time lim-
its of any duration that require indi-
viduals to work as a condition for bene-
fits.

However, a State may not terminate
participants from WAGE if the partici-
pants have played by the rules and
complied with the requirements set
forth in the WAGE plan.

States have the ability under the
WAGE approach that | have introduced
today to make the decisions on what
the welfare reform program will be. We
have heard the outcry that States
ought to make these decisions. My ap-
proach allows States to make them
within a certain broad framework.
Self-sufficiency is the goal of my wel-
fare reform plan. | am not interested in
kicking kids into the streets with no
support. If a parent is making a good-
faith effort to get off welfare, as re-
quired by the State—and the State de-
termines what is a good-faith effort,
not the Federal Government—this par-
ent should be encouraged to continue
to strive for self-sufficiency.

States are given complete flexibility
to determine the sanctions imposed on
individuals who fail to comply with the
State’s program requirements. Again,
it is not the Federal Government decid-
ing, it is the States deciding. If a sanc-
tion results in the complete elimi-
nation of aid to a family, States must
take measures to ensure the well-being
of the children.

Mr. President, obviously there are
certain requirements that are expected
of the States. At the very minimum,
States are required to administer a
WAGE Program that promotes moving
parents into private-sector employ-
ment. States must develop a wage em-
ployability plan with the recipient that
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indicates the requirements necessary
to move off of welfare.

There is a personal contract that is
entered into between the person seek-
ing temporary assistance and the
State. They line out a contract of what
the recipient is going to do in return
for what they receive.

The States must ensure that children
are protected by making certain that
the child care is available for WAGE
participants. The funding mechanism
is very simple. The WAGE block grant
is a cap entitlement to States based on
historical funding for emergency as-
sistance, AFDC child care, transitional
child care, and the administrative
costs of AFDC. The WAGE block grant
includes additional funding each year
to put people to work and to ensure
that child care is available. The WAGE
block grant grows 3 percent a year.
States receive incentive payments for
moving individuals off welfare and into
employment, as well as for improve-

ments in the number of individuals
combining work and welfare.
Mr. President, my plan is serious

about work. Work rates in the WAGE
Program are phased in, reaching 55 per-
cent in fiscal year 2000. That is the
highest participation rate of any wel-
fare reform program that is before this
body. States focus specifically on get-
ting people into work with work prepa-
ration activities with a minimum of 20
hours a week. If the State decides they
want to require more than that, that is
their decision. Half of the participation
rate must be met by individuals who
are working. After 2 years individuals
must be working in order to meet
State participation rate requirements.

In addition to the block grant ap-
proach that replaces current jobs pro-
grams, we also have eliminated AFDC
and, in its place, created a transitional
aid program. The transitional aid pro-
gram maintains a basic safety net for
America’s children and provides an
automatic stabilizer for States. This is
where my plan differs fundamentally
from the Dole plan that is before us,
because the Dole plan contains only a
block grant approach. My plan con-
tains a block grant approach for the
jobs programs, but has in the tem-
porary assistance program, which re-
places AFDC, a continuation of the
automatic stabilizer. Because, again,
Mr. President, none of us can predict
what the future holds.

If there are floods in Mississippi or a
drought in North Dakota, or some kind
of economic calamity in the State of
Vermont, we do not think it makes
sense just to have a flat amount of
money going out there to deal with any
kind of emergency. It does not make
sense.

We ought to continue the automatic
stabilizer that allows this country to
function as the United States of Amer-
ica, not just as 50 separate States. Let
the 50 individual States experiment
with any kind of welfare program they
want to create, yes, absolutely. We
ought to have 50 States operating in
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that way. But, Mr. President, if there
is an economic calamity, then this
country ought to stand as one, all of
the States standing together to help a
sister State that may have experienced
some incredible economic calamity or
natural disaster. That is the strength
of America. That is not something that
ought to be abandoned.

The transitional aid program, as |
have indicated, maintains that basic
safety net for America’s children. And
for the States as well.

My plan fundamentally reforms wel-
fare. It eliminates the Federal bureauc-
racy and overregulation that hampers
State efforts to develop their own inno-
vative welfare programs. The transi-
tional aid program reduces the State
plan to 14 elements, compared to the 45
in the current AFDC State plan. In-
stead of Federally mandated policies,
States have the option to determine
eligibility criteria, support and benefit
levels and the form of those benefits,
the treatment of earned and unearned
income, the extent to which child sup-
port is disregarded when determining
eligibility and benefits, the treatment
of children’s earnings, resource limits,
restrictions imposed on eligibility for
assistance for two-parent families.

And States have the ability to deter-
mine the requirements on recipients
whether it be work, school attendance,
or whatever. States have the ability to
determine sanctions for individuals
who fail to comply with State require-
ments. States determine the payment
or denial of benefits to children born to
individuals receiving assistance. And
States decide the timeframes for
achieving self-sufficiency.

Mr. President, for those on the other
side of the aisle who say, ‘“States ought
to be the laboratory of experimen-
tation in this country,” | say, amen.
Absolutely. Let us let the States exper-
iment. Let us let all of the States have
a chance to determine a welfare reform
approach and see how it works. As the
Senator from New York has said re-
peatedly, the only thing we can be cer-
tain about is that we do not know
much about what works and what does
not work. So let us give the States an
opportunity to experiment. Let us let
them have a chance to figure out what
works and what does not work.

But, Mr. President, while we are
doing that, while we are engaging in
this great experiment, let us maintain
the automatic stabilizer, let us main-
tain the underlying financing of a sys-
tem that permits the United States to
function as one country, that says if
lowa, for some reason, gets in special
difficulty, that we are not going to just
leave the children of lowa out there on
their own, that the other States of this
Union will come together and help that
State.

That makes sense, Mr. President.

My plan, with respect to temporary
assistance, requires that a family meet
the following criteria to be eligible for
the transitional aid program: They
must have a needy child that is defined
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by the State; they must comply with
the WAGE employability plan; and
they must cooperate and comply with
paternity and child support measures.

While | have indicated that States
have substantial flexibility in the de-
sign of their transitional aid program,
there are minimal Federal require-
ments: They must serve all families
with needy children uniformly—uni-
formly—as defined by the State; they
must operate a WAGE Program; they
must operate a child support enforce-
ment program; they must maintain
categorical Medicaid eligibility for the
transitional assistance program and
provide transitional Medicaid for at
least 1 year. It could be longer at State
option. And they must maintain assist-
ance in some form to needy children
and families in which the parent is
complying fully with all WAGE and
other requirements.

The State designs the program. The
State decides what it is, but if people
are complying with that program, peo-
ple cannot be kicked off for some other
reason.

Mr. President, under my plan, wel-
fare remains a Federal-State partner-
ship. States draw down Federal funds
for the transitional aid program using
the Medicaid matched rate. My plan
gives States extensive flexibility to de-
sign these programs and to invest
State funds toward these efforts. The
Federal Government continues to fi-
nance the majority of program costs.

In conclusion, my amendment allows
States a choice. States can choose be-
tween the Dole approach and my ap-
proach, a new welfare program that
combines the flexibility of block grants
with an automatic stabilizer funding
mechanism to respond to economic un-
certainty.

Since day one, the welfare debate has
focused on devolution, how much au-
thority should be turned over to the
States. Every plan of either party ex-
pands State authority and lessens Fed-
eral oversight, and that is appropriate.

There are many State officials, how-
ever, that have expressed grave con-
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cern about ending the current funding
mechanism and completely block
granting welfare. The Dole plan will
create 50 different safety nets across
the country, some of which will hold
strong and some of which will tear and
dissolve when the vagaries of the mar-
ket create economic downturns or in
the face of a natural disaster. If States
do not want to take this chance, we
should allow them to choose the alter-
native approach | have presented in my
amendment.

Mr. President, Americans are right-
fully demanding welfare reform that
focuses on work, personal responsibil-
ity, and accountability. My amend-
ment focuses on the public’s demands.
It emphasizes work, it protects Kkids, it
gives the States enormous flexibility.

Mr. President, | believe it is the right
mix of allowing States the right to de-
termine what welfare reform ought to
look like while at the same time con-
tinuing the automatic stabilizer that
has proved such an important part of
our ability to function as the United
States of America.

I ask support for this amendment to
expand States’ abilities to develop wel-
fare programs to move parents toward
self-sufficiency while protecting chil-
dren.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

Mr. GRASSLEY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority manager is recognized.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, |
have had a chance to sit with my friend
from North Dakota as a member of the
Senate Finance Committee where all
this legislation on welfare reform
comes from. | sense in him a true de-
sire to work out compromises and solve
some problems that he believes will re-
sult if we give too much leeway to the
States.

I presume his legislation, where he
gives the States a choice of continuing
with a Federal program or adopting
their own, is the ultimate of discretion.
I do not know who can find any fault
with that discretion; however, there
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are goals that we have on this side of
the aisle other than just choice and
discretion to the States.

One of those is the fact that we have
a terribly bad budget problem from 30
years of irresponsible spending. Some
of that irresponsible spending—not all
of it, but some of it—is directly related
to the fact that we have programs that
we call entitlements. That means basi-
cally that whatever is going to be
spent, if you qualify, it will be spent
and there is not much congressional
control over the amount of money to
be spent.

So his program would continue that
entitlement. The Republican bill would
end the entitlement aspect.

Also, we on this side of the aisle with
our bill save $70 billion. The Congres-
sional Budget Office has put a cost on
the Conrad amendment of $6.99 billion
over the next 7 years.

Mr. CONRAD. Will the Senator yield
for a question or a point on that?

Mr. GRASSLEY. Yes, | will.

Mr. CONRAD. The amendment that |
am offering as an amendment to the
Dole welfare reform plan would reduce
the savings by $7 billion. So is it not
correct to say that the total package
would still achieve $63 billion of sav-
ings over the next 7 years? In other
words, | do not think it is correct to
compare a $70 billion savings under the
Dole bill to a $7 billion cost under my
plan.

The correct comparison is a $70 bil-
lion savings over 7 years under the
Dole plan, $63 billion of savings under
the Conrad plan.

Mr. GRASSLEY. | am reading from
the CBO estimate which says that your
bill will cost $7 billion over 7 years.

Mr. CONRAD. The Senator is abso-
lutely correct, if | might say, the docu-
ment from CBO—which | ask unani-
mous consent to have printed in the
RECORD.

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

PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE OF AMENDMENT PROVIDING STATE FLEXIBILITY TO PARTICIPATE IN THE TAP OR WAGE PROGRAMS (CONRAD), ESTIMATED RELATIVE TO S. 1120, THE WORK

OPPORTUNITY ACT OF 1995

[By fiscal year, outlays in millions of dollars]

1996 1997

1998

1996-2002

1999 Total

2000 2001 2002

Option to Participate in WAGE Program

Family Support Payments:
Budget Authority

—874 —1,184

Outlays

—838 —1,190

Food Stamps:
Budget Authority

—26 =75

Outlays

—26 =75

Medicaid:

Budget Authority 25 68

Outlays 25 68
Earned Income Tax Credit:

Budget Authority 0 0

Outlays 0 0
Wage Block Grant:

Budget Authority 1,123 1,695

Outlays 1111 1,678
Foster Care:

Budget Authority 0 0

Outlays 0 0
Total, All Accounts:

Budget Authority 247 502

Outlays 272 476

—1,106
—1,107

—121
—121

1,914
1,885

—987
—987

—688
—689

—825
—828

—742
—743

6,607
—6,583

—183
—183

—250
—250

—308
—308

—376
—376

—1,339
—1,339

68 128 153 137 126 722
68 128 153 137 126 722
1 4 10 21 34 71

1 4 10 21 34 7
2,176 2414 2,478 2,530 14,329

2,149 2,383 2,449 2,504 14,159

0 -3 -9 -12 -15 -39

0 -3 -9 -12 =15 -39
776 1,135 1,430 1,491 1,557 7,138
746 1,108 1,399 1,459 1,530 6,992

Basis of Estimate:
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The amendment would allow states to choose whether to participate in the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TAP) Block Grant as described in Title 1 of S. 1120 of the Work and Gainful Employment Act (WAGE) Program de-
scribed in this amendment. The WAGE program would maintain AFDC benefits as an entitlement, but grant states new flexibility to design their programs. A new capped entitlement block grant would be created which would combine AFDC
administrative costs, Emergency Assistance, AFDC Child Care and Transitional Child Care. The block grant would require no state match and would grow at 3% a year. Additional funds would be added to the block grant that are equal to
1995 federal JOBS spending and that would grow at a fixed amount equal to $200 million in 1996, rising to $2,200 million in 2002. CBO assumes that two thirds of sales would opt to participate in the block grant program established
under S. 1120 and one-third would opt to participate in the Wage program established by this amendment.

This estimate does not include AFDC benefit savings associated with provisions limiting eligibility of non-citizens to benefits. If these savings were included, the cost of the amendment would be reduced.

The estimate assumes that technical changes would be made in the amendment to ensure cost neutrality with an effective date later than 10/1/96. If technical changes were made to include At-Risk Child Care spending in the base
amount of the WAGE Block Grant, the cost of this amendment would increase by $300 million per year for each year 1996-2002.

(Mr. FRIST assumed the chair.)

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, that
document makes clear that my amend-
ment would reduce the $70 billion of
savings by $7 billion over 7 years to
still achieve $63 billion of savings, but
to give the States this added flexibil-
ity, which I think is critical.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, while
we are waiting to get that deciphered,
I want to go on to another point that |
wanted to make about the bill that is
before us.

The Senator from North Dakota
speaks about 55 percent of the people
who would have to be working. That 55
percent seems higher than the 50 per-
cent in the Republican plan, but it de-
pends upon what group you talk about.

On the Republican plan, our goal and
requirement is that 50 percent of every-
body on welfare, the category of every-
body on welfare, would have to be
working.

In the bill of the Senator from North
Dakota, he would have these categories
of people exempted from the 55 percent
rule: Parents of children under 12
weeks of age or, at the State’s option,
up to 1 year; individuals who are ill or
incapacitated, as defined by the States;
individuals needed in the home on a
full-time basis to care for a disabled
child or other household members; in-
dividuals over 60 years of age; individ-
uals under age 16, other than teenage
parents. | am not going to argue about
the Senator’s rationale for exempting
certain populations.

So his goal is 55 percent of a group
that has several exemptions in it as re-
quired to work. Whereas, in our bill, we
have 50 percent of a whole, without ex-
emption.

So for those reasons—the fact that it
does not save as much money as our
proposal saves, and the fact that it
does not have as high a goal of people
to work by the year 2000—we feel that
this bill, even though it does give an
option to the States of whether to
choose the Federal entitlement or a
program defined by the individual
State, does not go far enough in elimi-
nating a major problem with the wel-
fare system of the last 40 or 50 years.
That problem is the Federal entitle-
ment. It seems to me the maintenance
of a Federal entitlement is a litmus
test of whether or not we are going to
have business in welfare reform or
whether or not we are going to have a
completely new approach.

The plan offered by Senator DOLE is a
completely new approach—no longer a
Federal entitlement, no longer an envi-
ronment in which there will be an en-
couragement for dependency; but in-
stead a requirement where we are
going to move more people from wel-
fare to work.

| yield the floor.

Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, let me
just say, with respect to the Repub-
lican plan, it is true that they have 50
percent of the total, but that total is a
different total than the total | am
talking about, because they take 15
percent of the caseload right off the
top. They have 15 percent that are ex-
empted right off the top. It is impos-
sible to know whether the categories
that we have exempted—that is, a
mother with a child under 12 weeks, we
think it is appropriate that the mother
stay home with the child. If somebody
is sick and disabled and cannot work,
it is appropriate that they not be ex-
pected to work. They come at it a little
different way. They take 15 percent off
the top and say the provisions do not
apply to them. We come at it by spe-
cifically categorizing those people who
should not be expected to be part of the
work force.

Mr. President, there is a larger issue
of work here, as well, and that is, what
is the fundamental complaint about
welfare? The fundamental complaint is
that we are not moving people to work.
The Republican plan is sadly deficient
with respect to that issue. According
to the testimony we had by the Con-
gressional Budget Office, in 44 of the 50
States, there will not be a work re-
quirement because there is not suffi-
cient funding for child care to get the
people to work, and that 44 of the 50
States would be better off taking a 5-
percent penalty than to have a work
requirement. So if we want to talk
about a work requirement, let us be
honest about it.

The work requirement in the Repub-
lican plan is a hoax. It says it is tough
on work, but they do not provide the
funds necessary for people to actually
go to work, because they do not have
the child care. So people are not going
to be going to work. And States will
not have the work requirement because
they are better off; rather than provid-
ing the child care necessary to get peo-
ple to work, they will take the 5-per-
cent penalty. That is CBO’s analysis,
not mine. CBO said that 44 of the 50
States will not have a work require-
ment under the Republican plan.

Mr. President, the proposal I am of-
fering says we want to devolve power
to the States. We want to give States
the ability to experiment. We want to
have a chance to have 50 different
States have 50 different programs, and
let us see what works. Absolutely, | am
all for it. Sign me up. That is what my
amendment does.

But my amendment also says there
ought to be the economic stabilizer. |
do not know if it has become an ideo-
logical question that you eliminate the

role for the Federal Government just
because it feels good—because rhetori-
cally it feels good. | do not get it. Are
we saying that if California has mas-
sive earthquakes, tough luck? Are we
saying if North Dakota has a devastat-
ing drought, tough luck? Are we saying
if Mississippi has massive flooding,
tough luck, the United States is not in
on the deal? | thought this was the
United States of America. | thought
this was a Union. That is the America
I know.

So there is this idea that we are
going to cut States adrift and they can
do whatever. Here is the money and
good luck, | hope things work out. But
if you have a disaster—a natural disas-
ter or an economic calamity—and Kkids
get put on the street, tough luck. | do
not think much of that plan.

I was in California and | saw a young
woman on the street with two little
kids—a middle-class woman, begging. |
went up to her and | said, ‘““How did you
get on the streets of San Francisco
begging with these two little kids?”’ |
tell you, if you would have seen that
woman, you would have seen a person
that looks like she just came from the
shopping center, grocery shopping with
her two little kids. She was an attrac-
tive woman, nicely dressed, and the
kids were nicely dressed. They were
out on the streets begging. Why? Be-
cause her husband had taken a hike
and her house had gotten foreclosed,
and she was homeless with two little
kids. Well, some of us believe that is
not a circumstance that should be tol-
erated in America. That woman and
those little kids ought to have a place
to go.

The Republican plan says we are so
locked into ideology, the Federal Gov-
ernment should not have a role in any-
thing, and we are willing to take that
chance. Well, I am not willing to take
that chance. | think if some State suf-
fers a disaster, the United States of
America ought to stand together and
protect the Kkids—at least the Kkids.
That is the difference.

Mr. President, this is dramatic wel-
fare reform that is being proposed in
my amendment—dramatic. It is not
the Federal Government deciding these
programs; it is the States deciding. But
if we get to the circumstance where
there is a disaster and the State cannot
meet the needs of the kids, then |
think we live in a United States of
America.

| yield the floor.

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 2560

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the pending ques-
tion is amendment 2560, and the time
until 5 o’clock will be equally divided.
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Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, | yield
such time as | might use.

The struggle for decent child care is
a daily fact of life that all working
families understand, regardless of their
income.

Some in Congress may want to ig-
nore these realities, but a mother with
young children who wants to work or
go to school does not have that luxury.

Today and every day, millions of
American families face impossible and
heart-wrenching choices—between the
jobs they need and the children they
love—between putting food on the
table and finding safe and affordable
care for their children.

We have heard a lot about turning
welfare into work—but precious little
about who will care for the nearly 10
million children on AFDC while their
parents meet the mandate to pursue
job training or go to work. If we are se-
rious about promoting work and
strengthening families instead of pun-
ishing them, we must deal responsibly
with the issue of child care.

Today—at long last—is our chance to
do this long overdue reality check on
the pending Republican welfare reform
proposal.

Quality child care creates oppor-
tunity and increases productivity—not
just for one generation, but for two.
Child care is not about giving parents a
blank check. It is about giving them a
fair chance. Failing to make child care
a centerpiece of welfare reform makes
a mockery of any such reform. It will
only pass the real life tragedy of de-
pendency from one generation to the
next.

Today, 21 million low-income chil-
dren are eligible for Federal child care
programs. Yet less than 7 percent of
these children currently receive this
essential support. Clearly more—not
less—needs to be done.

But too many of our Republican col-
leagues seem content with simply
slashing benefits, and will do so at any
cost. If that is the plan—the Dole pro-
gram fits the bill. But those who seek
truly to promote work and strengthen
families understand the need to remove
real world barriers to self-sufficiency.

For many, even most, the greatest
barrier to self-sufficiency is lack of
child care. The Census Bureau found
that 1 of 3 poor women not in the labor
force identified child care as their
greatest barrier to participation. One
in five part-time workers said that
they would work longer hours—if child
care was available and affordable.

A GAO study of participants in 61
welfare-to-work programs in 38 States
found that more than 60 percent of re-
spondents reported that a lack of child
care was their number one barrier to
participation in the work force.

The National Research Council re-
cently documented that mothers with
safe and adequate child care arrange-
ments were more than twice as likely
to successfully complete a job training
program.

The link between child care and self-
sufficiency is well documented in re-
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port after report after report. The real
question is—will the Senate act based
on this mounting evidence.

We know that 60 percent of AFDC
families have at least one preschool
child. It is simple common sense that
they would need child care assistance
to enroll in job search, community
service, or workfare activities. But
while there have been loud calls for
cutting benefits and ending welfare,
there has been a deafening silence on
the need for child care. It is time to
break the silence and put together a re-
alistic program—a program not based
on rhetoric but on reality and results.

But when it comes to child care, the
ever-evolving Dole bill continues to be
fatally flawed. While we have now seen
three modifications—one essential fact
remains the same. The Dole bill does
not dedicate a single dime to providing
child care services to families on wel-
fare. Behind Dole No. 1, Dole No. 2, and
Dole No. 3—one reality remains clear—
the primary goal is to reduce spending
and not increase opportunity.

The Republicans may choose to call
their bill the Work Opportunity Act—
but this noble claim is nothing more
than a hollow promise when you look
at the fine print. Simply put, their
numbers just do not add up. They know
it and CBO has confirmed it. This bill
is not welfare reform—it is welfare
fraud.

Let us consider the facts.

As we prepare to move millions of
American families into job search and
workfare programs—the Dole bill re-
peals the child care programs targeted
to these families.

That is outrageous. That is irrespon-
sible. That is not a joke—it is a fraud.
| ask—who will care for these children?

In 1988, by a vote of 96 to 1, the Sen-
ate passed and President Reagan signed
into law a guarantee that child care
would be provided to each and every
AFDC family pursuing job training or
education or participating in workfare
programs to enable them to develop
the skills necessary to secure private
sector jobs.

That was not a radical idea then, and
it should not be now. This is sound and
sensible policy—adopted with strong
bipartisan support. This policy appro-
priately acknowledged the critical link
between child care and work. But in
the Republican plan, this guarantee
and the resources to make it real are
gone, wiped out, taking with them the
hopes and dreams of poor children and
families in every State.

Some may say that these funds are
not eliminated—just given to the Gov-
ernors with greater flexibility to spend
them as they see fit. | only wish it was
that simple.

The Dole bill takes the funds for safe-
ty net benefits, job training, and child
care—folds them into a single block
grant—and freezes spending at the 1994
level through the turn of the century.
As States feel the crunch of this dwin-
dling Federal support, who will care for
the children?
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If you want to imagine the predica-
ment the Republicans are putting the
Governors in, just think about a family
budget. Take the average family’s an-
nual budget—include food, rent, child
care, and work expenses. Cut it back to
what they spent last year. Tell them
they get no increases for the next 5
years—regardless of inflation, sickness,
fire, or other unforeseen disasters. Un-
doubtedly they will run into serious fi-
nancial trouble.

That is exactly what is going to hap-
pen in State after State after State.
Children and families are going to pay
the price—and in the long run, so will
the Nation.

The Dole bill professes to increase
work participation rates by 131 percent
over the next 5 years. That is an admi-
rable goal, but who will be taking care
of the children?

The Department of Health and
Human Services estimates that States
will have to spend $11 billion more over
the next 5 years on child care to make
this happen. Senator DoOLE’s plan budg-
ets $12 billion less in real dollars.

All of us are for work—but this will
not work. That is why some have
called this plan the ‘“mother of all un-
funded mandates.”’

In Massachusetts alone, to meet the
work requirement in the Dole bill, the
State must increase participation from
10,000 to nearly 30,000 in 5 years. This
means funding tens of thousands of
new child care slots at a cost to the
State of nearly $89 million in the year
2000 alone. The State is already falling
behind as 4,000 families wait for the
child care they need—without help
from the Federal Government. Who
will care for these children?

Forty-four States are projected to
simply throw up their hands and ignore
the work requirements in the Dole bill,
according to the nonpartisan Congres-
sional Budget Office. CBO believes
States would rather accept the sanc-
tions for failing to comply, than try to
reach the goals without the resources
needed to make it possible.

States are far better able to afford
the 5-percent grant reduction than a
165-percent increase in child care need-
ed to make the program work. Only a
handful of States may even bother to
comply with the work requirement.
That does not sound like progress to
me. It sounds like tough talk and no
action. It may provide the savings
needed for a tax cut for wealthy indi-
viduals and corporations—but it cer-
tainly will not change the welfare sys-
tem. It may reduce the welfare rolls,
but it will not increase the future pros-
pects of millions of American children
and their families.

In fact, it is more likely to produce
homelessness than opportunity. It is
more likely to leave children home
alone than in quality child care pro-
grams that can give them a decent
head start in life. Is that the direction
we want to go? | do not think so and |
hope my colleagues do not think so.
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Now let us review the ways that the
various Dole plans have sought to fill
this child care gap.

First, the Dole bill and each of its
modifications includes the child care
and development block grant unani-
mously reported by the Labor Commit-
tee. But this grant program was cre-
ated to provide child care services to
low-income working families to help
make ends meet. Low-income families
spend nearly one-third of their income
on child care and they are too often
only one pay check away from falling
onto welfare.

Low-income working families need
this help too—and we must do a better
job of making work pay. The average
cost of a child in child care is almost
$5,000 a year—yet the take home pay
from a minimum wage job is stuck at
$8,500 a year. This is not manageable
and it is not acceptable.

States already have long waiting list
of working families who are desperate
for this assistance. For example, Cali-
fornia has 255,000 on its waiting list,
Texas has 36,000, Illinois has 20,000, New
Jersey has 25,000, and Minnesota has
7,000, just to name a few. In many
States, young children will graduate
high school before their names reach
the top of the child care waiting list.

If the resources provided for this pro-
gram are diverted to filling the child
care void for welfare families created
by the Dole bill, it will surely jeopard-
ize the livelihoods of the 750,000 work-
ing families who currently depend on
this assistance.

Such an approach is callous and
counterproductive. In Massachusetts,
of mothers who left welfare for work
and then returned to welfare, 35 per-
cent cited child care problems as the
reason. Additional support at this crit-
ical time could have made all the dif-
ference. But the Dole bill will pull the
rug out from under these families, just
as they are getting on their feet.

And despite the clear reality that
this program was created for low-in-
come working families, and that it
falls far short of being able to meet the
rapidly growing need for child care
services for welfare families, the Dole
bill allows governors to transfer 30 per-
cent of these essential resources to
other purposes.

At every turn, the Dole bill chips
away at child care for poor families
struggling to make a better life for
themselves and their children. This
simply adds insult to injury and makes
a bad situation worse. | ask again, who
will care for the children?

For all of these reasons, the original
Dole bill was rightly called Home
Alone. It freed parents to work, but did
nothing about child care. It left chil-
dren home alone. In the end, it would
wind up forcing more families onto
welfare than we help get off welfare.
That’s certainly not reform.

And then came the sequels.

Home Alone Il—or as | call it—Home
Alone by 2—sought to address the need
for child care by exempting mothers
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with babies under the age of one from
the work requirement.

But once you reached the age of one
they said, you’re old enough to care for
yourself. You do not need child care.
You are on your own. This may have
been welcome news to the 10 percent of
families on welfare with a child under
the age of one. But it was a continuing
nightmare for the mothers of pre-
schoolers and school-aged children who
had to face the choice of leaving their
children home alone or losing their
benefits and livelihood.

Home alone is not a joke or a Holly-
wood film. It is a real life tragedy for
American families pressed to the wall.
Just listen to the horror stories from
families who have been put in this
awful position—and have paid an unbe-
lievable price.

Think about 6-year-old Jermaine
James of Fairfax County and his 6-
year-old friend Amanda, who were
being cared for by his 8-year-old sister
Tina. When a fire broke out in their
apartment, Tina ran for help, inadvert-
ently locking the younger children in
the burning apartment. They died be-
fore the fire department could get to
them. Sandra James and her husband
needed two jobs to support their family
and still could not afford child care.
They tied to stagger their schedules
but did not always succeed.

Think about 7-month-old Craig Pin-
ner of San Francisco who drowned in
the bathtub while his 9-year-old broth-
er was trying to bathe him. His mother
was working part time and participat-
ing in job training. She usually left the
child with her family, but her car had
broken down and she was no longer
able to get them there. She was trying
to find affordable child care but was
unsuccessful.

Think about 4-year-old Anthony and
5-year-old Maurice Grant of Dade
County. While home alone they
climbed into the clothes dryer to look
at a magazine in a hiding place, pulled
the door closed, and tumbled and
burned to death. Their mother was
waiting for child care assistance and
generally left the children with neigh-
bors. But sometimes these arrange-
ments fell through and she had to leave
them home alone for just a few hours.

This did not happen in Hollywood—
but in Virginia and Florida and Califor-
nia and elsewhere. We must do every-
thing in our power to avoid putting
families in this kind of a situation in
the name of reform.

The most recent Dole modification
prevents families with children under 5
from being sanctioned for not partici-
pating in the work program if they can
not find child care. But 66 percent of
families on welfare have a preschool
child.

I believe our top priority and our pri-
mary strategy should be to assist fami-
lies in securing the child care they
need to enable them to work and
achieve self-sufficiency. Is that not
what real reform is all about?

Exemptions and other protections
should be our fall-back plan and not
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our national policy. If we are serious
about promoting work and protecting
children, we need to find the money to
provide the child care that is needed.
Home alone should not become stay at
home under the present system.

As States face the difficult task of
trying to move millions of people from
welfare to work, we should not only
give them additional flexibility but the
tools they need to get the job done. We
should help States push for real
change—not just in the ledger books
but in the real lives of their citizens
who depend on them. If States are
forced to do more with less, children
will pay the price. That is not fair and
it is not smart.

Investments in children pay off—not
just in their lives—but for society as a
whole. That is why the business com-
munity has been so outspoken about
the importance of early childhood de-
velopment programs. They know that
the work force of tomorrow is being
cared for—or not—today. Children de-
serve more than custodial care. They
need structure and positive individual
attention. Above all, they need a sale
place to learn and grow.

I am pleased to join Senators DoDD,
MOSELEY-BRAUN, MIKULSKI, MURRAY,
KoHL, KERREY, JEFFORDS, and others in
offering this important child care
amendment. Its purpose is simple and
straightforward—it seeks to provide
the child care assistance necessary to
make the Dole bill work. It is not an
attempt to change the intent of the
bill, but to put resources behind the
rhetoric to ensure real results.

The amendment is not about building
bureaucracy or creating new entitle-
ments. It is about providing States
with the funding they need to meet,
rather than ignore, the Dole bill’s work
requirements. It ensures children will
be cared for in safe and appropriate
child care settings. And it continues
much-needed support for working fami-
lies, rather than pitting them against
families seeking self-sufficiency. It is a
realistic pro-work and pro-family pro-
posal.

We are in a budgetary era where we
have to make some very difficult
choices. But if we avoid these choices,
we are not representing the real needs
of the American people. We are taking
care of the special interests of cor-
porate America, and removing these
special interests from the debate. Well,
it is high time to make them a part of
the debate, and take advantage of the
billions of dollars in misguided tax ex-
penditures that are provided to large
corporations across the country.

We have spent enormous amounts of
time debating the need for a balanced
budget, and all of its ramifications on
domestic spending—yet we have re-
fused to take a long, hard look at tax
expenditures and loopholes, which
work against the goal of a balanced
budget on a trillion dollar scale.

We at least owe it to the American
people to close these loopholes that are
truly egregious. Corporate America
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and wealthy Americans with expensive
tax lawyers have learned to navigate
through them, but they do not rep-
resent good policy. They take away
jobs for working families and those
who want to work. And we can use
those dollars to provide desperately
needed child care.

At the present time, tax expenditures
are not even reviewed on an annual
basis.

When a tax loophole is approved, it is
placed on the books and remains there
unchallenged. It is no wonder that
loopholes continue to grow and expand
the budget deficit.

Over the next 7 years, these tax ex-
penditures will eat up $4.5 trillion—$4.5
trillion. Many of these tax expendi-
tures are necessary to spur investment
in particular industries and goals,
whether it is high technology, export-
ing, manufacturing, or achieving the
American dream of buying a home.

The global economy within which we
are now competing demands that we
provide necessary tax incentives for in-
vestment in this country that will cre-
ate new jobs for working families.

But it is time to take a closer look at
corporate tax breaks. Often only the
wealthiest can take advantage of them.

Primary examples of the tax expendi-
tures that should be reviewed and thor-
oughly overhauled are the loopholes
that United States and foreign-owned
multinational corporations now use to
minimize their U.S. taxes.

Companies are now taxed on their
U.S.-generated income. They have a
significant incentive to minimize the
calculation of their U.S. income, and
therefore their U.S. taxation—called
transfer pricing. They shift income
away from the United States and shift
deductible expenses into the United
States for tax purposes.

As this chart shows, the General Ac-
counting Office has reported that, in
1991, 73 percent of foreign-based cor-
porations doing business in the United
States paid no Federal income taxes.
And more than 60 percent of U.S.-based
companies paid no U.S. income taxes.
The number of large nontaxpaying
firms has doubled in recent years.

IBM, for example, was fortunate
enough to accumulate $25 billion in
U.S. sales in 1987. That same year, its
1987 annual report stated that one-
third of its worldwide profits were
earned by its U.S. operations. Clearly,
its U.S. operations were appeared prof-
itable and successful. Yet, its tax re-
turn reported almost no U.S. earnings.

Multinational corporations should
pay their fair share of taxes. They
should be required to pay taxes on
their U.S. share of worldwide sales, as-
sets, and payroll.

This is not a new problem. To the
contrary, we have been trying to close
these types of loopholes for almost 20
years. We knew then, as we know now,
that it was a loophole that neces-
sitated action. The only difference now
is that it is a much bigger problem,
much more pervasive, and much more
costly to the Federal Treasury.
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Our current tax laws have the unac-
ceptable consequence of allowing mul-
tinational corporations to lurk in for-
eign tax havens, hide behind foreign
subsidiaries and corporate shells, suck
income and profits out of the United
States, and then thumbing their noses
at Federal tax officials and State tax
commissioners in every State.

Multinational corporations can also
take advantage of the so-called title
passage rule; $3.5 billion per year is
lost because large multinational cor-
porations sell U.S. goods abroad and
avoid all U.S. taxes through some
sleight of hand while the goods are on
the high seas during the export proc-
ess.

We have known about this serious
loophole for some time. In fact, this
loophole was closed by both the House
and the Senate during deliberations on
the Tax Reform Act of 1986. But for
some reason it was dropped in con-
ference.

As an example, a U.S. company
makes a sale and ships the products
from a U.S. port to a foreign country.
Under normal circumstances, the ship-
ment would generate the payment of
taxes to the United States. But under a
special rule, that company passes title
to the products on the high seas, and
avoids all Federal taxes. On top of
that, the company pays taxes on the
products in the country to which they
are being exported, and uses those
taxes to claim tax credits against other
U.S. taxes it may owe. It is a lose-lose
proposition all the way around for the
United States.

This provision applies only to multi-
national companies. It is of no use to
domestic, smaller companies.

Some will suggest that closing such
loopholes will hurt exports and prevent
the expansion of our markets to create
new jobs for the economy. But these
are unnecessary loopholes that were
never meant to be used in these ways.
When these provisions originally be-
came law, Congress had no idea of the
loopholes being created.

Additional tax breaks for multi-
national corporations are available by
setting up corporations that exist only
on paper. They are called foreign sales
corporations, and provide exporters
with the opportunity to exempt 30 per-
cent of their export income from U.S.
taxation.

Many other similar loopholes exist,
such as tax credits provided to U.S.
companies for payments made to for-
eign countries, or tax deferrals for U.S.
companies on income of foreign oper-
ations that is not repatriated to this
country.

These tax breaks cost the U.S. Treas-
ury billions of dollars each year.

And, of course, there are other types
of corporate welfare:

The peanut program and other agri-
cultural subsidies provide billions of
dollars to large corporations, although
the family farmer was the intended re-
cipient. Senator SANTORUM has filed
legislation to phase out the peanut pro-
gram.
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The excessive mining subsidies pro-
vided through an 1872 law have never
been changed. Senator BUMPERS was on
the floor last week discussing the fact
that the Secretary of the Interior was
forced to sell 110 acres of Federal land
to a large corporation for $275—$2.50 an
acre. Yet the land has more than $1 bil-
lion in mineral value.

The House Republicans capital gains
tax cut now will add $31 billion to the
already existing $57 billion capital
gains subsidy that now exists.

The repeal of the alternative mini-
mum tax will cost the U.S. Treasury
almost $17 billion, and enable many
wealthy corporations to reduce their
taxes to zero by playing the loophole
game.

The accelerated depreciation loop-
hole was partially closed in 1986 and
1993, but still generates more than $100
billion in tax subsidies.

The billionaires’ tax loophole allows
super-wealthy individuals to renounce
their U.S. citizenship and avoid U.S.
taxes.

The bill before us seeks to balance
the budget on the backs of poor chil-
dren. Over the next 5 years, the Dole
bill cuts $50 billion for programs and
services targeted to children and fami-
lies in the toughest of circumstances.
Current spending on AFDC benefits and
job training and child care for families
on welfare represents less than 1.5 per-
cent of the Federal budget. It is true
that we need to reduce the deficit—but
the pain should be more evenly distrib-
uted.

We need to make difficult choices to
balance the budget. But when we are
choosing between children and the
wealthy individuals and corporations
that have shrewd tax attorneys, the
choice is clear. Children should prevail.
Welfare reform should include reform
of corporate welfare too.

The futures of 10 million children are
in our hands—and Congress should not
leave them home alone under welfare
reform, when reform of corporate wel-
fare can provide the resources nec-
essary to do the right thing on child
care.

Mr. President, we have had a good
opportunity, | think, in the past few
days to address the issue on welfare re-
form. Quite obviously, there is a very
strong commitment on both sides of
the aisle to move legislation that is
going on to enhance employment and
employment possibility and diminish
welfare dependency for the citizens. No
one really wants that more than those
that are participating in that process
and system.

We have also begun, really, the de-
bate on a key element about how effec-
tive we can be, and that is the debate
that we talked about briefly during the
time when this issue was called up last
week; more precisely, on Friday last,
when Senator DobD introduced the
amendment, which | welcomed the op-
portunity to cosponsor, which is before
the Senate at this time.

It is entirely appropriate as we start
this week and the Nation gives focus
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and attention to the U.S. Senate as to
where we are going to end up on this
debate, and where we are going to end
up legislatively, to give full focus and
thanks to a key element of this debate
and of this legislation. That is, the
availability in this legislation to pro-
vide for good, quality, decent child
care for working families.

That is a key element. Republicans
and Democrats alike understand that
in the debate of last week, in the very
brief exchange that | had with my col-
league from Pennsylvania, Senator
SANTORUM, who is a supporter of the
legislation.

I went over after the discussion and
reminded and talked with him about
the legislation that he had introduced
and worked for in the House of Rep-
resentatives. A key element of that
program was the child care program. |
daresay, even as they went through the
discussion earlier today with the
Kassebaum amendment, talking about
child care, it is something that reaches
across both political spectrums, a rec-
ognition that if we are not going to
have good quality child care we are not
really going to have a meaningful wel-
fare reform.

The idea of this legislation is to get
people to work but not at the expense
of the children in this country—not to
be unduly harsh, punitive, to the chil-
dren of this country.

I think we all understand the old
adage that none of us had a chance to
choose our parents. Children do not
have a chance to make a judgment de-
cision whether they will be born in
poverty or to some degree of affluence.
They have no control over it.

We want to make sure as we move
ahead on this legislation that we are
not going to get carried away with the
punitive aspects of it and say that we
are going to have a welfare reform, and
as a result of it have a particularly
harsh, devastating, unrealistic, and
cruel impact on the children of this
country.

One of the aspects that can be par-
ticularly cruel and harsh is separating
children away from their parents in a
way that denies those children, par-
ticularly at the early ages, from the
kind of nurturing and care and affec-
tion and love as well as the food and re-
sources and social services and health
care, to ensure that they are going to
have a good opportunity to be able to
grow and to prosper.

We do not need much of a review and
debate, Mr. President, on what is hap-
pening to children. The fact is an in-
creasing number of children in our
country are falling into poverty. We do
not need to review again the impor-
tance of those early years, both the ex-
pectant mother, the various studies
and reports and experiences which have
taken place, the Beethoven project
that was of such importance in terms
of Chicago, that shows what happens
when you provide expectant mothers
with well-baby care, and also the new-
born children with the kind of atten-
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tion and support and nurturing as well
as nutrition, and move them in helping
them developing their various Kkinds of
skills and talents, and what kind of re-
sults that they have in terms of their
early years as compared to those that
do not have those kinds of attention.

We do not need those additional
kinds of studies. We have seen those
studies. The evidence is out there both
for the smallest of children, infants, as
well as children in their earliest of
years, moving on through their early
teens.

We know what is really essential. We
cannot guarantee if a child has healthy
parents, if a child has good health care,
if a child has given good nutrition, if
the child is going to grow up without
violence and surrounded by the other
kinds of aspects which are so attendant
to poverty, that that child is nec-
essarily going to turn out to be an ex-
traordinary success.

What we do know is that you deny
that expectant mother the nutrition
and the care. You deny those children
the early kinds of intervention. You
set those children, really, apart from
the nurturing experience of their par-
ents or loved ones. We know that the
opportunities for those individuals to
move ahead in the society in a con-
structive and positive way are signifi-
cantly diminished.

I saw this morning a recognition by
one of the Nation’s publications where
they were talking about the 100 compa-
nies that were family friendly. They
were talking about again, the impor-
tance of one of the criteria being child
care, and talking about the enormous
changes that have taken place over the
period of recent years, the economic
realities where we went through in the
1980’s and effectively required that
they were going to have the mother
enter the job market as well as the fa-
ther, to make up for the needed re-
sources to maintain a standard of liv-
ing because of the freeze on wages and
the freeze on employment opportuni-
ties.

We will have an opportunity to de-
bate that at another time in terms of
the increases in the minimum wage
and what has happened in terms of the
incomes of working families in this
country and the earned-income tax
credit.

All of this has demonstrated that
with the restrictions on working fami-
lies, with the limitations on income,
the wives, the women in the families
entered the job market in the period of
the 1980°’s in order to try and maintain
the joint income. We find now that op-
portunity does not exist in the 1990’s
with all kinds of attendant results
which are putting additional kinds of
pressures on the families.

One of the dramatic results from the
mother entering the job market is that
there has been an increasing number of
children being left alone at home, the
home alone concept, which | have re-
ferred to in the past, is something
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which is a reality in this country and
in our society and in the workplace.

We have reviewed for the Senate ear-
lier in this debate the number of chil-
dren, the thousands, millions of chil-
dren, who are left unattended during
the course of the day, even at the time
of the afternoon when they come back
from school.

We have to ask ourselves, what are
the results of these factors, and why we
are all as a society surprised when we
see this extraordinary behavior by chil-
dren in our society, the youngest peo-
ple, to think that this comes right out
of the blue, it comes completely off the
wall.

We have to ask ourselves what have
been the circumstances and conditions
that so many of these children grow up
in, where basically they are left be-
hind. The children are not the ones
that have been left out. It has been too
often, under too many circumstances,
the parents that have left them behind.
The children want to be included. It
has been the actions of the parents
that have left them behind.

That, Mr. President, is important to
recognize as we begin the debate and
have had the debate on the questions of
welfare reform. We are trying to take
people that are able bodied, that can
work, and give them the opportunity
to work and make sure they will be
productive members of our society.

We have learned a very fundamental
fact, Mr. President. It has been under-
stood in city after city and community
after community in State after State.
That is, if you are expecting those indi-
viduals to take the jobs that they are
going to need to have some kind of a
training or some kind of skill, they are
going to have to have day care. They
will have to at least have the assurance
that their children will have some de-
gree of health care that is being pro-
vided for them in that employment.
Those are things that are provided in
the existing kind of program that we
are altering and changing. Those were
evidenced in the 1988 act. But what we
are seeing now, rather than under-
standing that experience and rather
than building on that experience, we
are moving in an alternative and very
different direction.

We have to ask ourselves whether
this is serious, meaningful reform. Are
we really going to be presenting to the
American people a program that is
going to move people off welfare if we
are not going to provide child care for
their children? Not only are we not
going to provide the care, but are we
also going to eliminate the existing
care that is actually provided under
the three different programs under the
Finance Committee that provides $1
billion a year for some 700,000—some
643,000 children at the present time,
that is being provided at the present
time under the 1988 act? And also pro-
vided is 10 percent for 150,000 children
at the present time.

Now, what has happened and where
we are in this debate in the Senate as
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we go through this, as the Dole amend-
ment has effectively eliminated the
$1.1 billion—that is out, that is gone—
what we are saying to the 643,000 chil-
dren is, “That program will not be
there. That program will not be there
for those working mothers who today
are able to benefit from that program.”
We are saying to them, “Tough luck
for you. Tough luck for you. Because
the program that is out there today
that is providing child care for your
child is gone under this program, effec-
tively gone.”

The $1 billion that was developed
over here with the discretionary pro-
grams, with strong bipartisan sup-
port—Senator DobDD, Senator HATCH,
Senator KASSeBAUM, other members of
our committee that had developed it
some years ago—that provides $1 bil-
lion for 750,000 children, effectively
one-third is being taken off that to be
used for other purposes. That is a very,
very dramatic emasculation of the ex-
isting child care programs.

Mr. President, if you look at what
had been projected for child care over
the period of time, over these future
years, and look if we are going to con-
form with the recommendations that
are included in the Dole proposal, we
are basically saying half the people are
going to have to work and of those
able-bodied people who are going to
have to work, half of those people are
going to find child care on their own.
How they are going to do it, we have
not heard much of an explanation for
it.

I wish they could come and talk to
the parents in my own State of Massa-
chusetts, who are on lists and have
been on lists, and in scores of other
States, where you have, 10,000, 20,000,
30,000 parents who are trying to get
child care today. They say, ‘‘Somehow
that will be done.”

It is not being done in the cities. It is
not being done in the States. But some-
how Washington knows best. Remem-
ber that slogan? Washington knows
best. Under the Dole proposal, Wash-
ington knows best. Half of the able-
bodied people are going to be able to
get it on their own. That is what Wash-
ington knows, in spite of the fact that
you have scores of States that have
tens of thousands not providing it at
the local level, the local community.
We ought to be able to learn something
from what is happening at the local
community.

We are constantly being told we
ought to learn something from what is
happening back home. | can tell you
what is happening back home. Working
mothers, particularly single heads of
household—but not just single heads of
households, working families that are
making just above the minimum wage,
making that $15,000, $20,000, $22,000,
$24,000, $28,000 a year, are finding it ex-
tremely difficult to be able to get any
kind of child care. Many of those fami-
lies, depending on the size of the fam-
ily, are living in poverty.
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So, what are we finding out about
what will be necessary? We are finding
out what will be necessary from this
chart here, over this period of time,
under the projections of the Republican
welfare program, under the total
amounts of $16.8 billion that will be in
this program, flat-funded over the pe-
riod of time. Then we take the projec-
tions of what will be necessary, needed
to provide child care for welfare recipi-
ents mandated under the Home Alone
bill. HHS has estimated it will cost
$11.2 billion of the 16.8. That leaves the
other moneys available for all the
other kinds of functions.

We may hear, during the course of
the debate, “Well, Senator, you just
don’t get it. You just don’t get it. What
we are doing over here is, sure, we are
canceling out the $1 billion that we
have under the welfare program and we
are giving maximum flexibility to a
third of that other billion dollars under
the discretionary to let the Gov-
ernors—and we all know the Governors
will do it. Therefore, your argument
really does not hold a lot of water.”’

The answer to that is, 80 percent of
the funding now that is provided here
goes in the benefits of individuals. Let
us have the testimony from those Gov-
ernors who are going to do it, who say
we are going to reduce the benefits, 80
percent of the benefits, not the child
care, the benefits to individuals. When
you look at what is happening in the
States, you see that they are not doing
it today. Why will we believe they will
do it tomorrow when they are not
doing it today? When you have all of
these States that have these extraor-
dinary lists for child care that are out
there, they are not doing it today.
They say, “You give us all of this
money, this $16.8 billion, and you just
relax back there, because we are going
todoit.”

When 1 hear from these Governors
how we are going to take that $16 bil-
lion and we are going to spell that out,
how we are going to really meet the
child care needs, and what benefits
they are going to cut for the people in
their States—we have not heard it
from one Governor, Democrat or Re-
publican. Not one. But we are asked to
take that on good faith. We are told
that is what is going to happen. “You
just don’t understand, Senator. You
give the Governors this $16 billion.
They will know how to deal with this
correctly. They know how to balance.
They know how to choose.” Yet, when
they are using 80 percent of the current
funds for benefits and they refuse to
tell us about how they are going to use
these kind of funds to take care of
those children, | think it is important
for someone to speak for children, for
someone to say they are not going to
be the ones who will be left out and left
behind.

Mr. President, 10 million or 11 mil-
lion of the 14 or 15 million Americans
on welfare are children. And the prin-
cipal debate is how we are going to get
busy, in terms of how we are going to
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get their parents busy. All of us want
to make sure that able-bodied people
who can work ought to work and go to
work. That is included in the program.

But what we are going to do is at
what price to the children? Someone
has to speak for the children, and this
amendment does it. That is what this
amendment is about.

When this issue was brought up ear-
lier in terms of the majority leader,
and | inquired of him last week about
the issue of child care, he indicated
that there was support on both sides of
the aisle to try to address this issue.
Later in the week the new legislation
was introduced, the modified—this leg-
islation *“‘as further modified” was in-
troduced. This is 791 pages. This is al-
ways interesting to me, having gone
through the health care debate. Re-
member the times that we had all of
our Republican colleagues who said,
“Look at this bill. Look at this bill.
How could we ever wind our way
through this bill? Look, it is 1,300
pages.”

You had 1,400 last week, one with the
Dole and one with the modified. No one
is squawking about that. No one is
complaining about that.

Mr. President, 777 pages—we got the
modified and we took a look at what
was in the modification and all that
was in the modification, what I call the
Home Alone bill, all that was in the
modification was to permit States, re-
garding mothers who had children up
to 1—permit States, not mandate, not
say to the States, “You cannot have
the punitive aspects”—permit the
States not to enforce the punitive as-
pects of this legislation and effectively
cut off all the benefits if the child is
under 1.

Then this issue was brought up again.
It was said, look, we are still not add-
ing child care. Effectively, what you
are doing is taking about 10 percent of
those we want to be able to work and
effectively excluding them, if all the
States are going to do it, and | expect
we think they would, if we believed
that mothers, primarily, with children
under 1, should not be penalized for de-
ciding to stay home and care for their
child rather than to go to work.

So later in the week we have the
other amendment, which is the third
change that says we will permit them
to exclude mothers who have children
up to 5 years. That is 65 percent of the
mothers on welfare. Do we understand?
We are talking now about trying to re-
form the welfare program and we are
saying effectively 65 percent of the peo-
ple who are on welfare will not have to
have the punitive provisions because
they will not have to work because of
the Snowe amendment. | mean, some-
time people have to start to say what
are we really debating here? What is
this reform we are debating? All the
measures that are being put in, | guess,
are just being decided in some forum.
We heard so much about the health
care being decided behind closed doors.
We have now three different positions
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by the leadership on this issue that
have moved from taking, | think emas-
culating, the child care programs to
one position to saying we will permit
the States to exclude at least 10 per-
cent. Those are the mothers with small
children up to 1. And then later in the
week for children up to 5, which is 65
percent of this—all being done under a
request to be able to modify the
amendment as amended.

Now we have to ask ourselves where
are we? | want to say to our Republican
friends, | applaud their initiative and |
applaud their actions because, if this
measure is going to go into force, that
is going to at least provide some pro-
tection for those children. But the fact
of the matter remains that it does not
add a single dime to saying to those
mothers that may have the oppor-
tunity to work and they can work, we
are saying to those mothers we are pro-
viding child care for you so that you
can get your training, you can get your
education, you can make the job
search, you can go out and begin the
process of working yourself up through
the economic ladder. We are challeng-
ing you to go out and work.

How are you going to be able to do
that? There is only one way to do it,
and that is to provide child care. The
real welfare bill will provide work and
child care. That is why this amend-
ment is so important. It is effectively
providing the child care funding that is
necessary and has been projected as
necessary for those working mothers.
It will provide restoring the existing
program, or funding, that exists under
the Finance Committee, and provide
the additional $6 billion to $5 billion,
which is the existing child care funding
lumped into the general block grant,
and $6 billion in new money needed to
make work requirements real.

That will be taken, hopefully, from
what we call the corporate welfare. We
have reduced it in this amendment by
the savings, by the $50-odd billion in
savings. So that is specific. But our de-
sire, Senator DobD and myself, is that
we take it from the corporate welfare.

You can say, what are these types of
corporate welfare? We will have a
chance to go into those in some detail.
I can still remember where we were in
the debate on corporate welfare when
we had the billionaire’s tax, which is
$1.6 billion. Remember that here in the
Senate of the United States? We came
back with a small conference report a
number of months ago. We went on for
days before we could at least get a vote
about whether we ought to close the
billionaire tax loophole, which says ef-
fectively that you can make it big in
the United States and then, if you be-
come a Benedict Arnold and reject
your citizenship and become an expa-
triate, you do not have to pay your
taxes. That is the billionaire’s tax
loophole.

Some of us believe that they ought to
pay their fair share, that anybody who
has been here, has been a citizen and
has been able to participate in the pro-
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tections of freedom, independence, and
liberty have some obligation, as greedy
as they might be, and as desirous as
they want to be of taking the money
and running, we say we ought to close
that loophole. That is $1.6 billion. That
issue about trying to close that loop-
hole passed overwhelmingly. | think it
was 96 to 4 in the Senate.

Do you think we have that particular
proposal included, that $1.6 billion, as a
way of trying offset the child care? Do
you not think the American people
say, OK, that is $1.6 billion. There is
$1.6 billion of that money for child
care. Let us see if we cannot find the
rest of it. Of course, we can. There is a
whole series of different proposals that
have been referred to as the corporate
welfare proposal—we hear a lot about
welfare—which | think ought to be con-
sidered.

All this amendment says is that we
will reduce the savings by $6 billion,
but it follows on with this amendment
to say, let us find the $6 billion out of
the billions of dollars—$424 billion
under the budget resolution—of tax ex-
penditures. We ought to be able to
squeeze those expenditures just like we
are squeezing the earned-income tax
credit that benefits working families
that are making $26,000; just like we
are squeezing the students in this
country, sons and daughters of working
families that are talented, creative,
and have the intellectual ability in
order to go ahead. And we are squeez-
ing them by the in-school interest pay-
ments, which will mean, for every stu-
dent that borrows, $3,000 to $4,000 addi-
tional a year. We are squeezing those
students out of $32 billion in education
funds. We are squeezing those students
anywhere from $8 billion to $9 billion
in different ways in education gen-
erally, under the instruction of the
Human Resources Committee, out of
all the money that we are spending in
education. We are squeezing them out
of $8 billion to $10 billion.

Out of $400 billion, we ought to be
able to get $6 billion for child care. $1.6
billion right off the top. We voted 96 to
4 for it. Why do we not say, all right,
there is $6 billion, let us take that
right away and let us look at the other
$400 billion and see if we cannot get $4
billion out of there to make it up and
make sure that in a welfare reform pro-
gram that requires work that we are
going to provide the child care? Why do
we abandon them? Why do we abandon
the children? Why do we abandon
working families? Why do we abandon
workers who want to get off welfare
and go ahead? Why do we say that cor-
porate welfare is more important than
the well-being of the children of this
country, the 11 million of them that
are the sons and daughters of welfare
recipients?

Mr. President, |1 see my friend and
colleague who is a principal sponsor on
the floor now. | will not take addi-
tional time. But | will point out that
on this chart where we are talking
about a total of $11 billion, and we
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know that of this $11 billion $5 billion
can be paid for by discontinuing the ex-
isting—and these are the changes that
have been made over in the House—ad-
ditional one-third of the $60 billion.
They want $30 billion more in the cap-
ital gains tax. That is on the table over
there.

Some of these items are examples of
corporate welfare: 5-year cost, $300 mil-
lion; $18 billion shifting U.S. sales over-
seas—$18 billion. These are financial
incentives to more jobs overseas and to
make sure that the companies do not
pay any taxes if they do so. That is a
wonderful tax incentive. It seems that
we ought to cut back a little bit on
those measures.

I am mindful that we will not be able
to get uniformity among all the Mem-
bers on these different items. That is
not the purpose of raising this chart
here. But all we are saying, Mr. Presi-
dent, is that under the Dodd-Kennedy
amendment, we will provide the nec-
essary child care program, No. 1; that
we have the $5 billion under the exist-
ing programs that are authorized and
appropriated under the existing financ-
ing. So we have to make up the $6 bil-
lion. And under the Dodd bill, that $6
billion is made up on reducing the sav-
ings, and it is our position that we can
find the $6 billion scattered across this
range of corporate welfare starting
with the billionaires’ tax cut.

We are wide open to consider any
suggestions from any of our colleagues
as to how you package together that
additional $6 billion. I would suggest
that the first part include the billion-
aires’ tax cut, but we are wide open to
how that can be done.

Ultimately, if you say we cannot
even do that, at least let us say that
this measure deserves to be passed be-
cause with it being passed, we will pro-
vide child care for the children of this
country. We will say to them, as all of
us are wont of saying, that they are
our future and they are our priority.
They deserve the first priority. And
rather than just saying it or speaking
about this rhetorically, we will be
doing something for the children of our
future. That is what this amendment is
about, and | believe it is the most im-
portant amendment we will have in
this debate.

I ask unanimous consent that the ex-
amples of corporate welfare be printed
in the RECORD.

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

Examples of corporate welfare—five year costs

Shifting U.S. Income Overseas (Transfer
Pricing), $300 million; Shifting U.S. Sales
Overseas (Title Passage), $18.3 billion; Cre-
ation of Phantom Sales Corporations, $7.5
billion; Billionaires’ Loophole, $1.6 billion;
Peanut Program Phase-Out, $264 million;
Mining Subsidies for Major Corporations,
$280 million; Capital Gains Tax Break, $57.4
billion; Repeal of Alternative Minimum Tax,
$16.9 billion; Accelerated Depreciation of
Buildings and Equipment, $115.1 billion; Mar-
ket Promotion Program, $425 million.
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Corporate welfare—five year costs

SHIFTING U.S. INCOME OVERSEAS—COST: $300
MILLION

Tax loophole allows multi-national cor-
porations to avoid U.S. taxes by shifting in-
come to foreign subsidiaries and shifting
costs to U.S. facilities.

SHIFTING U.S. SALES OVERSEAS—COST: $18.3
BILLION

Tax loophole allows multi-national cor-
porations to avoid U.S. taxes by passing title
for exported goods on the high seas. Loop-
hole was closed by both the House and the
Senate during deliberations on the Tax Re-
form Act of 1986—but was dropped in con-
ference.

As a result of this and other tax breaks for
multi-nationals, 62% of U.S. multi-national
firms pay no U.S. income taxes.

CREATION OF PHANTOM SALES CORPORATIONS—
COST: $7.5 BILLION

Tax loophole allows exporting companies
to set up phantom subsidiaries that exist
only on paper and exempt up to 30% of their
export income from U.S. taxation.

BILLIONAIRES’ TAX LOOPHOLE—COST: $1.6
BILLION

Tax loophole allows billionaires to re-
nounce their American citizenship to avoid
millions of dollars in taxes on income and
capital gains. Loophole applies to those with
a minimum $600,000 in unrealized gains,
which generally would necessitate a mini-
mum $5 million net worth.

Finance Committee and full Senate closed
loophole with 1995 legislative action, but it
was re-opened in Conference.

Senate voted 964 on April 6, 1995 to close
the loophole. It is still open.

Loophole allows an individual to enjoy all
the benefits of the U.S., grow rich because of
them, and then renounce citizenship to avoid
taxes on the wealth generated in this coun-
try.

PEANUT PROGRAM PHASE OUT—COST: $264
MILLION

Program introduced during the Depression
to assist struggling farmers by distributing
poundage quotas to individuals to grow and
sell peanuts. Less than a third of quota hold-
ers are farmers. Quotas are passed from gen-
eration to generation.

World market price for peanuts is $350 a
ton, and American price is $678 a ton. Com-
panies who use peanuts have moved plants to
countries where peanuts are less expensive,
costing U.S. jobs. Since 1990, peanut butter
plants have closed in Virginia, Georgia, Ala-
bama, Michigan, and New York.

MINING SUBSIDIES—COST: $280 MILLION

Originally signed by President Grant to en-
courage settlement of the West, the current
mining law has allowed the extraction of
over $200 billion in mineral reserves with
minimal federal compensation. A company
can ‘“‘patent’’—or buy—20-acre tracts of land
at a price between $2.50 to $5.00 per acre. The
land then becomes available for mining or
any other use, with no royalties for the gov-
ernment.

Last week, Secretary of the Interior Bruce
Babbitt was forced to sell 110 acres of federal
land in Idaho for $275. The land was sold to
a Danish company for $2.50 an acre, and re-
portedly contains $1 billion of minerals.

Last year, prior to a moratorium put in
place, a Canadian firm paid $10,000 for federal
land in Nevada. The land has mineral value
of $10 billion.

If the law stands, approximately 140,000
acres of public lands containing more than
$15 billion of publicly owned minerals will be
given away. One of the largest involves the
Jeritt Canyon Mine in Nevada. A South Afri-
ca company and FMC, a U.S. corporation,
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propose to pay $5,080 for land with an esti-
mated mineral value of $1.1 billion.
CAPITAL GAINS TAX BREAK—COST: $57.4 BILLION

Capital gains tax break benefits the
wealthiest 1% of the population. Legislation
passed by the House as part of the Contract
with America would expand this benefit by
$31.9 billion.

REPEAL OF ALTERNATIVE MINIMUM TAX—COST:
$16.9 BILLION

Alternative minimum tax was instituted in
1986 Tax Reform Act. Major corporations, de-
spite massive profits in an expanding econ-
omy, were paying zero taxes because of their
artful combination of tax loopholes. Exam-
ples include:

DuPont—Despite $3.8 billion pre-tax profit,
no taxes were paid; Boeing—Despite U.S.
profit of $2.3 billion, no taxes were paid; and
General Dynamics—Despite $2 billion pre-tax
profit, no taxes were paid.

ACCELERATED DEPRECIATION OF BUILDINGS AND
EQUIPMENT—COST: $115.1 BILLION

Largest of all corporate tax loopholes are
write-offs for accelerated depreciation of
buildings and equipment.

Expanded as part of the 1981 Reagan tax
plan, the tax break was curtailed in the 1986
Tax Reform Act and the 1993 reconciliation
bill. Legislation passed by the House as part
of the Contract with America would expand
this benefit by $16.7 billion.

MARKET PROMOTION PROGRAM—COST: $425

MILLION

Market Promotion Program funds
consumer-related promotions of products
through advertising campaigns, trade shows,
and commodity analyses on foreign markets.

In 1995, the Senate deleted funding, but the
Conference Committee restored $85 million.
The House has just increased 1996 funding for
the Program by 25%.

Funds are used to subsidize large compa-
nies like Miller Beer, McDonald’s, General
Mills, and M&M/Mars. American taxpayers
spent $29 million advertising Pillsbury Muf-
fins abroad and $10 million on Sunkist or-
anges. One report has cited $100 million in
expenditures for foreign-owned corporations.

House Majority Leader Armey: ‘‘I wonder
about our commitment to deficit reduction
if we cannot take Betty Crocker, Ronald
McDonald, and the Pillsbury Doughboy off
the dole.”

Program should target its resources to
smaller companies attempting to expand
their markets, not large multinational cor-
porations that hardly need public assistance.

Mr. KENNEDY. | yield the floor.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, |
yield myself such time as | might
consume.

Before | speak about the amendment
that the Senator from Massachusetts
just discussed, | wish to settle an issue
that | discussed with my friend from
North Dakota on his amendment con-
cerning just exactly what CBO says the
cost of that amendment is.

I hope that there will not be any dis-
pute on this point. The Conrad amend-
ment costs money. He says it saves $63
billion. There is nothing in this amend-
ment that he has before us that saves
$63 billion. In fact, what he basically
has done is add provisions to the Dole
bill that cost $7 billion.

I have the CBO estimate in my hand,
and it says right here, $6.992 billion is
the cost over a 7-year period of time.
So | hope that will put that to rest now
as to the aspects of that amendment.

In regard to the amendment that is
before us, the Dodd amendment, | wish
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to remind my colleagues that the Dole
modification to the original bill S. 1120
regarding child care—offered on Sep-
tember 8, last week—prohibits States
from sanctioning a single custodial
parent if appropriate child care for a
child age 5 and under is not available
within a reasonable distance of the
home or work site, or informal child
care by a relative is unavailable or un-
suitable, or appropriate and affordable
formal child care arrangements are not
available.

So there will not be any sanctioning
of any parent with a child under age 5
if these sort of suitable arrangements
are not readily available.

Let me point out that S. 1120, as in-
troduced, provided and continues to
provide two streams of funding for
child care. | think we are getting the
opinion from the other side that there
is no concern whatsoever about provi-
sions for child care. That simply is not
so. And the original had provisions for
child care. But to address some Mem-
bers’ concerns, that maybe it did not
go far enough, those provisions | just
stated were added.

In the original S. 1120, the current
AFDC-related child care provisions,
like 1'V-A child care, transitional child
care, and at-risk child care, are in-
cluded as part of the cash assistance
block grant to the States. Funding for
that is $16.8 billion for each year, fiscal
year 1996 through fiscal year 2000.

The current child care and develop-
ment block grant, the State dependent
care planning and development grants,
and child development associate cre-
dential scholarships are folded into a
separate child care development block
grant. Funding for these is authorized
for fiscal year 1996 at $1 billion and
such sums as necessary through the
year 2000.

The Dodd amendment earmarks $1
billion of the cash assistance block
grant for child care and provides an ad-
ditional $5 billion to States for child
care. Furthermore, it mandates that
the child care provisions apply to chil-
dren 12 and under, including prohibit-
ing States from applying sanctions to
those who do not fulfill their work re-
quirements.

Now, it seems as if liberals refuse to
recognize that the main cash assist-
ance block grant and the child care and
development block grant will not con-
stitute the only funding source avail-
able to AFDC children. Other funding
sources for child care include Head
Start, title 20 and chapter 1.

While liberals attack the Work Op-
portunity Act of 1995 as somehow being
a Home Alone bill, like we have no care
whatsoever for children, they continue
to ignore the fact that most of the
JOBS participants did not report re-
ceiving child care funded by AFDC day
care. In fact, according to the CRS,
only 38 percent of all AFDC JOBS chil-
dren age 5 and under reported receiving
IVV-A paid child care in fiscal year 1993.

The other side complains that the
measures to sanction mothers who
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refuse to work are punitive because
they may not be able to work due to a
lack of available child care. However,
this concern has been answered by the
additional provisions offered on Sep-
tember 8 because the States will not
sanction mothers that they determine
cannot obtain appropriate child care. |
hope we have addressed their concern
satisfactorily.

Liberals claim that the Congres-
sional Budget Office figures prove that
S. 1120 will impose an unfunded man-
date on the States concerning child
care costs. The CBO estimates show ad-
ditional costs of $280 million in fiscal
year 1998, $830 million in fiscal year
1999, and $2.2 billion in fiscal year 2000.

However, the Congressional Budget
Office estimates are based on the 1994
caseload level for all 5 years. The fiscal
year 1994 caseload was at a historically
high level due to the massive expansion
of the rolls following the Family Sup-
port Act of 1988.

The Republican bill provides the
mechanisms to give the States the
flexibility that is needed in order to
lower costs and improve the quality of
child care. Our bill enables States to
transfer up to 30 percent of the avail-
able funds between the child care block
grant and the main cash assistance
block grant. This transfer of funds will
permit States to make the proper pro-
visions for both low-income and wel-
fare children so that funding is avail-
able as parents shift from welfare to
work. The ability to transfer funds be-
tween block grants then gives States
the maximum flexibility to target re-
sources where they are needed.

We in Washington, DC, and the Con-
gress of the United States, cannot ex-
pect to pour one mold here in Washing-
ton, DC, where we are going to solve all
the child care problems or all the wel-
fare problems as they exist in New
York City or my State of lowa in ex-
actly the same way. We cannot expect
a good use of the taxpayers’ money to
accomplish the most.

We have to wake up to the fact in
this body and in this town that our
population is so heterogeneous, our Na-
tion so geographically vast, that it is
impossible to make these very critical
decisions in Washington, DC, that are
going to solve the welfare problems the
way they ought to be solved with the
best use of the taxpayers’ money mov-
ing people from welfare to work in the
process.

Our bill gives States the flexibility
to accomplish that. The reason that we
give States the flexibility to do that is
because so many of our States have
shown the ability in their welfare re-
form legislation to move people from
welfare to work and save the taxpayers
money.

This legislation builds upon the suc-
cess of several States, albeit under
waiver from the Department of HHS, to
experiment, to use new dynamic ap-
proaches to welfare reform. But they
are doing it. And we observe that. We
observe that States are going to do it
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better than we can. In fact, considering
the fact that 3.1 million more people
are on welfare now than in 1988, the
last time Congress acted, it ought to
prove to us dramatically that our ef-
forts toward welfare reform have
failed.

Now, in addition to what | said about
the 30 percent that can be transferred
between the block grants by the
States—and that is a legitimate discre-
tion to the States—our bill says that
the States can determine the propor-
tion of funds to be allocated for child
care and the method of delivery. It
could be cash, it could be vouchers, it
could be reserved spaces in designated
facilities. It gives to the States the
method of delivery in the main cash as-
sistance block grant, and the provision
to improve the quality of care for chil-
dren, enabling relatives and religious
providers to care for children without
onerous regulatory burdens. At the
same time, we hope to be able to do it
by lowering the cost of child care.

Our bill strengthens current law re-
garding parental choice by eliminating
the registration requirements for rel-
atives who serve as child care providers
as a condition of receiving a subsidy
from the block grant, and includes pro-
visions requiring that referrals honor
parental choice of child care providers.
Our bill permits the States to provide
vouchers to recipients so they can con-
tract for child care by charitable, reli-
gious, and private organizations
through a voucher system.

Our bill allows us to move beyond the
point that Government is the answer
to every problem and that only Gov-
ernment can solve our social problems.
We have a number of examples that
serve as a structure for charitable, reli-
gious and other private organizations,
with a little help through a voucher
system, that are able to help solve
these problems in a much better way
than the Government. We should not
assume here in Washington that Gov-
ernment generally is the answer to
every one of our problems. And when
we assume that Government is an an-
swer—obviously, through this legisla-
tion, we are not assuming that the
Federal Government is the only answer
to every problem, but that there is a
role for State and local governments.

But an obvious step beyond that is
not to assume that Government, and a
Government program, is the answer,
but that there are other organizations
out there in our society—charitable,
religious and private organizations—
that can help, and maybe even do a
better job of it than we in Government
can do. So our bill does that.

Our bill also allows States to count
welfare mothers as fulfilling work re-
quirements by providing child care
services for other welfare mothers. To
the other side | say, it is legitimate
maybe to think in terms of problems
that might be created, that children
need to be taken care of when mothers
are working. But the answer to that
problem might be in the very neighbor-
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hood of the welfare mother who wants
to go to work by giving income to an-
other welfare mother who wants to
provide child care in the home. This
will help them move from welfare to
work, maybe to establish a very suc-
cessful occupation and business they
would not otherwise be able to start.

So neighbor helping neighbor is one
answer to this problem, as well. You do
not have to look just to some sophisti-
cated organizations to provide child
care. Give options to the families. Give
neighbors an opportunity to help, par-
ticularly if that neighbor is somebody
on welfare that wants to move to other
sources of income. This gives that op-
portunity.

Now, under our bill, States can meet
work participation rates without in-
curring major additional child care
costs by moving recipients with older
children off the rolls and into work.

According to the General Accounting
Office, JOBS participants tend to be
older and have older children than
nonparticipants. The most recent data
available from the Department of
Health and Human Services indicates
that for 39 percent of the AFDC fami-
lies, the youngest child was 6 years old
and over.

The Dodd amendment constrains
State flexibility by eliminating $1 bil-
lion from the cash assistance block
grant and making a decision here in
Washington, DC. It earmarks it
through congressional enactment for
child care rather than leaving the deci-
sion to the States.

In addition, it appropriates $5 bil-
lion—that is in addition to the $1 bil-
lion | just spoke about—in Federal
funds for child care grants over the
next 5 years, even though the need for
these funds has not been demonstrated.

Under the Republican bill, the child
care block grant calls for such sums as
are necessary in fiscal years 1997
through the year 2000. So if there is a
need for increased funding, then funds
can be appropriated through this provi-
sion rather than locking Congress into
a decision to spend $5 billion right now.

The Dodd amendment effectively pro-
vides sufficient funding for every par-
ent to have child care for children 12
and under and enforces the entitlement
by eliminating the State’s ability to
sanction parents who choose not to
work.

We assume that the States have the
ability to make that decision, for chil-
dren over 5 that they ought to have
that right to make that decision. Our
bill does that.

| yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DODD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, do | con-
trol the time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, you
do.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume. How
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much time remains? There is a voting
time. Parliamentary inquiry, we do not
have an allocation of time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
a vote set at 5 o’clock, with the time
divided equally. You have about 82
minutes.

Mr. DODD. | yield myself 10 minutes.
If the Chair will notify me in 10 min-
utes. If | need more time, | will yield
some. | will try to stick to this time
constraint.

Let me quickly respond to my col-
league from lowa before he leaves the
floor, if 1 may, on a point he has made
on the earmark.

Senator HATCH of Utah has an
amendment pending which deals with
the earmark which 1| think is pretty
much unanimously supported. That is,
to earmark out of the $48 billion, $5 bil-
lion for child care. | strongly support
it. | think most people do.

What we are talking about in the
Dodd amendment is not only the Hatch
amendment, the $5 billion, but an addi-
tional amendment that we would be
putting into the Child Care Program.
The reason we do that, | say to my col-
league from lowa, is, in effect, to try
and really assist the Dole proposal so
that it can be done, if we try to achieve
the desired goal here, and that is to get
as many people to work as possible.

Under the Dole welfare reform pro-
posal, 25 percent of all people on wel-
fare are required, under the law, to be
at work within 2 years, and then 50 per-
cent of all people on AFDC to be at
work by the year 2000.

Mr. President, | have to be careful
about numbers, but this is a report
that was put together on the Repub-
lican leadership plan. | will tell you
who put this together in a minute. It is
an analysis of the projected numbers of
people that would be required to be at
work under the majority leader’s bill.

There are several columns. It goes
State by State. The first column is the
“Projected number required in the year
2000 to participate in work under the
Senate Republican leadership plan.”
Go over two columns and it is, ‘““Pro-
jected number required to actually par-
ticipate,” with a number in between,
“Projected number of leavers, combin-
ers, and sanctioners that count toward
participation.”

I do not know what that means, ex-
cept that it reduces the number. It
must mean that people who otherwise
would be exempt under the proposal,
for one reason or another, because it
reduces the first number by almost 50
percent.

If you take the first number, the pro-
jected number by the year 2000, it is in
excess of 2 million people who would
have to be at work by the year 2000.

In Tennessee, the number of people is
46,000 My State of Connecticut is
26,000. lowa is 17,000. If you take the
Tennessee number and the Connecticut
number, as it is reduced down, the Ten-
nessee number actually gets you down
to 23,400. The Connecticut number re-
duces from 26,000 down to about 13,500.
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It is exactly in half. I do not know
quite how that happened. Let us just
accept that number, somewhere be-
tween 2 and 1 million. Fifty eight thou-
sand will have to meet that criteria.

Maybe someone can explain that
middle column to me at some point,
what a leaver and combiner is that re-
duces that number.

The point is this. It is estimated that
the number of child care slots that will
be necessary to move these people from
welfare to work is roughly increasing
the number by 165 percent. If we do not
do that, the States are going to be
faced with penalties, a 5-percent pen-
alty, 5 percent on the block grant the
State would get.

As you calculate that, the 5-percent
penalty is probably less than saddling
the State with the cost. | will give you
the numbers of what is estimated State
by State. I will ask unanimous consent
to print this in the RECORD.

The estimated cost State by State re-
lated to child care alone, beyond what
we presently have in the bill, would re-
quire an expenditure in Connecticut of
$48 million. In lowa, it is $32 million;
California, $652 million; in Tennessee,
it is $84 million, and each State goes
down.

I see my colleague from Utah. Utah
is $14 million. This is what the States
would have to come up with, we are
told, in order to meet the child care re-
quirements. Sixty-four percent of these
people have children under the age of 5.
You are either looking at reducing
spending in other areas or coming up
with a tax increase to meet that num-
ber. We are doing what Hatch proposed,
and we are allocating of the $48 billion,
$5 billion to child care.

We are going a step further by saying
the demand is such you have to have a
resource allocation to avoid putting
States in the position of having to pay
the penalty because you are not able to
get there unless they come up with this
kind of revenue increase, which | think
is going to be difficult in many cases.
Or they probably would opt for the pen-
alty, given the lower cost of paying the
penalty.

In the debate on welfare reform, we
should not be in the business of trying
to promote penalty payments or nec-
essarily asking States to meet this cri-
teria to come up with a tax increase on
their own. What we are talking about
is an allocating of existing resources
under the block grant and additional
resources to meet the demands.

The number is somewhat in debate,
depending upon, like most things in
this town, when you start talking be-
yond the $5 billion. Everyone admits
beyond the $5 billion, you need more
resources. We are told roughly it is
close to $6 billion over 5 years. Others
will say it is $3 or $4 billion, and we are
roughly in that range. Depending upon
what happens with the numbers | out-
lined to begin with on how many peo-
ple are actually moved to welfare, if it
is the 2 million or the 1 million, that
number, that $6 or $3 billion would
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probably change somewhat. But clear-
ly, we need some if we are going to
make this work.

Again, | do not know anyone who dis-
agrees with the notion that when you
have young children—by the way, | ap-
plaud the majority leader’s decision to
take the exemption from 1 to 5 years.
That is going to help, | believe. What it
does too often is it gives people an ex-
cuse not to get from welfare to work. |
appreciate trying to help out those
families, but | believe our underlying
goal ought to be, how do we move peo-
ple from public assistance to work. Not
giving them a reason not to, but rath-
er, how do you achieve it, not just in
economic terms, in dollars and cents.
There is a societal benefit, in my view,
that exceeds whatever dollars we in-
vest or save here, that far exceeds the
numbers that we benefit or costs us to
do this.

The value of work, a family at work
is so much more important in many
ways than the budgetary implications.
There is nothing that is more salutary
for a family, a neighborhood, a commu-
nity than work.

And so while | applaud the decision
to exempt these families, and under-
stand it, we ought to be doing every-
thing we can not to create exemptions
but to create opportunities for work.
So while | fully understand and accept
the concern about an additional $3 to
$6 billion over 5 years, Mr. President—
not 1 year; over 5 years—I| happen to
believe that is a good investment, if we
stick to our common goal, and that is
to do everything possible to make it
possible for people on public assistance
to get to work.

There are other elements as well, the
job training and so forth, the health
care elements, but one of them clearly
is the child care question.

Again, you do not have to be on wel-
fare to understand the child care ques-
tion. As | said the other day, any fam-
ily in this country with young chil-
dren, regardless of their income, knows
of the anxiety of child care, particu-
larly if it is a single-parent family rais-
ing children or two-income earners out
there. They worry about it every day,
every week, every month, wondering
about whether the child care will be
there next week, is it good child care,
is it safe—all of these questions that
people worry about.

No one is necessarily going to have
to get into the shoes of a welfare recip-
ient to appreciate the feelings of a
mother or parent that is going off to
work and wants to know where those
children are. | might add, Mr. Presi-
dent, that in fact not only is this going
to help people get to work, but, based
on what Senator HATCH and | did a few
years ago on child care—by the way,
we had the same qualities, standards,
and so forth, incorporated as part of
our block grant as are included here.
We happen to believe that the child
care settings are a lot better than some
of the settings we would be talking
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about where some of these children
would be.

There is another educational element
here. Not every single case, but most of
the child care programs, church-based
and community-based programs, are
pretty good programs. They have slid-
ing scales and so forth to make it pos-
sible. All we are saying here is that to
really make our welfare reform pro-
gram work, to really make the Dole
bill work, you have to have some fea-
ture to this that makes it possible for
people to be able to leave their homes
in the morning, knowing full well that
their most important asset, the thing
they care about the most, their chil-
dren, are taken care of. They are not
going to go out the door—and they will
pay any price—particularly if they
have infant children, and even 5, 5%
years of age, even though there are pre-
school programs, they will not leave
those children unattended. They will
go to jail or pay fines.

We ought to create an environment
where it is inviting to go to work, not
create obstacles. How do we take down
the barriers? In any survey that | have
read over the last 5, 6 years on welfare
to work, if not the top reason, Mr.
President, one of the top two or three
reasons is the absence of child care. In
fact, one of the problems is that in our
urban areas, unlike suburban areas
where you get more options of child
care because there are a lot more peo-
ple in the business of child care, in our
urban settings, there is less of that. So
the options available to people in our
poorer areas—urban and particularly
rural areas—is more difficult.

The problems in rural America and
urban America are more difficult in
trying to find child care settings for
people. A lot of people are not in the
business of child care, for obvious eco-
nomic reasons. The pressures are great
in the areas where we find the larger
concentrations of people on public as-
sistance, in our poor areas, and there is
not the kind of availability.

What we are hoping to be able to do
with this amendment—and | truly hope
it is bipartisan—is bring everyone to-
gether on this one issue. Senator
HATCcH and | did that 5 years ago in our
child care program. It really united a
lot of people here around a common
theme of trying to eliminate one of the
major obstacles of going from welfare
to work—to come up with a proposal
that provides resources.

This is not an entitlement. It is not
that somebody has a right to go into
court and demand these resources. It is
truly an assistance to the States that
have good child care programs, that
have flexibility, that we are asking to
do a lot. This is a mandate, a Federal
law that says, within 2 years, you have
to have 25 percent and, by the year
2000, 50 percent have to be at work, or
we penalize you 5 percent of your block
grant.

Now, again, that is a mandate. All we
are suggesting here is to make it pos-
sible for these States to achieve those
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goals and those numbers—whether it is
the 2 million, Mr. President, or the 1
million. Again, | will try to sort out
that number. It is somewhere in be-
tween here. Clearly, those are going to
be difficult numbers to reach. In Cali-
fornia, 358,000 people are going to have
to find work slots. We know how dif-
ficult it is to find work for people. Here
are 358,000 new jobs we are going to
have to come up with in California.
The number is 17,000 in lowa, 102,000 in
Michigan, 200,000 in New York, 104,000
in Ohio, and 46,000 new jobs in Ten-
nessee in the next 2 years. We all know
of the pressures of people being laid off,
losing jobs, with downsizing and so
forth. So as we try to create new jobs
and requiring people to move into
them, to make it possible and ease that
burden of child care seems to me to be
critically important.

One additional element. Again, | re-
spect the 5-year-olds and less on the ex-
emption. But if you have four children,
and three of them are over 5 and one is
under, you are exempted because you
have one child under 5. So if you have
three children—maybe 12, 13, and one is
under 5—you fall into the exemption
category.

We ought to be trying, as | say, not
to create a situation where people say,
““How do | avoid this and continue to
collect public assistance?”” But we
ought to try to move people into that
work category. Again, | respect the ex-
emption and applaud it in some ways; |
welcome it as an improvement here.
What | really hope, Mr. President, is
that we can come together here in the
next few hours on this proposal. It is
not draconian or radical. It is a simple
enough idea. | think you build a much
stronger base of support for the major-
ity leader’s bill with the result of the
adoption of this. | think the President
would welcome this, in terms of his sig-
nature. Also, | think it would really
make it possible to reach the kind of
numbers we are talking about here to
be entering that work force, moving
away from public assistance. And the
tremendous value, beyond the dollars
and cents we talk about, the value to
those families and to those children, I
think, does not show up on all these
graphs and charts we talk about. It is
hard to put a price tag on the value of
somebody at home who has a job, and
what it means to that family and
neighborhoods and communities when
people are working.

For those reasons, | urge adoption of
the amendment. | thank our colleague
from Vermont for cosponsoring the
bill. We adopted unanimously in the
Labor and Human Resources Commit-
tee a sense-of-the-Senate resolution
which concludes by saying, “It is the
sense of the Senate that the Federal
Government has a responsibility to
provide funding and leadership with re-
spect to child care.” That is in antici-
pation of this bill coming along. And as
the distinguished occupant of the chair
is a member of that committee, | ap-
preciated his support of that resolu-
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tion. | hope that he, along with others,
will be supportive of the amendment
pending.

| yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, how
much time remains on each side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 67 minutes on that side and 97 min-
utes to the Senator from Utah.

Mr. KENNEDY. | yield 10 minutes to
the Senator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, |
began listening to this debate several
weeks ago with the hope that some
positive changes could be made to the
current welfare system. Since then, |
have spent weeks in my State talking
with friends and parents and members
of communities about this issue.

I must admit, as we continue this de-
bate, 1 have mixed feelings. | still be-
lieve the Senate can achieve real wel-
fare reform that works for families.
But | have been disheartened by the
Senate’s rejection of the work-first
amendment, because | believe that
amendment reflected a workable, non-
partisan, solution-oriented approach to
fixing the welfare system.

Now we are considering an amend-
ment that goes to the very heart of the
welfare debate: childcare services.
Make no mistake about it, Mr. Presi-
dent: childcare is the key to successful
welfare reform.

Mr. President, | bring a unique per-
spective to this debate on the Senate
floor. | am a mother with school-age
children. |1 have been a preschool teach-
er, dealing with kids from all economic
classes. | have run parent education
classes, counseling young parents to
help them develop their skills as moth-
ers and fathers in the modern world.

I can tell you what it’s like to take
a phone call from a young single mom
at the end of her rope. She is burning
the candle at both ends, trying to
work, worrying all day long about her
kids. For this parent, her paramount
concern is childcare; she cannot focus
on doing a good job without knowing
her kids have adequate nourishment,
supervision, and care during the day.

Fully 34 percent of current welfare
recipients have identified access to
childcare as the single barrier between
them and reentering the work force.

To succeed in reforming welfare, we
have to understand the everyday chal-
lenges of everyday parents. We have to
speak their language, and know their
issues. Only by knowing and under-
standing these challenges can we de-
sign a welfare reform proposal that
truly gives struggling families a boost
to economic stability. That, Mr. Presi-
dent, means we need to address
childcare in this bill.

For the past 5 months I've been par-
ticipating in a unique program called
Walk-a-Mile. Some of my colleagues,
including Senator SimoN, have also
taken part. Walk-a-Mile started in
Washington State as a collaborative ef-
fort between the University of Wash-
ington and the Northwest Resource
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Center for Children, Youth, and Fami-
lies.

The program pairs a welfare recipient
with an elected official, and the two
speak frequently on the telephone
about each others’ experiences. | was
lucky enough to be paired with June, a
single mother of two from a Seattle
suburb who survived an abusive rela-
tionship.

During her time on welfare, June at-
tended school and earned a degree from
evergreen State College. Her classroom
time was frequently interrupted, how-
ever, because her 6-year-old son Jona-
than suffers from attention-deficit dis-
order, a side effect of the abuse suf-
fered in their previous home.

Since earning her degree, June was
divided her time between looking for
work and looking for childcare. She
has been told by six different daycare
providers that her son could not be
cared for, because of his explosive and
erratic behavior.

Her dilemma is a familiar one: in the
absence of childcare, she cannot work;
yet she is qualified, and eager, to work

today.
How does this story related to the
Dole bill? the pending legislation

glosses over the childcare question, and
leaves demand for childcare services
unmet.

In 1994, there were 3,000 children on
waiting lists for childcare in my State.
Nearly 23,000 other Kkids received
childcare services that would be elimi-
nated under the Dole bill. That adds up
to 26,000 children for whom childcare is
thrown into question under this bill.

The Dole bill would compel my State
to spend $88 million in childcare in
order to meet its work requirements.
At the same time however, we stand to
lose over $500 million in Federal fund-
ing over the same period.

The bill cuts current services; it se-
verely limits Federal funding; and
forces my State to spend more of its
own scarce money. Worse, it stands to
create an expanded, unaddressed de-
mand for childcare. This is a major un-
funded mandate, and a major problem
for Washington State.

Mr. President, this is not reform; this
is reshuffling the chairs on the Titanic.

If we want to move people into the
work force, we should do it. | think
this is a very worthy and important
goal. But we should be realistic about
what that will take.

As a preschool teacher, and parent
education counselor, | can tell you—
based on firsthand experience—given
the choice between work and kids, a
parent with limited options will stay
on welfare if it’s the best childcare op-
tion, just for the security of her fam-
ily.

This is why the Dodd-Kennedy
amendment is so important. It address-
es the need for childcare services, pure
and simple.

It provides resources in a fiscally
prudent, credible way through direct
grants to States with only one purpose:
to fund childcare needs created by new
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work requirements. Funding levels
would be set according to CBO esti-
mates of the childcare demands created
by the underlying Dole bill.

What is the purpose of the amend-
ment? It is not to give bureaucrats
more money; it is not to place more
regulations on States; the sole purpose
is to move parents into the work force.

I believe this is not only appropriate,
but necessary.

Think back to my Walk-a-Mile part-
ner, June. For people like her, the
Dodd-Kennedy amendment gives them
peace of mind to invest themselves in
education or training programs that
will equip them to move into the work
force, without worrying about whether
their kids will be looked after during
the day.

Mr. President, | know what worries
parents, and | know what scares the
kids. I've seen it firsthand, and I've
studied it closely over the past 3 years.

We have a unique opportunity to do
something concrete for real people in
this bill. We can build a foundation for
families. We can provide opportunity
for children and their parents.

Mr. President, 78,000 children in my
State live in poverty. Their parents
struggle every day to make ends meet.
How do we know one of those kids will
not be the next Einstein, or the next
Cal Ripken, or the next Bill Gates?

If we do not do our part to create a
foundation to care for children and pro-
vide options for parents, our Nation
stands to lose in the long run.

These are the fears of moms and
their children. This is why moms get
trapped in dependency, and why their
kids look for their solutions on the
streets. And unless we do something to
remove these fears, we will not accom-
plish reform.

The Dodd-Kennedy amendment pro-
vides that foundation. The Senate
must adopt this language, or some-
thing very close to it, if our reform ef-
fort is to succeed.

Mr. President, | urge my colleagues
to look carefully at this language. It is
fiscally smart, and I believe it will help
welfare parents turn the corner.

I urge my colleagues to consult with
their States. Do the math. Ask your-
selves what happens to children under
the Dole bill, in the absence of better
childcare provisions.

Ask yourself whether the work re-
quirements are realistic in the absence
of strong childcare provisions. If you
don’t know the answer, talk to some-
one like June, my Walk-a-Mile partner,
someone with real experience who un-
derstands life on the lower half of the
economic ladder in this country.

If you do this, | believe you will have
no choice but to reach the same con-
clusions | have: Moving welfare recipi-
ents into the work force can work, but
only if we do it right. We simply must
address critical childcare needs in this
bill.

I yield the floor.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, how
much time is on each side of this?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut has 58 minutes;
the Senator from Utah has 96 minutes.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, | see
both the Senator from Connecticut and
Washington are here. We hoped to have
an opportunity to debate this impor-
tant measure with the leadership be-
cause it is, | think as | mentioned be-
fore, the most important amendment, |
think, coming on welfare.

We welcome the opportunity to make
presentations. The proponent of the
amendment, Senator DobD, myself,
Senator MURRAY and others on Friday
outlined the amendment, and again
today. We want to try and have a
chance to enter into a debate on it.

Mr. President, | yield myself 4 min-
utes.

Mr. President, | ask to have printed
in the RECORD a very excellent address
on related matters provided as a key-
note address to the 25th anniversary of
the Campaign for Human Development
by Cardinal Bernardin from Chicago.

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

THE STORY OF THE CAMPAIGN FOR HUMAN DE-
VELOPMENT: THEOLOGICAL-HISTORICAL
RoOTS

(Joseph Cardinal Bernardin)

I am delighted to serve as Honorary Chair-
man of this event and to welcome you to
Chicago for the 25th anniversary celebration
of the Campaign for Human Development. |
thank Bishop Garland and Father Hacala for
the kind invitation to speak at this gather-
ing. This is the first address | have under-
taken since my illness, so it is indeed good
to be here with youl!

It is fitting that we are gathered here be-
cause since the beginning, Chicago has been
important to the Campaign and the Cam-
paign has been important to Chicago. As you
may know, Msgr. George Higgins of this
Archdiocese wrote a Labor Day message in
1969 that pointed the way to the Campaign.

Auxiliary Bishop Michael Dempsey of Chi-
cago was CHD’s first spokesperson.

Msgr. Jack Egan organized the “‘Friends of
CHD” in the mid-1970s and for decades has
been an inspiration to the Campaign’s work.

The great work of community organizing
began in Chicago, and Chicago has many im-
portant networks and training centers.

CHD enjoys a rich tradition of support
here, both in the form of active and enthu-
siastic participation by people in organiza-
tions and projects funded by CHD, and in the
generous donations to the annual CHD col-
lection. Again this past year, despite many
other urgent and worthwhile requests for as-
sistance, Catholics throughout the Arch-
diocese donated nearly three quarters of a
million dollars.

An anniversary is a good time to reflect on
the splendid accomplishments of the past
and to look to the significant challenges of
the future. This evening, | will highlight
CHD’s historical and theological roots and
share some thoughts on its importance for
the future.

In his labor Day message in 1969, Msgr.
George Higgins urged the Catholic Church to
make ‘“‘a generous portion of its limited re-
sources available for the development and
self-determination of the poor and power-
less.”” A the bishops’ meeting that fall, the
late Msgr. Geno Baroni continued to lay the
groundwork for this initiative by urging the
bishops to take up the plight of the poor in
a new, significant way.
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In response, the bishops resolved (a) to
raise $50 million to assist self-help programs
designed and operated by the poor and aimed
at eliminating the causes of poverty; (b) to
educate the more affluent about the root
causes of poverty; and (c) to change atti-
tudes about the plight of the poor. The bish-
ops were inspired by Jesus’ life and mission,
by almost a century of Catholic social teach-
ing, and by Pope Paul VI, who had called for
determined efforts to ‘“‘break the hellish cir-
cle of poverty’” and to ‘“‘eradicate the condi-
tions which impose poverty and trap genera-
tion after generation in an agonizing cycle of
dependency and despair.”

As General Secretary of the National Con-
ference of Catholic Bishops at the time, |
was directly involved in this exciting en-
deavor. While enthusiasm among the bishops
was high, details about how the crusade
would be implemented had yet to be devel-
oped. As | have often noted, the bishops
voted in this collection and left it to me and
staff to work out the details! Despite the
complexities involved in such an enormous
undertaking, | was motivated by my strong
belief that the idea behind what would be-
come known as the Campaign for Human De-
velopment was ‘“‘blessed from the beginning,”
and was eager to get it underway.

Even though we had to create a program,
manage a national collection, and decide
how to distribute millions of dollars in
grants—all in only a few months—we were
determined to make it a success. Thanks to
a dedicated staff, and many others, some of
whom are with us this evening, the Cam-
paign did get off to a good start. Indeed, the
first CHD collection was the most successful
national Catholic collection ever taken up in
the United States, raising $8 million. And we
received a thousand requests for grants!

The Campaign for Human Development has
a threefold mission of empowering the poor,
educating people about poverty and justice
issues, and building solidarity between the
poor and non-poor, it is a remarkable expres-
sion of Catholic social teaching. CHD em-
braces the basic principles of that teaching:
the God-given dignity, rights, and respon-
sibilities of the human person; the call to
community and participation in that com-
munity; the option for, and solidarity with,
the poor.

Chd funds have helped organizations effec-
tively address the larger issues of the com-
munity by promoting changes in detrimental
laws and policies and by opening lines of
communication with government, banking,
business, and industry. According to a recent
study sponsored by the Catholic University
of America, CHD seed monies have generated
billions of dollars’ worth of resources for un-
derprivileged communities. That same study
indicates that CHD-funded projects currently
benefit in some way fully half of the poor in
the United States!

CHD-funded groups have helped to shape
U.S. public policy and improved life for fami-
lies and communities in many ways. They
helped enact legislation to ban redlining, re-
quire mortgage information disclosure, and
require reinvestment in communities. They
helped enact federal standards that virtually
eliminated “‘brown lung’ disease in the tex-
tile industry. They helped pass the Family
and Medical Leave Act and strengthen en-
forcement of child support.

However, more important than what CHD-
funded groups have done is how they have
done it. While some political leaders have
lately begun to talk about ‘“‘empowerment,”
CHD has made empowerment its very reason
for existence. CHD has successfully promoted
self-determination and participation for
countless people.

One of my joys as Archbishop is meeting
individuals who, thanks to CHD, now share
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more fully in decision-making processes that
affect them. For example, just yesterday the
following 1995 CHD grants for the Chicago
area were announced at a press conference:

Chicago ACORN received $45,000 to fund
the Chicago Parents Organizing Project’s ef-
forts to unite parents and young people to
improve schools in low-income communities;

Chicago’s Homeless on the Move for Equal-
ity received $30,000 to expand its operations
to serve better the needs of the homeless in
Chicago;

Illinois Fiesta Educativa of Chicago re-
ceived $40,000 to fund educational programs
and services to Latinos with disabilities; and

Chicago Metropolitan Sponsors, with
which | have been personally involved, re-
ceived $116,000 to address such social issues
as crime, unemployment, and education in
Chicago and surrounding suburbs.

Twenty-five years, nearly $250 million dol-
lars, and 3,000 funded projects later, CHD re-
mains a leader in community organizing and
education about the impact of poverty, the
social structures that perpetuate it, and
ways to overcome it. CHD has consistently
taught all of us about systemic injustice
that limits people’s ability to improve their
lives. It has also changed attitudes among
the poor by fostering self-esteem, self-con-
fidence, and self-reliance, as well as encour-
aging a sense of hope about being able to ad-
dress injustice effectively and create a better
life for the poor. As CHD’s ‘“25th Anniversary
Challenge”” document notes, ““CHD is an un-
usual combination of religious commitment,
street-smart politics, commitment to struc-
tural change, and commitment to the devel-
opment of the poor.”

Pope John Paul Il highlighted CHD’s effec-
tiveness when he was in Chicago in 1979, say-
ing, “The projects assisted by the Campaign
have helped to create a more human and just
order, and they enable many people to
achieve an increased measure of rightful
self-reliance.” In a recent letter to Cardinal
Keeler, the President of our Episcopal Con-
ference (for whose presence this evening | am
very grateful), the Holy Father echoed simi-
lar sentiments of admiration and respect.
And in their 1986 pastoral letter, ‘“Economic
Justice for All,”” the U.S. Catholic bishops
underscored CHD'’s efforts, pointing out that:
“Our experience with CHD confirms our
judgment about the validity of self-help and
empowerment of the poor. The Campaign
* * * provides a model that we think sets a
high standard for similar efforts.”

Despite CHD’s successes, tragically, pov-
erty is more entrenched today than ever be-
fore in our nation’s history. Indeed, reducing
poverty today is even more daunting than a
quarter-century ago because it is often exac-
erbated by other serious, societal problems
that have increased significantly. Out-of-
wedlock births, particularly among teens; in-
adequate housing, health care, education,
and job opportunities; lack of community in-
volvement; and most of all, the collapse of
family structures—all are undermining our
society and making it all the more difficult
for people to escape from the grips of pov-
erty. Moreover, senseless violence, rampant
crime, drug abuse, and gang warfare dra-
matically and tragically diminish the qual-
ity of life in many communities.

As a result, our country is even more di-
vided today between the ‘‘haves’ and ‘‘have-
nots.”” There is an increased concentration of
wealth and political power alongside a grow-
ing feeling of powerlessness among many of
our citizens. Rapidly developing technology,
layoffs, diminishing health benefits and re-
tirement security, and more part-time jobs
offering little or no benefits have left the
middle-class and working-poor very insecure
and growing more resentful toward both gov-
ernment and the non-working poor who de-
pend on society for aid and assistance.
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Building solidarity between the ‘“haves”
and the ‘“have-nots” is vital if we are to
overcome poverty and the many other prob-
lems facing our society. So, even though the
challenge of reducing poverty is greater
today, the fact that one of CHD’s greatest
strengths is its ability to bridge the gaps—
between the poor and the affluent, the pow-
erful and the powerless, workers and man-
agement—will enhance its influence. How-
ever, as you and | know very well, it will re-
quire much more than “‘bridging the gaps.”

Twenty-five years ago, Msgr. Baroni em-
phasized this point when he spoke to the U.S.
bishops about the urgent need to address
poverty, racism, and injustice in our nation.
He pointed out that ‘‘something spiritual is
lacking—the heart, the will, the desire on
the part of affluent America to develop the
goals and commitments necessary to end the
hardships of poverty and racism in our
midst.”

Today, for example, there appears to be a
great desire to address one dimension of pov-
erty, namely, welfare reform. Unfortunately,
the debate about such reform seems to
spring not so much from an authentic con-
cern for the poor as from pragmatic concerns
about the federal budget deficit and tax-
payers’ pocketbooks. Now the federal budget
and taxes are realities that must be dealt
with, but they should not be resolved apart
from a sincere and objective consideration of
the common good of all citizens.

If we are to solve these problems, then, we
must shift the discussion about welfare re-
form from a merely pragmatic or myopic
concern to a more fully humane concern for
all. To address poverty realistically and hu-
manely involves more than appealing to peo-
ple on an intellectual or a political level. It
requires calling people to a real conversion
of heart for the sake of the common good,
which includes the well-being of the poor and
needy. It means nurturing a new spirit in the
Church and in our nation:

a new spirit of compassion, generosity, and
love for ‘‘the least among us’’;

a new spirit that rejects the vicious rhet-
oric and the push for punitive measures that
is so common today and instead encourages
a new, determined approach to addressing
the root causes of poverty;

a new spirit that challenges those who are
not poor to disavow stereotypes of the poor
and shatter myths that enable people to look
down upon the indigent;

a new spirit that encourages an honest and
informed consideration of issues in the light
of human values and a moral commitment;
and, ultimately;

a new spirit that trusts in God’s grace to
transform our hearts and to empower our
communities and Church—from sin and evil
to love and justice.

There is no doubt that welfare reform is an
urgent national priority. No one should sup-
port policies that are wasteful or counter
productive, policies that perpetuate poverty
and dependence. Rather, such reform should
aim to enhance the lives and dignity of poor
children and families and enable them to live
productive lives. Saving money in the imme-
diate future should not be the only criterion
because such short-term savings lay the
groundwork for greater difficulties and costs
in the future. Remember also that welfare
funds amount to only 1% of the national
budget. Reforms that effectively punish the
innocent children of unwed teenage mothers,
wittingly or unwittingly promote abortion,
or burden states to do more with less re-
sources are not the answer.

The success of Campaign for Human Devel-
opment clearly shows that combining per-
sonal responsibility and social responsibility
is a potent catalyst for change, renewal, suc-
cess, and hope for the future. Now is the



S13176

time to demand a halt to the political rhet-
oric and posturing, which are fueled by indi-
vidual interests and those of special interest
groups. Now is the time for creative solu-
tions and bold strategies that invest in
human dignity and potential rather than
scapegoat and punish the poor, further exac-
erbating the already dire situations many
poor people face today. We know that true
reform will not be easy, but we also know
that poor people, with the right kind of as-
sistance and opportunities, can make a bet-
ter life for themselves and can contribute to
the common good.

So, this evening, this weekend, and as we
return home, let us renew our commitment
to economic and social justice for all by con-
tinuing to engage people in their faith life
and by encouraging them to put their faith
into action. It we do, we can and will make
a difference. I am convinced that CHD har-
bors a vast reservoir of untapped potential.

In a speech to students in South Africa,
the late Senator Robert Kennedy, said,
‘““Each time a man stands up for an ideal or
acts to improve the lot of others or strikes
out against injustice, he sends forth a tiny
ripple of hope, and crossing each other from
a million different centers of energy and dar-
ing, those ripples build a current that can
sweep down the mightiest walls of oppression
and resistance.” (Senator Kennedy’s widow,
Ethel, is featured in CHD’s current radio ads,
and his daughter, Kerry, now serves on the
USCC/CHD Committee.)

The Campaign for Human Development
began as a ripple and has become a current
cascading through lives and communities—
bringing new opportunity in its wake. It is a
sign of hope for the poor and for all Ameri-
cans who seek justice. You, my friends, help
to make that hope possible!

My dear sisters and brothers, let us thank
God for the grace of the past quarter of a
century. Let us also open ourselves to the in-
spiration and strength of the Holy Spirit so
that we will be able to: change hearts; face
the challenges and opportunities of the fu-
ture; and nurture a new spirit of compassion
and solidarity with the most vulnerable
members of our society.

May God who has begun a good work
among us bring it to fulfillment.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, let me
quote from a few paragraphs of Car-
dinal Bernardin in his excellent address
on August 25. “Today, for example,
there appears to be a great desire to
address one dimension’’—he talks in
the early part of the speech about the
problems of poverty and welfare and
the importance to eradicate, to break
the hellish circles of poverty is to
eradicate the conditions which impose
poverty and trap generation after gen-
eration in an agonizing circle of de-
pendency and despair. He could be talk-
ing about the whole welfare issue we
are addressing here today.

Today, for example, there appears to be a
great desire to address one dimension of pov-
erty, namely, welfare reform. Unfortunately,
the debate about such reforms seems to
spring not so much from authentic concern
for the poor, as from pragmatic concern
about the Federal budget deficit and tax-
payers’ pocketbooks. Now, the Federal budg-
et and taxes are realities that must be dealt
with, but they should not be resolved apart
from a sincere and objective consideration of
the common good of all citizens.

If we are to solve these problems, then, we
must shift the discussion about welfare re-
form from a merely pragmatic and myopic
concern to a more fully humane concern for
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all. To address poverty realistically and hu-
manely involves more than appealing to peo-
ple on an intellectual or political level. It re-
quires calling people to a real conversion of
heart for the sake of the common good,
which includes the well-being of the poor and
the needy.

He continues:

There is no doubt that welfare reform is an
urgent national priority. No one should sup-
port policies that are wasteful or counter-
productive, policies that perpetuate poverty
and dependence. Rather, such reform should
aim to enhance the lives and dignity of poor
children and families and enable them to live
productive lives. Saving money in the imme-
diate future should not be the only criterion
because such short-term savings lay the
groundwork for greater difficulties and costs
in the future. Remember also that welfare
funds amount to only 1 percent of the na-
tional budget. Reforms that effectively pun-
ish the innocent children of unwed teenage
mothers, wittingly or unwittingly, promote
abortion or burden States to do more with
less resources are not the answer.

He then continues:

The success of Campaign for Human Devel-
opment clearly shows that combining per-
sonal responsibility and social responsibility
is a potent catalyst for change, renewal, suc-
cess, and hope for the future. Now is the
time to demand a halt to the political rhet-
oric and posturing, which are fueled by indi-
vidual interests and those of special interest
groups. Now is the time for creative solu-
tions and bold strategies that invest in
human dignity and potential rather than
scapegoat and punish the poor, further exac-
erbating the already dire situations many
poor people face today. We know that true
reform will not be easy, but we also know
that poor people, with the right kind of as-
sistance and opportunities, can make a bet-
ter life for themselves and can contribute to
the common good.

The excellent address goes on.

Mr. President, | daresay | would like
to believe, although obviously the Car-
dinal was not focusing on this amend-
ment, that is really what this amend-
ment is all about, investing in people;
in the human dignity of, in this in-
stance, needy children. He states it, |
think, in a very eloquent, uplifting and
inspiring way. But it seems to me it is
right on target for this debate.

Mr. President, | will withhold the re-
mainder of our time. We have a number
of speakers who will be coming to the
floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum,
with the time to be evenly divided.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, | ask
the distinguished manager of the
amendment to yield to me 10 minutes.

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield 10 minutes to
the Senator from Louisiana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana is recognized.

Mr. BREAUX. | thank the Senator
for yielding.
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Mr. President and my colleagues, |
take the floor to make comments in
support of the Dodd-Kennedy amend-
ment that is currently pending to the
welfare reform bill. | do so with great
enthusiasm because, like any effort,
unless you have all the parts together
you cannot accomplish the ultimate
goal. In welfare reform there are a
number of significant things that have
to be done in order to pass a true re-
form bill. Congress cannot come on the
floor, obviously, and pass a resolution
that says welfare will be over with by
the year 2000 and do nothing else. Any
legislative effort that attacks this tre-
mendous problem that we are facing as
a Nation has to be composed of a num-
ber of significant measures in order to
bring these measures together to ac-
complish real reform. It is not easy. It
is not going to be cheap. But it is abso-
lutely essential that we do it.

One of the things that we as Demo-
crats, and | think Republicans as well,
agree on is that the welfare system as
we know it today does not work very
well for those who are on it, nor does it
work very well for those who are pay-
ing for it. The system has generated
generation after generation of people
who are dependent on government help
in order to survive. We in this Congress
I think have an obligation to try to
come up with a real reform bill that
breaks that cycle. It is not going to be
easy. | think it has to be bipartisan.
We have to have our Republican col-
leagues join us when we have a good
idea and | am willing to join them
when they have a good idea. We do not
have enough votes by ourselves to pass
a welfare reform bill. We simply do not
have a majority any longer. But |
would suggest that they alone do not
have enough votes to pass a bill that
will be signed into law by this Presi-
dent unless we too are involved in help-
ing to craft a measure that makes
sense.

Some have argued that the Federal
Government and the States have been
trying to solve the welfare problem for
years and it has not brought about any
real solution. Therefore, we are just
going to give the whole mess to the
States and let the States handle it be-
cause they are more inventive and have
better ideas about how to solve the
problem. I would suggest that approach
is simply too simplistic and it is not
going to work.

This problem is big enough for both
the Federal Government and the State
governments working together to try
to help solve this immense problem. |
would suggest that State and local gov-
ernments cannot solve it by them-
selves, and | would also suggest that
the Federal Government cannot solve
it by itself. Therefore, real reform has
to be a coming together of the best
ideas from the States and the Federal
Government working together to pro-
vide money both from the State level
and the Federal level in order to try to
create sufficient funds to bring about
real reform.
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There are those who suggest that, no,
that is not the answer. We are just
going to send all of the problems to the
States and let them solve it. | have
said that type of an approach is sort of
like those of us in Washington putting
all the problems of welfare into a big
box and mailing it off to the States and
say, ‘“Here. It is yours. You solve it.”
That is the block grant approach.
When those State representatives and
State officials open that box they are
going to find a lot of problems. They
are not going to find enough money to
help them solve those problems. There-
fore, it is absolutely essential, in my
opinion, that we forge a joint venture,
a partnership with the States and the
Federal Government, to help bring
about the best ideas and the best solu-
tions to this problem working in part-
nership.

The Federal Government should ab-
solutely have to contribute money
from the tax base that we have access
to to help generate sufficient funds to
solve the problems. But the States also
have to participate.

There are some who would suggest
that the States should have no mainte-
nance of effort at all. The Federal Gov-
ernment will pay the whole bill. But we
will let the States get off without hav-
ing to contribute anything. | think
that is the wrong approach.

Tomorrow, myself and others will be
joining together to offer an amendment
dealing with State maintenance of ef-
fort, to give the States an incentive to
match Federal money to try to create
a program that makes sense. | am ab-
solutely convinced that if State offi-
cials, no matter how good and honest
they are, know all the money in the
program is going to be from Washing-
ton, they are less inclined to make the
right decisions, to spend the money
wisely, if they do not have to put up
any of their own State dollars. There-
fore, 1 think we have to urge them to
participate, to maintain most of the ef-
fort they have made in the past and to
join with us in a partnership arrange-
ment to in fact solve this problem.

Let me talk specifically just for a
moment about the Dodd-Kennedy
amendment. | do not think that there
is a social scientist or a housewife or
an individual in this country, no mat-
ter what their profession, who can look
at the welfare problem in this country
and say that we can solve it without
addressing the problem of child care.
We cannot solve welfare problems in
this country just by passing a law that
says all mothers should go to work and
do nothing about the mothers who
have small children at home, maybe 1
or 2 or 3 years old. We cannot pretend
that if they have to go to work without
something being done to help them
with their child care, that is a real so-
lution to welfare. In fact, that is not
only not a solution, it in fact is a
greater problem than we have right
now. The Republican proposal re-
quires—as does ours—that by the year
2000, 50 percent of the people who are
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now on welfare have to be in work. The
Republican proposal and the Demo-
cratic proposal are the same essen-
tially on that issue. The difference is
how we get people to that point. The
Republican proposal does not provide
any additional financial assistance to
pay for child care. That is the real de-
fect in that approach.

Our legislation, on the other hand,
provides $9.5 billion in new funds over
the next 7 years—which is more than
paid for through spending cuts—to pro-
vide child care so people can go to
work and we can have true reform.

If the Republican proposal is adopted
without the Dodd-Kennedy amend-
ment, we are passing the largest un-
funded mandate on to the States in the
history of this country. We would do
this at a time when the ink is not yet
dry on the unfunded mandate legisla-
tion that so many people took so much
credit for adopting—which recently
this Congress passed and we sent to the
President—saying that we are not
going to pass an unfunded mandate on
to the backs of the States any longer.
But this bill without the Dodd-Ken-
nedy amendment is, in fact, a huge un-
funded mandate because it tells the
States, Louisiana, or Massachusetts, or
Utah, or any State in the Union, that
they have to pay for the child care to
put half of the people on welfare to
work by the year 2000. But they are not
going to be able to reach that goal
without raising an incredible amount
of State taxes in order to pay for the
child care.

I suggest that we ought to provide
child care in partnership, the Federal
Government and the States, and that is
exactly what the Dodd-Kennedy
amendment does.

Over the next 5 years, Health and
Human Services says that about $11
billion would be needed to meet the
child care requirements of the Dole
bill. The Dodd-Kennedy amendment
provides those funds. The Republican
bill does not provide those funds.

I heard some suggest that the States
will have more money because we will
eliminate some of the red tape. How
many times have we heard the argu-
ment that if you eliminate red tape, we
will solve all the problems of Govern-
ment? | have heard it time after time
in the years that | have been in the
Congress, both in this body and the
other body that, well, if you eliminate
red tape, the States would have enough
money to do everything they have to
do. That is a ridiculous notion. It is
not true, and it is not factual.

This reform is going to cost us
money in order to achieve the long-
term results. | should point out that
the long-term result will be financially
beneficial to society. It will be bene-
ficial to individuals. It will make them
more responsible citizens, and it will
teach them that there is no free lunch;
that people have to work in order to be
able to be successful in this country.

But again, it has to be a partnership.
| know that my State of Louisiana can-
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not come up with the necessary funds
to meet that 50-percent-work require-
ment in the year 2000. We are suffering,
as many States are, from the lack of
adequate funding for roads and hos-
pitals and health care needs and all of
the other needs that a State has to ad-
dress.

| suggest that child care is not a high
priority among the people who get paid
to lobby around State legislative bod-
ies. Therefore, unless we require some
type of a financial partnership to help
provide for child care for mothers who
are going to be required to go to work,
those moneys will not be provided at
the State and local level.

The General Accounting Office re-
cently released a research study which
provided evidence of what | am saying
I think in a very commonsense way.
Their study, entitled Child Care Sub-
sidies Increase the Likelihood That
Low-Income Mothers Will Work, finds
that among the factors which encour-
age low-income mothers to work, in
fact, child care affordability is one of
the decisive ones.

I think we should listen to the Gen-
eral Accounting Office, which certainly
is a bipartisan and nonpolitical organi-
zation, and their recommendation that
we simply cannot have real reform in
welfare, that we will not be able to get
mothers who have small children to go
to work, unless there is an answer to
the very difficult child care problem. |
have occasion from time to time in my
State of Louisiana to visit welfare of-
fices, to talk with groups that are try-
ing to reform the welfare system, and
great progress is being made, but in
every one of these institutions, in
every one of the talks | have been able
to engage in, availability of child care
was raised as such an important ingre-
dient in the solution to this particular
problem.

Unless Congress acts in a forceful and
affirmative way to guarantee child
care funding will be available, | sug-
gest that no matter how laudatory the
other provisions of the bill happen to
be, it will truly not be reform. What it
will be is a major unfunded mandate on
the backs of the States.

I do not think we can find a Governor
who is going to say they want to have
to put 50 percent of the people to work
without any help from the Federal
Government. This is an absolutely es-
sential, critical amendment. Without
it, the bill I think will be fundamen-
tally flawed and one that should not be
signed into law.

If we are going to do real reform, we
have to recognize our responsibility in
participating as a Federal Government
along with the States and local govern-
ments to build the necessary funds to
bring about a real reform bill.

I congratulate Senators DobD and
KENNEDY and all others who have
joined with them in helping to craft
this amendment. They have worked
long and hard and tirelessly over the
years to see to it that adequate child
care is part of any reform package that
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we will consider in this Congress. With-
out it, this bill will not be reform. It
will be highly destructive and should
not be signed. With it, it will go a long
way to fundamental bipartisan reform
legislation to which President Clinton
should proudly affix his signature.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, how
much time now remains on this side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thirty-
five minutes.

Mr. KENNEDY'. For the proponents.

And how much for the other side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. And 91
minutes for the opponents.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, | yield
myself 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

PREMIUMS UNDER REPUBLICAN
MEDICARE PLAN

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the
Republican secret plan for deep cuts in
Medicare will finally be unveiled, we
are told, this Thursday. Yet, only 4
days before the announcement, the Re-
publican  disinformation campaign
about what their program will mean
for senior citizens is still in high gear.

Before the 1994 election, the Repub-
licans said they were not planning to
cut Medicare at all, but their budget
resolution provides for an unprece-
dented $270 billion in Medicare cuts.
After the budget resolution was adopt-
ed, the Republicans said the cuts would
not hurt senior citizens. That pledge
was preposterous on its face since cuts
of that magnitude would obviously
have a substantial impact on millions
of elderly Americans.

Now our Republican friends are be-
ginning to reveal the true impact. Yes-
terday, on ‘‘Meet the Press,” the
Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives stated that the Republican plan
would require the part B premium for
Medicare to be set at 31.5 percent of
program costs. He claimed that this
program would cost senior citizens an
additional $7 a month. He also said
that the premium increases under the
Republican plan are not in any way un-
reasonable.

The facts are otherwise. According to
the independent actuaries at the
Health Care Finance Administration, if
the premium is set at 31.5 percent of
cost as the Republicans propose, the
monthly premium will go up to $96 a
month, an increase of $37 a month com-
pared to current law, not $7. On an an-
nual basis, seniors will have to pay an
additional $442 in the year 2002, a pre-
mium of almost $1,200 a year, more
than twice as much as they pay today.
That is from the Health Care Finance
Administration. Those are their esti-
mates.

Over the life of the Republican plan,
each senior citizen will have to pay an
additional $1,750 in Medicare pre-
miums. Each senior couple would pay
$3,500 more. These numbers are approx-
imate because they are based on cur-
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rent projected spending under Medicare
part B. They will undoubtedly change
somewhat when the full Republican
plan is finally laid out to the American
people. Estimates by the Congressional
Budget Office may even be higher.

However, the basic point is clear. We
are not talking about senior citizens
paying a few dollars more for Medicare.
Under the Republican plan, senior citi-
zens will be asked to pay thousands of
dollars more for Medicare in order to
fund a Republican tax cut for wealthy
Americans.

That additional burden is unreason-
able and unfair, and 1 believe the
American people will reject the Repub-
lican plan. | urge the Congress to do so
as well.

Mr. President, these figures that |
am quoting are the result of the Health
Care Finance Administration and their
actuaries from their evaluation of the
Republican plan.

FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY ACT

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, | have
been listening to my colleague from
Massachusetts very carefully, not only
on the child care amendments but also
on capital gains, on the so-called Re-
publican amendment, and how Medi-
care is going to be so seriously hurt if
the Republican approach is taken.

I do not think it is a Republican ap-
proach. It is a pro-American approach.
Right now, | do not know of anybody
who does not agree that Medicare is in
serious financial condition and faces
bankruptcy early in the next century.

As of next year it starts to go broke.
By the year 2002 it will be broke, and 37
million Americans will be the losers. |
do not know why we have to make this
so partisan because | have to say the
Democrats have basically been vir-
tually in control of Congress for all of
the last 40 years, every year that Medi-
care has been in existence. And here we
are today with Medicare’s financial cri-
sis.

Now, rather than complaining about
efforts to try to save it, it seems to me
they ought to pitch in and help us. The
fact is, if we do nothing but throw au-
thorized dollars that are not there, it is
not going to solve the underlining
problem. And under the approach that
the House Members are taking, Medi-
care is going to increase 6.4 percent
each year. Not only increase 6.4 per-
cent, but the average payment under
Medicare is currently $4,800 a year per
senior and that will increase to $6,700
by the year 2002.

Clearly, nobody is cutting Medicare.
The 37 million-plus beneficiaries who
currently are on Medicare will con-
tinue to be taken care of. And, the pro-
gram will be there for the rest of us in
the future. The American people under-
stood this when they, for the first time
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in 40 years, put Republicans in control
of the House of Representatives. The
American people knew that if they
kept business as usual by keeping
Democrats in control—who believe the
answer to everything is the Federal
Government—then we would never
solve Medicare’s financial situation.

And Medicare is soon going to be
broke if it is not fixed. And the Medi-
care trustees’ April 3, 1995, report on
part A, the Medicare Hospital Insur-
ance trust fund, under the most likely
scenario, would be bankrupt in 7 years
by the year 2002. It will begin running
a deficit as early as October 1 of next
year. The average two-income couple
retiring in 1995, according to the Trust-
ees Report—and four of the six Trust-
ees are Clinton appointees—will re-
ceive $117,000 more in Medicare benefits
than they paid into the Trust Fund
during their working lives. Now, | do
not have any problem with that as long
as we have a fiscally responsible ap-
proach to solving the problems. So
Congress will save Medicare, not by
cutting it, but by slowing its rate of
growth. This is based not on rhetoric
but on the Congressional Budget Office
analysis.

The Budget resolution proposes to in-
crease total Medicare spending from
$181 billion in fiscal year 1995 to $276
billion in fiscal year 2002—an increase
of $96 billion or 52 percent overall.

As | said, the Budget resolution pro-
poses to increase the amount spent per
beneficiary from $4,800 in fiscal year
1995 to $6,700 in fiscal year 2002. That is
$1,900 per person on Medicare or a 40
percent increase over that 7-year pe-
riod. Congress will increase spending
over 7 years by $355 billion more than if
it were held at its current level. That
amount of increase is equal to twice
the total amount that will be spent on
Medicare this year.

Who is kidding whom? It is nice to
get up and harangue about the fact
that we have to restrain the growth of
Medicare. It is not a cut; it is a reduc-
tion in growth. We cannot just assume
that Medicare is going to continue to
run off the charts at 10.4 percent every
year. That is totally unrealistic. It
would bankrupt Medicare and jeopard-
ize the program for future generations.

That is why we experienced a change
in congressional leadership in the last
election. The American people, in de-
spair, realized that the only way they
will get this problem under control is
to get more moderate to conservative
leadership in the Congress. That is
what they did in voting for Repub-
licans the last time.

Spending, as | said, is going to in-
crease by 6.4 percent each year for the
next 7 years if the Republican budget
resolution proposal is adopted. The
slowed spending rate is designed to
save Medicare—not to balance the
budget or pay for tax cuts. If the budg-
et were balanced today, Medicare
would still be broke tomorrow. Medi-
care’s trustees, three of whom are
members of the Clinton Cabinet, have
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made this clear, but the President re-
fuses to admit it. And so apparently do
others here in the Senate.

Medicare reform is not related to
Congress’ promise of tax relief for
America’s middle class. Clinton’s
charge to the contrary is hypocritical.
His own budget combines slow growth
in Medicare spending with $110 billion
in tax cuts. So who is kidding whom?
Let us quit playing politics. Let us do
what is right for Medicare and the
American people. We have got to re-
strain the growth of this program and
we have got to do it now. And that
means, in part, some people are going
to be means tested, and some of us are
going to have to pay slightly more
Part B premiums.

I think President Clinton and those
who support him and who are playing
politics with this are playing politics
with our senior citizens’ health. Rather
than focus on Medicare’s problems, you
do not hear any solutions from these
people who have controlled Congress
for 40 years and who will control the
White House for at least another 1Y%
years. You do not hear any solutions
from them. Rather than focus on Medi-
care’s problems, its impending bank-
ruptcy, President Clinton seems to
want to have us focus on politics and
exaggerate spending differences be-
tween his and the Republican’s plan.

When | hear that the Republicans
want to hurt Medicare so they can fund
their tax cuts for the wealthy, who is
kidding whom? If you look at the Re-
publican tax cuts, they primarily bene-
fit the middle class. So let us not kid
each other. And let us quit playing pol-
itics and start facing the facts and
work together to solve this problem
while, at the same time, developing
prudent tax policy that encourages
growth, economic development, and
jobs enhancement rather than encour-
aging the growth of Federal spending.

A comparison of CBO’s estimate of
Congress’ plan and the President’s own
estimation by the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget of his plan shows the
spending differences to be minuscule.
Medicare spending will increase under
both the President’s and Congress’
plan, assuming Congress will pass it.

Let us call it the Republican plan, if
you want, because right now that is
fair. However, there are going to be
Democrats who support it who are as
concerned about the future of Medicare
as are Republicans who now know that
reform is inevitable. It is apparent that
Medicare spending cannot continue at
current levels if the program is to sur-
vive for future generations of Ameri-
cans.

And what is this rhetoric that cut-
ting taxes is to take care of the
wealthy? Proposed tax cuts are based
on responsible reasons just as the Re-
publican Medicare reform proposals are
based.

And, in fact, President Clinton’s cur-
rent budget is closer to Congress’ than
it is to the first one he proposed just 4
months earlier. The Clinton budget
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would spend 7.4 percent more every
year for the next 7 years. Congress
would spend 6.4 percent.

(Mr. DEWINE assumed the chair.)

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, also, ac-
cording to the Senate Budget Commit-
tee, Federal benefits spending is going
to grow by 6.4 percent. The difference
between Congress’ plan and the Presi-
dent’s—1 percent—is well less than the
difference between projected spending
under current law—CBO says 9.98 per-
cent—and the President’s plan, a 1-per-
cent difference. Yet, we hear this rhet-
oric that the Republicans are going to
ruin Medicare and that they are going
to take money away from the poor and
give it to the rich. That is simply not
true, and it is time for those who make
those allegations to become more re-
sponsible and to stop misleading the
American people.

True, the Republicans restrain the
growth slightly more than the Presi-
dent’s proposal, and | think there is a
case, a very important case, to be made
that is an appropriate thing to do.

The reform differences are crucial,
however. Under Congress’ budget, the
problem is identified. Medicaid will be
saved, and the budget will be balanced.
That is the difference. The problem is
identified, Medicare will be saved, and
the budget will be balanced under the
Republican approach. | should say, the
Republican—with moderate/conserv-
ative Democrats—approach to solving
the problem. Reform will mean Medi-
care is not only secure for the future
but strengthened with more choices,
less waste, and less abuse.

So | felt | had to make a few com-
ments about this issue because of some
of the comments made by several of my
dear colleagues.

I would like to thank the distin-
guished Senator from Connecticut and
the distinguished Senator from Massa-
chusetts, both of whom are close and
dear friends of mine, for their kind
words about my involvement in the en-
actment of the child care development
block grant. | do, indeed, consider this
landmark legislation. I was proud to
have played a role in its passage, and |
have to say that working with my
friends, the Senators from Connecticut
and Massachusetts, as well as Senator
MikuLskl from Maryland, to accom-
plish this legislation was certainly one
of the highlights of my last term in the
Senate.

I agree with the thrust of the Sen-
ator’s amendment in this case. | agree
that we need more money for sub-
sidized child care. | do not think any-
body can disagree with that. The fig-
ures just show we need more money,
not only to enable those on welfare to
get off, but also to enable those who
are working but have low income to
stay off welfare.

I personally believe that child care is
one of the key components to the re-
duction of welfare rolls in virtually
every State. These points are well
made, they are well taken, and | do not
know many Senators in the Senate
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who would disagree with them. | have
to say that if the distinguished Sen-
ators were suggesting the mere addi-
tion of funds to the CCDBG, the child
care development block grant, or to
the child care carve-out that | am sug-
gesting in title I, | think it would be a
pretty tempting proposition. But |
have several reservations about this
approach. I am going to keep an open
mind as we debate it, but | still have
several reservations.

First, it is a separate program, a new
separate program established com-
pletely apart from title I. | believe we
need to delineate funds for child care
under the welfare program, and the
reason we do is because if you just
block grant them to the Governors,
children do not vote and it becomes too
easy to use those funds for other chil-
dren’s programs. That is a pretty wide
array of programs, some of which may
or may not benefit children and may or
may not benefit them very much, if at
all.

So | think we do need to delineate
funds, but | do not believe the two ef-
forts should be so completely separated
that they cannot be effectively coordi-
nated. | believe this is particularly im-
portant if we want to reduce the strain
on the CCDBG, the child care develop-
ment block grant, to provide child care
for a welfare population at the expense
of services for the working poor.

Second, one of the primary purposes
of this block-grant approach is to sim-
plify things for States. We want to
spend less on bureaucracy at all levels
and more on services at all levels. So |
see no reason for a separate State ap-
plication and a different format, which
is what this amendment does. It just
adds more bureaucracy, more Federal
control, less money, less services, even
though they are adding 6 billion new
dollars.

Third, while | certainly appreciate
what | take to be an effort of flexibil-
ity, | think subsection (e) is a little too
flexible. Here | believe it is appropriate
to specify that the use of funds are ex-
clusively for child care services, not for
a whole host of other child-care-related
functions performed by States and lo-
calities.

Along this line, | would like to see
some indication that parents will have
a full array of child care options. My
amendment, which we will take up
later, states that ‘“‘eligible providers”
are centers, family-based or church-
based.

Then, finally, there is the dreaded
“M” word, and that is ‘““money.” As |
stated earlier, | agree that an excellent
case could be made for child care fund-
ing. In fact, | will be using similar ar-
guments about the need for child care
during my presentation on my amend-
ment to split child care funding out
from title | funding. | hope | can de-
liver my statement with as much pas-
sion as the Senator from Connecticut
and the Senator from Massachusetts
have done, because | wholeheartedly
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believe that we must enable parents to
access safe, affordable child care.

The problem that | have with a quar-
ter-billion-dollar add-on in the first
year and a ballooning of that add-on to
more than $3.7 billion in the year 2000
is that unless the Appropriations Com-
mittee has been holding out on us and
has a money tree somewhere that can
grow an additional $6 billion between
now and the year 2000, | just do not
think that it is very wise or even fair
to authorize this money and pretend
that it is going to materialize. Sitting
on the Finance Committee, I have to
tell you, the Finance Committee al-
ready has to come up with almost $600
billion in savings over the next 5 years.

I think an authorization should be
realistic. It creates an expectation
among the States, local governments,
and potential recipients of this child
care assistance, and we should not be
promising that which we cannot de-
liver, and we cannot deliver at this
time an additional $6 billion on top of
the moneys that we have. | wish we
could. If we could, | would certainly be
in favor of doing it.

For those who work on these very
crucial money committees, like the Fi-
nance Committee, | have to tell you,
there are a lot of programs that are
going to have to pay their fair share. |
wish they could all be funded to the
fullest degree. It is a lot more fun to
spend money than it is to conserve, but
there comes a time in everybody’s life
when they have to conserve, where
they have to live within their means,
where they have to try and balance
budgets, and this is that time. We can-
not continue on the way we are going.

It is not enough to believe child care
is the right thing to do; we have to
make it happen as well. I do have these
problems, among others, with my
friend’s amendment today. It is a mat-
ter of great concern to me, because as
everybody knows, | take a very strong
and vital interest in child care and
have from the beginning and would like
to think | played a significant role in
passing the Child Care Development
Block Grant Act, which | think was
long overdue.

| suggest to my colleagues who agree
with both the Senator from Connecti-
cut and me that child care is an essen-
tial component of this bill that they
will have an opportunity later on in
this debate to support a carve-out for
child care within the title | block
grant.

I have offered my amendment, and |
will be bringing it up during the de-
bate. 1 do believe that Senators will
find that the Hatch child care amend-
ment is more workable and more viable
as an alternative in the overall context
of this welfare reform bill.

That is not to disparage the efforts of
my friends, because like | say, if the
moneys were there, if we had a reason-
able chance of getting those moneys, if
we really go could go out and find them
somewhere, certainly | would be very
much in favor of trying to do that. But
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I am not in favor of creating an addi-
tional program to be run by HHS. The
purpose of this is to block grant the
funds to the States and let the States
use less bureaucracy and get the mon-
eys to the people who really need
them—they claim they can do it bet-
ter, and | have no doubt about that—
than if we launder it through the HHS,
this humongous bureaucracy bank that
eats it up as fast as we launder it
through.

I should say there are some dif-
ferences between our amendments, and
maybe | will speak on that later. | can-
not find fault with anybody who feels
deeply about this, arguing for this
amendment. | know my friends from
Massachusetts and Connecticut feel
very deeply, as do I, about the whole
issue of child care. We fought together
on this floor for it, and we fought a
very difficult battle, which was very
costly to some of us. | would do it over
again. But | also think we have to look
at reality, too. | just plain do not want
to start another separate child care
program when we have one that is
working very well right now, that we
fought for and gave a lot for and have
seen work well once it was enacted.

Mr. President, | feel so deeply about
child care issues. | feel deeply about
the single heads of household—pri-
marily women, who do not know where
to turn, who really cannot work be-
cause they worry about their children.
I worry about latchkey children, who
do not have anybody to supervise them
at home. | worry about 6- and 7-year-
olds watching over babies. These are
all important points.

I think we should carve out and
make it clear that we are going to pro-
tect these people who do not have votes
right now, because over the years, as
we have been concerned about our sen-
iors—and rightly so—the bulk of the
money is going to seniors because they
vote, and the people who are being left
out are children because they cannot
vote. That is why | think we should
have a carve-out so they have to use
this money for child care and for the
purposes of child care. But | do not
think we should be sending messages
that we have $6 billion when we do not.
There is no real reason why we are
going to have it.

Having said that, Mr. President, |
suggest the absence of a quorum—I
withhold that.

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts is recognized.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, | yield
myself 5 minutes. | know there are oth-
ers of our colleagues who want to
speak on this issue. | want to respond
very briefly to some comments that
my friend and colleague from Utah
made with regard to the Medicare
issue.

Of course, as the Senator from Utah
knows, it is not part B of Medicare
that is in trouble now, it is part A.
That is the part of the Medicare sys-
tem that needs focus and attention.
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The increase in the premiums that the
Speaker has talked about and that is
part of the Republican program is in
the part B program. That is important
to understand right at the outset.

We saw earlier in the year where the
Republicans in the House of Represent-
atives took $87 billion over ten years
out of the Medicare part A trust fund
in order to support their tax fund pro-
gram. And still they continue to advo-
cate for $245 billion in tax relief, while
they are cutting Medicare $270 billion.
So while Medicare part A is the part
that is in difficulty, it is part B that
we are going to have the increases in.
But part B is not subject to bank-
ruptcy, from a statutory point of view.
That is iImportant to understand.
Again, it is part B where we are going
to see the dramatic increases. Under
the Republican plan, individuals will
have to pay an additional $442 in the
year 2002—a premium of almost $1,200 a
year. These increases will cost individ-
uals about $1,750 more in Medicare pre-
miums over the life of the program,
which means each senior couple will
pay $3,500 more.

I just say, in response to my friend
and colleague, that it does very little
good, at least to the seniors in my
State, to say, well, we are increasing
the amounts which we are expending
for you in terms of Medicare, but we
are not increasing them to the extent
to cover your health care needs, as we
have in the past. And you are going to
have to pay some $3,500 more. Maybe
the seniors in Utah have a different re-
action than the seniors in Massachu-
setts. People have paid into the Medi-
care system; they are working families.
Two-thirds of them are making less
than $17,000 a year, and $3,500 is a great
deal of money for any family, any mid-
dle-income family and any retirees.
And to say to the seniors, well, we are
raising the expenditures on Medicare,
but not the amount to cover the same
range of health care services to the ex-
tent of $3,500 to the seniors in my
State. They say that is a cut.

Here is the final point | will make
with regard to the Medicare. First of
all, we find that the statement the
Speaker made with regard to a $7 a
month increase in the part B premium
is absolutely wrong. According to the
Health Care Financing Administration,
the monthly premium will go up to $96
a month in the year 2002, an increase of
$37 a month, not $7 a month.

So it is important that seniors under-
stand, as this debate takes place, what
the facts are. There is going to be up to
$37 a month increase, not $7 a month
increase, in the year 2002 alone. And in-
dividuals will pay $1,750 more over the
next 7 years of the program and cou-
ples will pay $3,500 more. So the argu-
ment that we will be raising the reim-
bursement falls flat to the seniors of
my State that will be paying that
much more—$3,500 more—over the next
7 years.

Finally, it is important in health
care to understand what has been going
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on in Medicare over the last 10 years.
The fact is that Medicare, per patient,
has not increased as much as in the
private sector. We understand that.
The increases in Medicare for treat-
ment has not increased as much as the
cost for the treatment of those that are
not in Medicare. The increase in the
costs, therefore, are a result of the
Congress not acting to hold costs down.
And to say to our senior citizens that
it is just too bad that you are paying
more out of your pocket because we in
Congress refuse to come to grips with
the escalation of health care costs, |
find to be an unsatisfactory way to ap-
proach this situation.

Mr. President, | daresay we will have
more of a chance to deal with and dis-
cuss the Medicare issue. | think it is
obviously an overarching, overriding
issue, because it involves the social
compact which is a part of Social Secu-
rity. Social Security and Medicare are
part of one single contract. We heard a
great deal around here about how we
are not going to cut Social Security,
but somehow that promise did not, for
some reason, extend to Medicare. And
now we have seen at the beginning of
that debate, which will continue over
the period of these next few weeks, se-
rious misrepresentations in terms of
the costs for our seniors. That is a dis-
service to the debate and discussion
which needs to take place.

So, Mr. President, finally, let me just
say this regarding the Senator’s com-
ments on the child care proposal. As
the Senator from Connecticut and |
have stated during the course of this
debate, the provisions in the child care
and the discretionary program would
not be law today if the Senator from
Utah had not supported those provi-
sions.

That was at a time when we had real
renewed attention and focus on the is-
sues of children. It was at a time we
were debating the Family and Medical
Leave Program on which my friend and
colleague, the Senator from Connecti-
cut, Senator DobpD, was a leader up
here, as well as on the child care pro-
gram where, again, he, Senator HATCH,
Senator KAsSsSeBauM, and others were
the real leaders.

When he speaks and expresses his
commitment and concern, all who have
been a part of this whole process re-
spect that.

The only point | make is that we are,
in characterizing this amendment, as
the Senator provides $1 billion for ear-
marking for the child care program in
a way that it will work its way through
the block grants to the States and
through the State organization, we
have accepted that same approach in
terms of the Dodd-Kennedy increase in
funding.

We are following identically the
same kind of process. The difference is
we will meet the responsibilities to the
increased demand for child care, we
think. We all respect the approach of
the Senator from Utah that falls far
short.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

Mr. President, | see my friend here
from Minnesota. | expect the Senator
wants some time.

How much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 21 minutes and 22 seconds.

Mr. KENNEDY. | yield 6 minutes to
the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. | thank the Chair.
| say to my colleague from Massachu-
setts that | will not use any of this
time to talk about health care, but | do
want to associate myself with his re-
marks. | think we really will have a
nationally and historically significant
debate about Medicare and health care
policy soon which will be extremely
important for this Nation.

I hope people throughout the country
are very engaged in this debate.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent that | be included as an original
cosponsor of the Kennedy-Dodd bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
this amendment would provide a direct
spending grant to States of $11 billion
over the next 5 years, which is pre-
cisely the amount that HHS estimates
the child care would cost under the
Dole bill.

| say to my colleague from Utah and
I say to the rest of my colleagues, as
well, that you cannot have real health
care reform, as opposed to what | de-
scribe as reverse reform, which is what
we have right now with the Dole bill,
unless you have a commitment to fam-
ily child care. This amendment really
invests the necessary resources.

Mr. President, there have been any
number of different studies in Min-
nesota, and | cite one study by the
Greater Minneapolis Day Care Associa-
tion in 1995. | am not even going to go
through all the statistics because
sometimes | think our discussion on
the floor of the Senate becomes too cut
and dried when we just focus on statis-
tics.

The long and the short of the study is
that there are many families, single-
parent and two-parent families, that
really are doing everything they can to
get on their own two feet and be able
to work. The problem is affordable
child care.

In cases of a single-parent family—
and when we talk about welfare fami-
lies, we are talking in the main about
a family with a woman as a single par-
ent. | wish men would accept more re-
sponsibility. 1 know the Chair agrees
with me 100 percent on that. In the
case of a single-parent family welfare
mom, quite often the pattern over a pe-
riod of time is that a mother will move
from welfare to workfare. But then
what happens is the cost of child care
is so prohibitively high or it is just so
difficult to find the child care in the
first place, or the child becomes sick
for a week and the mother loses her
job, you name it, that she has to then
go back to welfare.

I am all for the welfare reform. Guess
what? It is not just Senators that are
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for the welfare reform. The citizens
that are most for real reform as op-
posed to something which is punitive
and degrading are the welfare mothers
themselves, the ones who all too many
Senators have been bashing for the last
week and a half.

Mr. President, this amendment is ex-
tremely important. If we want to have
the reform, we have to invest the re-
sources into affordable child care.

Mr. President, | noticed there is a
provision now in the Dole bill which |
think is interesting and | think it is
relatively important, which essentially
says, as | understand it, that if, in fact,
the State does not allocate the money
or does not have the resources for the
affordable child care for the mother,
then the mother would not be sanc-
tioned by not taking a job and going
into the work force.

That makes a lot of sense because
these mothers, like all parents, are
worried about their children.

By the way, Mr. President, if we have
silly cutoffs like 1 year, it does not
make any sense. | am a father of three
children, a grandfather of two, going to
be a grandfather of three in the next
month or so, and | can tell you that a
child at 1 year and 1 week is not ex-
actly ready to clean the kitchen, do
the housework, stay at home alone, et
cetera.

The question is, what happens to
these small children? The last thing in
the world we want to do is punish chil-
dren.

This commitment of some resources
to child care goes some way toward
making this real welfare reform as op-
posed to reformatory; that is to say,
something which is punitive and puts
children in jeopardy.

The second point | want to make, Mr.
President, with this provision that is
now in the Dole bill, is that as | see it,
if this provision is taken seriously,
what will happen is a lot of this is just
going to be at a standstill because as a
matter of fact without the commit-
ment of resources for child care, and
we did not have that commitment of
resources in the Dole bill—this amend-
ment attempts to invest those re-
sources—a lot of mothers will be in a
position back in our States of saying
with the long waiting lists already for
affordable child care, without the re-
sources to be able to afford it, these are
low-income women, they will be able to
say we cannot go to work because we
do not know what will happen to our
children, there is no affordable child
care for our children, in which case ac-
cording to the provision in the bill
they would not have to go into the
work force.

There is some good news to that, be-
cause | do not think we should coerce
a mother into going into the work
force. Taking care of children at home
is very important work, whether it is a
mother or a father. Without the child
care, she cannot do it.
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On the other hand, then, the whole
promise of this reform of enabling wel-
fare mothers, sometimes welfare fa-
thers, to be able to work becomes a
promise that is never fulfilled. This
amendment goes a long way toward en-
abling us to fulfill that promise.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

Mr. KENNEDY. | yield 1 minute.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, in
a minute, | cannot even do justice to
the point | will try to make.

What has cropped up in this debate |
think is a very interesting argument,
which is all too often some of my col-
leagues will say, well, look, if you have
a family with an income of $35,000,
maybe two parents, they are paying for
child care, why should we talk about
investment of resources for affordable
child care for welfare mothers?

I do not know why we are paying off
middle-income and moderate-income
citizens versus low-income women. We
should focus on what is good for the
children.

The fact of the matter is our country
has not made a commitment to afford-
able child care. It is a shame. This is a
perfect example of where we could allo-
cate some of the resources at the Fed-
eral level and decentralize it and let all
the good things happen at the commu-
nity level, at the neighborhood level
—be it for low income, moderate in-
come, middle income—with some sort
of sliding fee scale.

That is really the direction we ought
to go, not in the direction of not in-
vesting resources in child care and
therefore putting mothers in a difficult
position, and most important of all,
punishing children.

This is a very important amendment
which really kind of is a litmus test as
to whether we are serious about reform
as opposed to reformatory.

| yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, if | might,
let me inquire how much time re-
mains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut has 14 minutes
and 18 seconds.

Mr. DODD. On the side of the Senator
from Connecticut.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah has 67 minutes and 22
seconds.

Mr. DODD. I would just inquire of my
colleague from Utah if | might take 5
of his minutes? | am fearful he may not
be on the floor, someone else may come
over, and we will have run out of all of
our time.

Mr. HATCH. | will be glad to yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Connecti-
cut.

Should | say a few words first? Or |
will be happy to wait.

Mr. DODD. No, go ahead.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.
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THE CAPITAL GAINS DEBATE

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, it is not
quite on this subject, but since my
friend from Massachusetts raised the
issue | thought | would just spend a few
minutes on it because it is something
that is near and dear to my heart and
| think near and dear to, really, those
of a pretty good majority of this body.

One of the worst perceptions about
the capital gains debate is that only
the rich are going to benefit from a
capital gains rate reduction. My friend
from Massachusetts implied that and
implied that those of us who are for a
capital gains rate reduction are basi-
cally taking care of our good old rich
friends. | do not have many rich
friends. | have to say that | was born in
poverty, came up the hard way. | am
one of the few in this body who learned
a trade, went through a formal appren-
ticeship program, became a journey-
man and worked in the building con-
struction trade unions for 10 years,
putting myself through high school. |
had to work to get through high
school, college and law school. So | do
not think it is a matter of rich friends
at all.

The fact of the matter is, nothing
could be further from the truth with
regard to capital gains. In fact, Ameri-
cans at all economic levels will benefit
from increased growth. President John
F. Kennedy once said, basically while
he was enacting a capital gains rate re-
duction which proved to be very effica-
cious for our country, ‘“‘a rising tide of
investment lifts all boats.” President
Kennedy supported a capital gains cut
because thousands of middle-class
Americans would benefit from it.

In 1992, 56 percent of Federal income
tax returns claiming capital gains—56
percent of those returns claiming cap-
ital gains—were from taxpayers with
incomes of $50,000 or less, and 83 per-
cent came from taxpayers with in-
comes of less than $100,000. Almost all
of them came from people who earned
less than $100,000. But, again, keep in
mind, 56 percent came from those who
earned less than $50,000. Only the rich?

The preferential capital gains tax
benefits every American who believes
in the American dream, who is willing
to take a risk for a long-term reward.
Millions of American families that own
farms or small businesses will benefit
from the capital gains tax. Yes, in 1
year of their productive lives, a hus-
band and wife may have a high income,
in the year they sell their family farm
or small business. But that is one rea-
son these statistics can be so mislead-
ing. The capital gains differential is
just as much about Main Street as it is
Wall Street. This amendment rewards
risk taking and sacrifice, and that is
the right thing to do.

The opponents of the capital gains
tax rate cut argue that it benefits
mostly the wealthiest income groups.
This assertion is based on deceptive
statistics. The income figures used in
these statistics include the taxpayer’s
entire income, which includes the cap-
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ital gain. This makes the capital gains
tax cut appear to be a tax cut for the
rich.

A far more accurate picture results
when only recurring or ordinary in-
come is considered. Let me give an ex-
ample. An elderly couple living in
Cache County, UT, has been farming on
land they owned for 40 years. The land
was purchased for $50,000 in 1950. They
decided to retire to St. George, UT, and
thus, they sell their farm for $250,000
after farming it for 40 years, having
paid $50,000 for it.

This couple has never reported more
than $35,000 of gross income on their
tax returns in their life, never more
than $35,000 in any given year. But in
the year of the sale of their farm, they
report more than $200,000 of gross in-
come. Are these people among the very
wealthiest income earners of our Na-
tion? Of course not.

The Department of the Treasury sta-
tistics show that this example is not
just the exception, it is the rule. If cap-
ital gains are excluded from income,
only about 5 percent of tax returns
containing long-term capital gains
have incomes of over $200,000. Only 5
percent.

A Treasury study covering 1985 shows
that taxpayers with wage and salary
income of less than $50,000 realized
nearly one-half of all capital gains in
1985. In addition, three-quarters of all
returns with capital gains were re-
ported by taxpayers with wage and sal-
ary income of less than $50,000 in that
year. So let us not kid anybody. Of
course, those who are wealthy will ben-
efit, but they generally put their mon-
eys back into investments or into busi-
nesses, into creation of jobs and eco-
nomic opportunity for others. So we
should not begrudge the fact that they
benefit as well.

But a huge, huge number of middle-
class people benefit from capital gains
rate reductions not just because they
themselves have capital gains to pay
taxes on, but because they benefit from
the stimulation of the economy that
occurs when money is rolled over and
utilized in creating new jobs and new
job opportunities.

A Joint Tax Committee analysis of
the years 1979 to 1983 found that 44 per-
cent of taxpayers reporting gains real-
ized a gain in only 1 out of 5 years. This
is the occasional investor, the home or
business owner, who is realizing these
gains. When we move beyond the class
warfare rhetoric, we find that capital
gains tax cuts help working Americans.

High capital gains taxes especially
hurt elderly taxpayers. Capital gains
for seniors average four to five times
the size for capital gains for younger
taxpayers. In fact, in any year more
than 40 percent of taxpayers over the
age of 60 pay capital gains taxes.

So, the fact of the matter is, it is de-
ceptive to argue that capital gains ben-
efit only the wealthy. They benefit ev-
erybody.

I believe if we cut capital gains, we
will unleash some of the $8 trillion in
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this economy that is locked up in cap-
ital assets that people will not sell be-
cause they do not want to pay 28 to 39
percent in a capital gains tax. Once we
unleash that—if we could just unleash
10 percent of that money, can you
imagine what a stimulation and stimu-
lus that would be to our economy?

Taxpayers are very sensitive to cap-
ital gains reductions. This is especially
true for the most affluent Americans.
As a result, Americans will realize
many gains as soon as the rate
changes. This will raise tax revenue,
probably by an amount far above joint
tax estimates.

Joint tax estimates are among the
most conservative estimates you can
have. | will not go into the details on
this, but we can say in the last 30
years, every time capital gains rates
have gone up, revenues to the Federal
Government have gone down from sell-
ing capital assets. Every time capital
gains rates have been dropped, or low-
ered, revenues to the Government have
gone up. It just makes sense, especially
when you realize there is $8 trillion
locked up in capital assets that they
will not sell, they will not trade, they
will not move because of the high rate
of taxation that we have today.

Let us lower that capital gains rate
and benefit all Americans, but espe-
cially—especially—the middle class
and those earning under $50,000 a year
who will benefit greatly from it, and
get some sense into this system so we
push the better aspects of our system.
Let us get rid of some of this demean-
ing rhetoric that literally cuts into
the—really cuts against what are the
real facts with regard to capital gains
and capital gains rate reductions.

I am very strongly for a capital gains
rate reduction because | think it will
benefit virtually everybody in our soci-
ety, the poor as well, because there will
be more jobs and more economic oppor-
tunity than before the rates are cut.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

THE FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY
ACT

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will
the Senator be good enough to yield 5
minutes?

Mr. HATCH. | will be happy to yield
5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts is recognized.

Mr. KENNEDY. | thank the Senator.

Mr. President, | just want to put in
the RECORD some of the comments
from some of the leading church and
legislative and active groups that have
been focusing on the welfare debate. |
will include all of the statements in
the RECORD. But | would like to refer
at this time to individual sentences
and comments that summarize their
position.

One was from the National Council of
the Churches of Christ in the USA. It
said:
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The religious community is a major pro-
vider of center-based child care. Throughout
the nation, millions of children are cared for
every day in church-housed child care. Our
churches have long waiting lists of parents
seeking quality care for their children. We
are not able to accommodate the demand be-
cause the resources to expand the supply are
so scarce. We know this problem first hand,
because the desperate parents are in our con-
gregations, as are the overworked providers
of child care services. Their facilities are in
our buildings, and our congregations are en-
riched by the lively presence of their chil-
dren.

We believe that it is not responsible public
policy to require parents to work without
providing adequately for their children’s
safety and nurture while the parents are at
their jobs. If the government is going to in-
sist that mothers of young children leave
them to go into the workplace, then the gov-
ernment must make it possible for the par-
ents to do so in the confidence that their
children are in a safe, wholesome environ-
ment. To do otherwise puts our children at
risk and almost guarantees that parents,
preoccupied with concern for the well-being
of their youngsters, will not perform to the
best of their ability.

That is an excellent statement of the
National Council of the Churches of
Christ.

The National
Legislatures:

NCSL has been concerned about the lack of
coordination of existing child care funding
streams. We are interested in working with
you to consolidate these funds. Child care is
an essential component to support welfare
recipients moving from welfare to work and
is critical for low-income working families.
Our experience suggests that a renewed com-
mitment to work by welfare recipients will
require additional child care funds above
current levels.

That is the National Conference of
State Legislatures; that is, Repub-
licans and Democrats.

The American Public Welfare Asso-
ciation:

Current proposals in the Senate do not cre-
ate a separate state block grant for all child
care programs. APWA supports a separate
child care block grant, in the form of an en-
titlement to states, not as a discretionary
spending program subject to annual funding
reductions. States will not be able to move
clients from welfare to work without ade-
quate and flexible funding to provide essen-
tial child care services.

Catholic Charities:

We are very concerned that the new work
requirements and time limits for AFDC par-
ticipation will leave children without ade-
quate adult supervision while their parents
are working or looking for work. The key to
successful work programs is safe, affordable,
quality day care for the children. The bill be-
fore the Senate does not guarantee or in-
crease funding for day care to meet the in-
creased need associated with the work re-
quirements and time limits. Please, support
amendments by Senators Hatch and Kennedy
to guarantee adequate funding to keep chil-
dren safe while their mothers try to earn
enough to support them.

The Governor of Ohio:

I would like to see the child care and fam-
ily nutrition block grants converted into
capped state entitlements. In the House bill,
funding for these block grants is discre-
tionary. Key child care programs currently
are individual entitlements. The need for
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child care only will grow as welfare recipi-
ents move into the workforce.

The National Parent Teacher Asso-
ciation:

The potential for success of welfare reform
depends on former recipients becoming em-
ployed an being able to meet basic needs for
shelter, food, health care and child care.
Subsidized child care for low income working
parents is crucial.

Every single organization that has
responsibility and which has studied
this is and which are out on the front
lines on the issue of welfare reform has
understood the importance of providing
child care, and the Dodd-Kennedy
amendment provides it.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent that these documents be printed
in the RECORD.

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

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF THE CHURCHES OF
CHRIST IN THE USA—STATEMENT ON THE IM-
PORTANCE OF CHILD CARE IN WELFARE RE-
FORM

(By Mary Anderson Cooper, Associate
Director, Washington Office, August 9, 1995)

As the Senate works to overhaul the na-
tion’s welfare system, we urge Senators to
make the well-being of those who are im-
pacted by that system their primary con-
cern. As people of faith and religious com-
mitment, we are called to stand with and
seek justice for people who are poor. This is
central to our religious traditions, sacred
texts, and teachings. We are convinced,
therefore, that welfare reform must not
focus on eliminating programs but on elimi-
nating poverty and the damage it inflicts on
children (who are %s of all welfare recipi-
ents), on their parents, and on the rest of so-
ciety.

Further, we support the goal of helping
families to leave welfare through employ-
ment, because we believe that those who are
able to work have a right and a responsibil-
ity to do so. However, we also recognize that
just finding a job will not necessarily mean
either that a family should leave welfare or
that its poverty will end. Since full-time
jobs at minimum wage yield a family income
that is below the poverty line, and since such
jobs often do not provide health care bene-
fits, employed people trying to leave welfare
may still need some government subsidy in
order to become self-supporting.

Key among the kinds of help such people
need is child care. The Children’s Defense
Fund tells us that one in four mothers in
their twenties who were out of the labor
force in 1986 said they were not working be-
cause of child care problems (high cost, lack
of availability, poor quality or location, lack
of transportation, etc.). Among poor women,
34% said they were not working because of
child care problems.

The Government Accounting Office tells us
that increasing the supply of child care
would raise the work participation rates of
poor women from 29 to 44 percent. For near-
poor women, the rates would rise from 43 to
57 percent. Thus, increasing the supply of
safe, quality, affordable child care would
help some women escape poverty while help-
ing others avoid falling into it in the first
place.

The religious community is a major pro-
vider of center-based child care. Throughout
the nation, millions of children are care for
every day in church-housed child care. Our
churches have long waiting lists of parents
seeking quality care for their children. We
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are not able to accommodate the demand be-
cause the resources to expand the supply are
so scarce. We know this problem first hand,
because the desperate parents are in our con-
gregations, as are the overworked providers
of child care services. Their facilities are in
our buildings, and our congregations are en-
riched by the lively presence of their chil-
dren.

We believe that it is not responsible public
policy to require parents to work without
providing adequately for their children’s
safety and nurture while the parents are at
their jobs. If the government is going to in-
sist that mothers of young children leave
them to go into the workplace, then the gov-
ernment must make it possible for the par-
ents to do so in the confidence that their
children are in a safe, wholesome environ-
ment. To do otherwise puts our children at
risk and almost guarantees that parents,
preoccupied with concern for the well-being
of their youngsters, will not perform to the
best of their ability.

The issue of child care has been nearly ab-
sent from the congressional debate on wel-
fare reform. Consequently, we are particu-
larly grateful to Senator Daschle for making
child care a key feature of his legislation.
We commend him for raising the visibility of
this issue and look forward to working with
him to assure that adequate provisions for
child care are included in any welfare bill
that is approved by the Congress.

NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF
STATE LEGISLATURES,
Washington, DC, May 16, 1995.
Hon. BoB PACKWOOD,
U.S. Senate, Russell Office Building, Washing-
ton, DC.

DEAR SENATOR PACKwoOOD: We are writing
to thank you for your public commitment to
state flexibility as a principle in your wel-
fare reform legislation. The National Con-
ference of State Legislatures (NCSL) is espe-
cially pleased by your recognition of the
critical role of state legislators in welfare re-
form and other programs that serve children
and families. We appreciate your confidence
in our ability to design programs that best
serve the needs in our states and urge you to
consider our views as you finalize your wel-
fare reform legislation.

We are encouraged by your endorsement of
providing more discretion to state
decisionmakers and rejecting provisions that
micromanage and limit state authority to
determine eligibility. However, state legisla-
tors are concerned about several provisions
under consideration that have the potential
to limit state authority, shift major costs to
the states and violate NCSL’s policy on
block grants. The balance of this letter
specifies our concerns in six major areas. In
summary, we urge you to reconsider the con-
solidation of open-ended entitlements for
child protection services, work requirements
in the cash assistance block grant, denial of
benefits to legal immigrants, the absence of
real protection for states to respond to eco-
nomic change, the consolidation of child
care funding, and timing to successfully im-
plement revised programs.

I understand that your are still consider-
ing a block grant for child protection funds.
State legislators believe that foster care
maintenance and adoption assistance pay-
ments and administrative funding under
Title IV-E must be maintained as an open-
ended entitlement. Children in danger can-
not be told that the government ran out of
money to protect them. We must respond to
those who turn to us as a last resort. The de-
mand for these services has not been pre-
dicted well at the federal level. No one pre-
dicted the damage that HIV infection, crack
cocaine and homelessness would do to chil-
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dren’s security within their families. No one
anticipated the resulting increase in state
and federal costs. Courts will decide to re-
move children from unsafe homes and states
must respond to these decisions. We urge you
to reject the child protection block grant.

We are disappointed with the prescriptive
work and participation requirements in H.R.
4. State legislators are interested in creating
our own programs, not running a uniform
program with federally-determined program
details and fewer funds. We oppose federal
micromanagement in the definition or type
or work, the role of training, minimum num-
ber of hours a recipient must work, and par-
ticipation rates. These are precisely the de-
cisions each state should make based on
local needs. We do support measurement of
outcomes and performance data to ensure
that program goals are being met.

NCSL strongly opposes the denial of bene-
fits to legal immigrants. The federal govern-
ment has sole jurisdiction over immigration
policy and must bear the responsibility to
serve the immigrants it allows to enter
states and localities. The denial of benefits
will shift the costs to state budgets. Elimi-
nating benefits to noncitizens or deeming for
unreasonably long periods will not eliminate
the need, and state and local budgets and
taxpayers will bear the burden. Denial of
services to legal immigrants by states ap-
pears to violate both state and federal con-
stitutional provisions. We continue to sup-
port making affidavits of support legally
binding.

NCSL supports the development of a con-
tingency funds to assist states to respond to
changes in population and the economy rath-
er than a loan fund. The absence of adequate
protections for states with population
growth, economic changes and disasters is a
barrier to state support of a cash assistance
block grant. We believe that a loan fund is
not sufficient assurance of federal assist-
ance. The federal government must partici-
pate as a partner in a fund that has a mecha-
nism for budget adjustment so that states
are not overly burdened by increased demand
for services.

NCSL has been concerned about the lack of
coordination of existing child care funding
streams. We are interested in working with
you to consolidate these funds. Child care is
an essential component to support welfare
recipients moving from welfare to work and
is critical for low-income working families.
Our experience suggests that a renewed com-
mitment to work by welfare recipients will
require additional child care funds above
current levels. A consolidated child care
fund should stand alone.

Finally, state legislators will need ade-
quate transition time to successfully imple-
ment revised income security and related
programs. States will have to modify their
laws to comport with new federal legislation,
restructure their administrative bureauc-
racies and revise their FY9% and FY97 budg-
ets that have been enacted on the basis of
current law and federal spending guarantees.
We urge inclusion of a provision giving
states no less than one year of transition
time and consideration for additional time
for states that meet biennially.

We look forward to working with you
throughout this process. Please contact
Sheri Steisel or Michael Bird in NCSL’s
Washington Office to further discuss our
views.

Sincerely,
JANE L. CAMPBELL,
President, NCSL, As-
sistant House Minor-
ity Leader, Ohio.
JAMES J. LACK,
President-elect, NCSL,
Senator, New York.
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AMERICAN PUBLIC WELFARE ASSOCIATION

(By Gerald H. Miller, President, and A.
Sidney Johnson 111, Executive Director)

SERIOUS SHORTFALL IN CHILD CARE FUNDING

By increasing the number of participants
required to work and maintaining child care
funds at the FY 94 level, current welfare re-
form proposals in the Senate would signifi-
cantly hinder states’ efforts to move welfare
recipients into the workforce. There is clear
congressional intent to require states to
meet higher participation rates, which can-
not be met if child care is unavailable. CBO
estimates, presented in testimony before the
Senate Finance Committee, indicate that
the child care needed to meet proposed par-
ticipation rates, will cost approximately 5
times the current proposed allocation. Based
on those estimates, states will face a serious
child care funding crisis.

Current proposals in the Senate do not cre-
ate a separate state block grant for all child
care programs. APWA supports a separate
child care block grant, in the form of an en-
titlement to states, not as a discretionary
spending program subject to annual funding
reductions. States will not be able to move
clients from welfare to work without ade-
quate and flexible funding to provide essen-
tial child care services.

ANALYSIS

The amount of money allocated for child
care is not adequate given the work partici-
pation requirements in the bill. Welfare re-
form legislation, in outlining work provi-
sions and requirements, should recognize and
address both programatically and financially
the distinct role of child care in clients’ abil-
ity to obtain and retain employment. Child
care is an essential component for success-
fully moving people to self-sufficiency. More-
over, no work program can succeed without
a commitment to making quality child care
available for recipients.

CATHOLIC CHARITIES, USA,
August 4, 1995.

DEAR SENATOR: As the Senate takes up
welfare reform, we urge you to adopt provi-
sions to strengthen families, protect chil-
dren, and preserve the nation’s commitment
to fighting child poverty.

Across this country, 1,400 local agencies
and institutions in the Catholic Charities
network serve more than 10 million people
annually. Last year alone, Catholic Charities
USA helped more than 138,000 women, teen-
agers, and their families with crisis preg-
nancies. Because Catholic agencies run the
full spectrum of services, from soup kitchens
and shelters to transitional and permanent
housing, they see families in all stages of
problems as well as those who have escaped
poverty and dependency.

This broad experience, along with our reli-
gious tradition which defends human life and
human dignity, compels us to share our
strong convictions about welfare reform.

The first principle in welfare reform must
be, ““Do no harm.” Along with the U.S.
Catholic Conference, the National Right-to-
Life Committee, and other pro-life organiza-
tions, we have vigorously opposed child-ex-
clusion provisions such as the ‘““family cap”’
and denial of cash assistance for children
born to teenage mothers or for whom pater-
nity has not yet been legally established.

We are also convinced that the idea of re-
warding states for reducing out-of-wedlock
pregnancies is well-intentioned but dan-
gerously light of the fact that the only state
experiment in this regard, the New Jersey
family cap, already has increased abortions
without any significant reduction in births.
The ““illegitimacy ratio’”” may well encourage
states to engage in similar experiments that
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would result in more abortions and more suf-
fering.

We also support Senator Kent Conrad’s
amendment, which not only would require
teen mothers to live under adult supervision
and continue their education, but also would
provide resources for ‘‘second-chance homes™
to make that requirement a reality.

The second principle should be to protect
children. We are very concerned that the new
work requirements and time limits for AFDC
participation will leave children without
adequate adult supervision while their par-
ents are working or looking for work. The
key to successful work programs is safe, af-
fordable, quality day care for the children.
The bill before the Senate does not guaran-
tee or increase funding for day care to meet
the increased need associated with the work
requirements and time limits. Please, sup-
port amendments by Senators Hatch and
Kennedy to guarantee adequate funding to
keep children safe while their mothers try to
earn enough to support them.

The third principle should be to maintain
the national safety net for children. We op-
pose block granting Food Stamps, even as a
state option, because the Food Stamp pro-
gram is the only national program available
to feed poor children of all ages with work-
ing parents as well as those on welfare. On
the whole, the Food Stamp program works
well, ensuring that children in even the poor-
est families do not suffer from malnutrition.

We are encouraged by the fact that Sen-
ator Dole’s bill does not seek to cut or erode
federal support for child protection in the
child welfare system. Proposals to block
grant these essential protections are ill-ad-
vised and dangerous to children who are al-
ready abused, neglected, abandoned, and to-
tally at the mercy of state child welfare sys-
tems. Federal rules and guarantees are es-
sential to the safety of children.

The fourth principle should be fairness to
all citizens. Certain proposals before the
Senate would create a new category of ‘‘sec-
ond-class citizenship,” making immigrants
ineligible for most federal programs, even
after they become naturalized Americans.
We urge you to reject this and other propos-
als that would leave legal immigrants with-
out the possibility of assistance when they
are in genuine need.

The fifth principle should be to maintain
the national commitment to fighting child
poverty. In exchange for federal dollars and
broad flexibility, states should be expected
to maintain at least their current level of
support for poor children and their families.
We understand that Senator Breaux will
offer such an amendment on the Senate
floor. Please give it your support.

In our Catholic teaching, all children, but
especially poor and unborn children, have a
special claim to the protection of society
and government. Please vote for proposals
that keep the federal government on their
side.

Sincerely,
FRED KAMMER, SJ,
President.
STATE OF OHIO,
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR,
March 27, 1995.
Hon. BoB DOLE,
Majority Leader,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR DoOLE: As you know, the
House of Representatives has completed its
consideration of welfare reform legislation.
While | strongly support the decision made
by the House to convert welfare programs
into block grants, | am concerned that the
House bill fails to provide states with the
flexibility needed to set our own priorities
and conduct innovative experiments to pro-
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mote responsibility and self-sufficiency.
Many of my fellow Republican Governors
share a number of my concerns.

I was disappointed with the allocation for-
mula established through the Temporary
Family Assistance Block Grant. It is the po-
sition of the National Governors’ Associa-
tion that any formula should allow states to
use either a three-year average or 1994 spend-
ing levels in determining base year alloca-
tions. While the House formula includes this
choice, it then applies a 2.4-percent reduc-
tion factor to each state’s allocation. The re-
duction factor leaves Ohio with a base year
allocation of $700 million annually, which is
lower than what we would have received
using either formula without a reduction
factor. Speaker Gingrich assured states he
would support eliminating the reduction fac-
tor. We would like to work with you in the
Senate to make this correction.

Although allowing each state to receive its
most favorable allocation without a reduc-
tion factor requires funding for the block
grant to be increased by approximately $200
million nationally, it is important to re-
member that states are making a significant
financial sacrifice in supporting capped
block grants. If states are disadvantaged in
determining base year allocations, it be-
comes even more difficult to make the in-
creased investments in work programs nec-
essary to move individuals off welfare.

The House bill also does not include suffi-
cient protections for states in the event of
an economic downturn. If Congress replaces
open-ended individual entitlements with
capped state entitlements, states are placed
in an extremely vulnerable position should
the welfare-eligible population increase sig-
nificantly. The state and federal govern-
ments should be partners in meeting the
needs of expanded caseloads in recessions.
The House bill contains a $1 billion rainy day
fund designed to provide the states with
short-term loans, repayable with interest in
three years. A loan fund does not represent a
partnership; instead it is a cost shift.

Ohio would be particularly disadvantaged
in a recession due to aggressive steps already
taken to reduce welfare caseloads. Today,
85,000 fewer Ohioans receive welfare than in
1992. States that have not been aggressive in
reducing their welfare rolls will be better
able to accommodate increased caseloads.
Ohio’s streamlined base makes it very dif-
ficult for us to absorb increased recessionary
demands.

As part of our efforts to reduce welfare
caseloads, Ohio has developed the strongest
JOBS program in the nation. Ohio leads the
nation with 33,911 recipients participating in
JOBS. Only California comes close to match-
ing Ohio’s performance with 32,755 recipients
enrolled in JOBS, and California has three
times as many ADC recipients as Ohio. Our
success with the JOBS program reflects a
strong investment in training and education
programs. Regardless of the extent of our in-
vestment, however, no work program can
succeed without a commitment to making
quality child care available for recipients. In
Ohio, the state provides non-guaranteed day
care to families with incomes up to 133 per-
cent of the federal poverty level. The pro-
gram currently has an average daily enroll-
ment of 17,800. The State of Ohio is doing its
part to provide child care to those in need.
The federal government also must meet its
responsibility.

I would like to see the child care and fam-
ily nutrition block grants converted into
capped state entitlements. In the House bill,
funding for these block grants is discre-
tionary. Key child care programs currently
are individual entitlements. The need for
child care only will grow as welfare recipi-
ents move into the workforce. My comfort
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level with the House package would increase
significantly if states were guaranteed to re-
ceive a specified level of funding for child
care and for child nutrition services for the
next five years. That guarantee can only
come through a capped state entitlement.

Excessive prescriptiveness is a problem
throughout the House legislation. The bill’s
work requirements are a perfect example.
The federal government mandates how many
hours per week a federally defined percent-
age of cash assistance recipients must par-
ticipate in federally prescribed work activi-
ties. In a true block grant, states would be
free to choose how best to allocate resources
to meet goals developed jointly by the fed-
eral and state governments. The record-
keeping requirements in the House bill also
are extraordinarily prescriptive. States re-
main concerned that our computer systems
lack the capability to provide the informa-
tion required by the House.

A true block grant should also give states
the ability to determine their own program
eligibility standards. The House legislation
includes a number of specific eligibility re-
strictions. For example, cash benefits will be
denied to unwed minor mothers and their
children. Additional children born to moth-
ers on welfare will be denied benefits. Deci-
sions like these should be left to the states.
By federally mandating these restrictions,
the House is interfering with successful state
reforms. For example, in Ohio we have devel-
oped a program designed to encourage minor
mothers to remain in school. The LEAP
(Learning, Earning, and Parenting) program
supplements or reduces a teen mother’s ADC
cash grant based on her school attendance to
teach her that there is a real value to com-
pleting her education. LEAP has led to a sig-
nificant decrease in the drop-out rate for
this vulnerable population. If the House pro-
hibition on cash benefits remains in place,
the LEAP program will have to be discon-
tinued.

As the Senate begins to consider welfare
legislation, 1 would be grateful for your as-
sistance in addressing my concerns. Like
many other Governors, | strongly support
the broad outline of the House proposal, but
it is important that these issues be resolved
successfully. As a Governor, it will be up to
me to implement welfare reforms in my
State. | would like to work with you to en-
sure that block grants give the states the
flexibility we need to implement innovative
reforms designed to meet the specific needs
of our communities. Without this flexibility,
I cannot support this welfare reform pack-
age.

gWhile Ohio watches federal welfare reform
developments with tremendous interest, we
have been actively pursuing a statewide re-
form agenda. | have enclosed a summary of
Ohio’s history of welfare reform innovation
for your information.

Thank you for your personal consideration
of my concerns.

Sincerely,
GEORGE V. VOINOVICH,
Governor.
NATIONAL PARENT TEACHER ASSO-
CIATION, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION
OF ELEMENTARY ScHooL PRIN-
CIPALS, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
STATE BOARDS OF EDUCATION, NA-
TIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE Di-
RECTORS OF SPECIAL EDUCATION,
NATIONAL EDUCATION  ASSOCIA-
TION, AND THE COUNCIL OF CHIEF
STATE ScHoOL OFFICERS,
March 20, 1995.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: The undersigned
organizations, representing parents, edu-
cators, principals, and state policymakers,
support improvements to the welfare system.
We believe such reforms must address the
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fundamental quality child care needs of
working as well as unemployed parents.

We have several concerns about the impact
of H.R. 999 on the issues of access to and the
quality of child care in this country:

The plan reduces funding even though pro-
grams already have long waiting lists of eli-
gible families.

Welfare reform will increase the need for
child care by requiring participation in
training, education, or employment by
mothers who currently take care of their
children.

The potential for success of welfare reform
depends on former recipients becoming em-
ployed and being able to meet basic needs for
shelter, food, health care and child care.
Subsidized child care for low income working
parents is crucial.

Recent data show that quality in centers
and daycare homes is low, especially for in-
fants. Cutting funding for quality and elimi-
nating standards would threaten to erode the
quality of care even further.

We know that the quality of child care for
all children has a significant impact on the
ability of children to learn in the first few
years of school. When children experience
success in responsive, high quality programs,
they learn essential skills and knowledge,
and their parents learn to be confident part-
ners with teachers and schools.

* * * * *

Mr. KENNEDY. Finally, Mr. Presi-
dent, | would just mention what we are
really talking about in terms of child
care. We have talked about figures. We
talked about statistics. We talked
about flow lines. We talked about enti-
tlements. What we are talking about is
really the issue of children being home
alone. This is not a joke or a big screen
comedy. It is a real life tragedy for
American families pressed to the wall.
Just listen to the horror stories from
families that have been put in this
awful position—and paying an unbe-
lievable price.

Think about 6-year-old Jermaine
James of Fairfax County and his 6-
year-old friend Amanda, who were
being cared for by his 8-year-old sister
Tina. When a fire broke out in their
apartment, Tina ran for help, inadvert-
ently locking the younger children in
the burning apartment. They died be-
fore the fire department could get to
them. Sandra James and her husband
needed two jobs to support their family
and still could not afford child care.
They tried to stagger their schedules
but did not always succeed.

Think about 7-month-old Craig Pin-
ner of San Francisco who drowned in
the bathtub while his 9-year-old broth-
er was trying to bathe him. His mother
was working part time and participat-
ing in job training. She usually left the
children with her family, but her car
had broken down and she was no longer
able to get them there. She was trying
to find affordable child care but was
unsuccessful.

Think about 4-year-old Anthony and
5-year-old Maurice Grant of Dade
County. While home alone, they
climbed into the clothes dryer to look
at a magazine in a hiding place, pulled
the door closed, and tumbled and
burned to death. Their mother was
waiting for child care assistance and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

generally left the children with neigh-
bors. But sometimes these arrange-
ments fell through and she had to leave
them home alone for just a few hours.

This did not happen in Hollywood—
but in Virginia and Florida and Califor-
nia and elsewhere. We must do every-
thing in our power to avoid putting
families in this kind of a situation in
the name of reform.

Mr. President, | will include in the
RECORD, if my friend and colleague,
Senator DobD, has not, the waiting
lines that exist in the States at the
present time.

The States face large unmet needs
for child assistance, waiting lists,
clothes, and the list goes on all the
way—Alabama, 19,000 children; Alaska,
752 children; Arizona, 2,600 children;
California, 250,000 children; Delaware,
over 1,000 children; Florida, 19,000;
Georgia, 21,000; Hawaii, 900 children are
on the waiting list; Idaho, 1,000 chil-
dren waiting; Illinois, 20,000 children
waiting; Indiana, 7,900 on the waiting
lists; Kansas, 1,270 on the waiting list,
Kentucky, 10,000 on the waiting list;
Louisiana, 4,600; Maine 3,000; Maryland,
4,000; Massachusetts 4,000 statewide
waiting for child care for working poor
families; Michigan, 12,000 last year;
Minnesota, 7,000; Missouri, 6,500; Mon-
tana, 200 children; Nevada, 7,000; and
the list goes on; New Jersey, 24,000;
New Mexico, 6,300; New York, 23,000;
North Carolina, 13,000; Pennsylvania,
7,700; Rhode Island, 972. The list goes
on and on with Wisconsin, 6,800; West
Virginia, 13,000.

Mr. President, the fact of the matter
is that under this particular bill, the
Dole bill, without the Dodd amend-
ment, we will be requiring the States
to have over 1 million new slots. They
are not doing it today. They do not
have the resources today. They do not
have the money under the Dole pro-
gram today to do it. The Dodd amend-
ment will provide them with the re-
sources to be able to meet that obliga-
tion, that obligation that is there in
the States today and that will be cre-
ated by this bill. That is what this
amendment is all about and why it
should be supported.

Mr. DODD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, let me
pick up on the last point that the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts raised. He
may have made it before | walked onto
the floor. He pointed out the waiting
lists that exist in the States for child
care slots today, before we pass a wel-
fare reform bill. There is just tremen-
dous demand today. What we are talk-
ing about—this bill, of course—is tak-
ing anywhere from 1 to 2 million people
and moving them over the next 5 years
from welfare to work.

If we do not provide additional re-
sources, then there will be increased
pressure on existing dollars that go to
those who are getting the child care
today. It is worthwhile to point out
that the people who get child care
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today under the child care development
block grant, that Senator HATCH and |
passed in 1990, are working poor. Those
are people at work right now. That
child care assistance makes it possible
for them to stay in the work force and
not slip into a public assistance cat-
egory.

The fear that many of us have here,
is that without some additional re-
sources, as we move people who are on
welfare today to work, the people out
working today and staying at work,
getting some of that assistance, those
resources are going to have to be shift-
ed in the State in order to accommo-
date the demands of this bill or face
the penalties the bill imposes on the
States if the States do not move the 25
to 50 percent of the welfare recipients
on their rolls to work.

So you are going to have the almost
bizarre effect of taking people who are
doing what we are encouraging people
to do, and that is stay at work, who are
marginally making enough to stay off
the welfare rolls and pushing those
people back on the rolls as we accom-
modate the demands of the legislation
to take people on the welfare rolls to
work.

So it seems we ought not to be jeop-
ardizing the small amount of funds we
have today out there assisting those
families presently at work.

Let me emphasize a couple of points
here if I can. What we are talking
about with this proposal is not an enti-
tlement. This is a pool of resources. It
does not entitle anyone to it. It merely
makes the funds available to the
States.

So there are those who have said
they do not believe in an entitlement
for child care. We might otherwise dis-
agree about that, but this amendment
does not create an entitlement. It
merely says to Ohio, Connecticut, Mas-
sachusetts, divide it up based on the
block grant and what it takes to make
it work. Here are some additional re-
sources to make it possible for you to
meet the demand, the mandate, of the
Federal law.

The mandate of the bill we are about
to pass says to Ohio and Connecticut,
you must move the following percent-
ages of your welfare rolls to work. And
what we are saying is rather than ask
Ohio and Connecticut to pay a penalty
because they did not meet that criteria
because they could not come up with
the resources to pay for the child care,
here as a result of our mandate are
some resources on the most critical
issue facing any State with its welfare
recipients: How do you take a parent
that has infant children and no place
to put them and get them to go to
work?

Sixty percent of all welfare recipi-
ents have children age 5 and under, Mr.
President. So it is unrealistic to as-
sume those children are going to find
some setting in the neighborhood or
with a grandparent. Ideally that would
be the best case, but realistically that
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is not going to happen in enough in-
stances. So it is finding and affording
child care that’s the issue. The child
care settings may vary—church-based
programs, community-based programs.
There is a wide variety of things the
States have done creatively in the
child-care setting area. | do not have
any difficulty with that kind of flexi-
bility at all. But here are resources.

In the absence of that, we are told
that we are looking at an additional
cost, above the amount set aside from
the block grant, which is the $5 billion
over 5 years. In fiscal year 2000, in the
State of Ohio, the additional amount is
$190 million, in the State of Pennsylva-
nia—I see my colleague and friend from
Pennsylvania here—$171 million; for
Connecticut, $48 million; Massachu-
setts, $89 million. These are the num-
bers the States, it is estimated, will
have to come up with. They can cut
spending. It does not mean necessarily
a mandate to raise taxes. But that is
the pool they will have to come up
with to provide for the child-care needs
of the population that moves to work.

If we are mandating that—and we
are; we are mandating work—why not
provide the States with some help to
do it? That is all we are saying here, a
pool of money over 5 years, $6 billion.

Now, it is a lot of money. | know
that. But if we all appreciate keeping
our mind on the goal of getting people
to work, then we ought to be trying to
do this in a bipartisan way.

Mr. President, | am not exaggerating.
If we get this amendment adopted or
something like it—and | think on the
issue of the formulas, which is, | think,
a minor point—and a few other areas,
you could pass this bill 95 to 5. We
could have overwhelming, strong sup-
port coming out of here for a welfare
reform bill, because | think all of us
share the common goal of getting peo-
ple from welfare to work.

Whether that is cost savings or an in-
vestment, the value of it, | think all of
us appreciate, to the family, the neigh-
borhood, the community, is tremen-
dously enhanced. And if child care is
one of the major obstacles to moving
an individual to work, because they do
not know where to put that child, then
trying to find the way for them to do
it, assist the States in that process
ought not to be an ideological battle
here. We have enough battles on that
stuff. This ought not be one.

So | am urging in these next 40 min-
utes or so that are remaining that peo-
ple take a good look at what this is.
Understand, it is no entitlement, not a
guarantee to anybody, merely assist-
ance to these States to be able to
achieve the goal as laid out in the ma-
jority leader’s bill, and that is to get
people to work.

People will tell you even with ade-
quate child care, it is going to be hard.
You talk about some pretty heavy
numbers to move from welfare to work,
and given the economy and downsizing
and a lot of other things happening,
good jobs, and so forth, are not expand-
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ing in our economy. We ought to be
talking about that, |1 hope, one of these
days, but nonetheless under the best of
circumstances, it is going to be hard.

It seems to me we ought to be trying
at least to make it possible to move
those people to work and not have the
kind of burden on the States that is
laid out here with the particular costs
associated with child care. And as |
said in response to the point that was
being made by the Senator from Massa-
chusetts, we have already got people
really trying hard to stay off the wel-
fare rolls and stay at work. It would be
a tragedy, in a way, to then have some
of these people taking some of the re-
sources they get, plowing them into
this area and moving some of these
people at work and trying to stay off
welfare back on those rolls.

Mr. President, | thank my colleague
from Utah, who was here, who allo-
cated me about 5 or 10 minutes of his
time to make this point. I am grateful
to him for that.

At this point, | will yield the floor.
We may have some additional Members
who show up on this issue. But | urge
my colleagues in these next remaining
minutes here, this is a chance for us,
Mr. President, to really put together a
bipartisan bill on welfare reform. |
honestly believe that if we could adopt
this amendment, and a few other
things, we would be looking at an over-
whelming vote in favor of this welfare
reform package.

That is how this body and this Con-
gress ought to be functioning. People
want us to come together. They do not
want to see bickering and partisan bat-
tling. They would like us to find com-
mon ground. Here is a way for us to do
it on an issue that most people really
want to see us focus our attention on.
Here is a chance to achieve that goal in
the next 45 or 50 minutes. It means
doing the right thing. It is truly doing
the right thing in terms of welfare re-
form and eliminating a major obstacle
that people face here of moving from
the rolls of public assistance to the
independence and self-reliance of work
and helping them out with their Kids.
And those children’s needs, as | said a
moment ago, Mr. President, ought not
to be the subject of a partisan debate
here. We ought to be able to find the
means by which we can assist the fami-
lies to eliminate at least that question
in their mind, assist the States as they
move into this process in a way in
which we can do it. Resource allocation
is simple enough to accommodate.

| again urge my colleagues to take a
good look at this and come to this
floor, hopefully in the next 50 minutes,
and cast a vote in favor of what | think
would build a strong, strong vote of
support in favor of the majority lead-
er’s welfare reform bill.

I yield the floor.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, may
I inquire of the Chair of the time re-
maining on this side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania has 50 minutes
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remaining. The Senator from Connecti-
cut has 1 minute 42 seconds.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

| wanted to congratulate the Senator
from Connecticut for his very persua-
sive case on behalf of the need for child
care and making workfare or welfare to
work.

| do not think anyone on this side of
the aisle disagrees with the basic
premise of his amendment, which is if
we are going to have people go to work,
then we are going to be in some need of
child care for working women, single
mothers. The question is, How much
money are you willing to put up? What
will be the impact?

Again, we go back to the start of a
lot of these programs, the welfare pro-
grams back in the 1960’s when they
really mushroomed, and a lot of these
programs were very well intentioned,
but what happened? What were the
consequences of these—I am careful
not to use the word entitlement be-
cause | know the Senator from Con-
necticut says this is not an entitle-
ment. | agree. It is not an entitlement.
But there is enough money in his bill
to fill all the day-care slots that are
anticipated to be needed.

Well, it is not an entitlement, but it
takes care of everyone who needs the
service. So while you know it is sort of
taking away with one hand, saying it is
not an entitlement, it is giving with
the other by giving all the money nec-
essary anticipated to have the need.
You can say it is not an entitlement,
but it is, in fact, almost a guarantee of
child care.

So, what are the consequences of this
guarantee? And we talked about this in
some dialog on Friday. And you know,
I have some concerns about people on
welfare getting a guarantee of sorts of
child care where if someone who is a
working mother gets no guarantee at
all of having any kind of child-care
support. In fact, as the Senator from
Connecticut pointed out on numerous
occasions, accurately, there is a short-
age of day-care slots available for
working mothers in this country.

So to suggest we should provide some
sort of quasi-guarantee for those on
welfare and not for those who are
working mothers, | think, sets up a bad
precedent, No. 1; and with the law of
unintended consequence you may en-
courage welfare dependency, at least
initially, in some cases.

There are several other points | want
to make. One is the money. | know we
sort of gloss over that around here. Mr.
President, $6 billion is not a whole lot
of money, at least if you sit on the
Senate floor most days you would
think $6 billion is not a lot of money.
But it is a lot of money, and it is given
the fact that if you look at what is
being proposed in the Republican bill
that we are now amending.

The Republican bill over the next 7
years will allow welfare to grow at 70
percent over the next 7 years—70 per-
cent. Welfare programs will grow from
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the year 1995 to the year 2002, 70 per-
cent. There will be an increase of 70
percent in these programs. And what
we are saying now is that is not
enough. We need another $6 billion
more. Just so you understand, you say,
well, how much was it going to grow if
we did not cut it back, because this bill
does have some reduction? Well, it
would have grown at 77 percent. So we
are taking a program that was sup-
posed to grow over the next 7 years and
grow by 77 percent; cut it back to 70
percent. There are those on the other
side saying, that is too tough. We need
to add another $6 billion more back to
this fund of money.

If you are serious about day care, if
you really think child care is that im-
portant, well then, | would suggest
that you confine it to the 70-percent
growth that is going to be experienced
over the next 7 years, $6 billion to off-
set the money you want to spend, not
another quasi-guarantee or almost en-
titlement for child care.

I just think you have to pass the
straight-face test around here. If you
really are serious about solving prob-
lems—I think we all are. We want to
solve the problem of child care in this
bill. And | think we have done some
things with the Snowe amendment
that goes a long way in doing so. So it
is now in the Dole modified bill. I think
we made a major step forward.

If you are serious about providing
and funding more dollars, do not say
we need to spend more. That is how we
got to where we are today. This bill has
to fit into a reconciliation package
which, by the way, it does not right
now. It does not right now. It is over
what, | think, the Budget Committee
wants to see in reductions in welfare.
We are going to have to get more.

When we go to conference this bill is
going to come back with less money, |
suspect. The House bill was substan-
tially under this bill. So it will be
under this. The House bill had a 5-year
year timeframe when they passed the
bill. And on their 5-year timeframe
they had welfare expenditures growing
at 42 percent.

Now, that is at a slower rate than our
70 percent over 7 years. SO you are
going to see we are already going to
have to pull back funds. And to suggest
that we should come to the floor and
we can get a compromise spending
more money, that is how we got there
and how we got to what the welfare
system is. We have always done that,
come to the floor and said, “OK. We
will compromise and spend more.”” And
everybody will be happy and pass a bill
96 to 1, passing a bill 96 to 1 that per-
petuates the same thing—maybe makes
everybody feel good, but it does not
solve the problem. It does not solve the
problem.

So what we are suggesting here is
that you know, we are, and | think,
continuing in a dialog. I know Senator
HATCH has an amendment on day care
that | think is a serious amendment.
And we are trying to find some ground
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to make all of our Members, not just
on the Democratic side, but | know
myself and others, | know Senator JEF-
FORDS is going to speak here. We are
concerned about the child care aspects
of this.

I know Senator JEFFORDS supported
the Snowe amendment which is now in
the leader’s bill. I know he would like
to go further. And | know there are
other Members who would like to go
further. But we have to understand we
have budget constraints.

This is not a stingy bill that we are
dealing with. Welfare spending will
grow by 70 percent over the next 7
years. That is not stingy. That is not
uncaring. And to suggest that we can
solve the problem and get everybody
happy by spending another $6 billion—
| suggest if we got that in there there
would be another $6 billion to spend in
another program.

I would also add that Republican
Governors, almost every one of them—
| know the majority leader has come
here and said | think 29 of the 30 Re-
publican Governors in the country
have come out and supported the Dole
substitute. They comprise roughly 80
percent of the welfare recipients. The
Governors of those States have within
those States 80 percent of the Nation’s
welfare recipients. And what they have
almost unanimously said to us is ““You
give us the money you allocated under
this bill and we can do the job. We can,
in fact, put people to work.”

You would think from the comments
of some on the other side that we are
going to require every mother who has
a child under 5 to go to work. | would
remind the Senators who are debating
this amendment that when this bill
goes into effect, the initial participa-
tion rates are only 30 percent. That
means only 30 percent of all the welfare
caseload has to be in a work program.
It only goes up to a maximum of 50 per-
cent. So the State always has discre-
tion to take mothers with young chil-
dren and not require them to work. In
fact, many Governors have already told
me that is exactly what they would do
in most cases because of the cost, and
because of the difficulty with day care.

But we provide that flexibility in the
law. We already provide that. We al-
ready say they can adjust. And the
Governors say they can do it. And if
you look at some of the plans that
have been tried under the 1988 act—I
mentioned on several occasions the
Riverside, CA, example, where what we
have seen is a l1l4-percent reduction in
food stamps, a 20-some reduction—I do
not have numbers in front of me—20-
some percent reduction that goes out
on AFDC, aid to families with depend-
ent children, and a 25-percent reduc-
tion in caseload.

Now, that saves money. Why? Why do
they save money? They require people
to go to work. So you can save money
to provide some of that work. And it
was a successful program at a time
when Riverside, CA, was experiencing a
9 percent-unemployment rate. So it is
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not that there are no jobs. There are no
jobs. Well, there are jobs, if we do some
things like the Dole bill does which
allow you to fill some vacancies in
cities and counties and local govern-
ments, State governments which you
cannot under current law. If there is a
vacancy in the State government or
local government, you want to fill it
with a welfare recipient, you can do it.
You are not allowed to hire somebody
who is a welfare recipient for an open
position. Why? That is to protect the
union membership at the State and
local level. They do not want people on
welfare to get some of those jobs. I
think that is a crime. That would
change under the Dole bill.

So | mean we are doing a lot of
things that will encourage—will create
more job opportunities which will
cause savings as we have seen in exam-
ples in the past, where if you have a
work requirement, the welfare rolls
will go down. Ask Governor Thompson,
Governor Engler, and ask others who
have tried it. The caseload will go
down. People will get to work because
of the requirement that is there. And
they will save money. And that money
can be used to provide for support serv-
ices for those who have to remain in
the program and go to the work pro-
gram. That is the whole basis behind
what we are suggesting here.

I would suggest that what we have
provided for again with the Governors,
Republican Governors lining up behind
this bill, is adequate to fund this pro-
gram, to fund the child-care programs
that are necessary. We have the flexi-
bility of the States with the 50-percent
work participation requirement to ex-
empt certain difficult-to-place mothers
with young children. | mean there is a
lot of flexibility in this program to be
able to deal with the problems. | think
what we now have to do is make the
fiscally responsible vote. Welfare has
gotten itself in the problem it has be-
cause we have been reluctant in the
face of harming children or these hor-
rible things that are going to occur, if
we do not provide all the money for ev-
erything, all these entitlements. If we
do not provide all these entitlements
children are going to suffer.

All 1 would suggest is we provided en-
titlements for 25 and 30 years. Children
are suffering at historic levels. So if it
was just money and entitlements there
would be no suffering today. There are
plenty of entitlements and plenty of
suffering to go with it. So let me sug-
gest that maybe what we need is in-
stead of guaranteeing everybody child
care, why do we not require work and
say that we have to look to families
and to other kinds of networks of sup-
port to look for child care, just like we
have done in this country historically?

One of my real concerns—and this
gets to be more of a philosophical con-
cern, if we—as | know the Senator from
Connecticut will say we are not guar-
anteeing, but we darn near are guaran-
teeing it—if you provide all the money
for all the slots, if you do that, you run
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into the problem where the Govern-
ment day-care option is the first re-
sort; that getting Government support
for that day care slot is now the first
choice, not the last resort. The system
as it works today works well. 1 know
there are shortages of day care, but it
works well in targeting the mothers
who need day care the most. It works
well in that you have to go through a
very rigorous qualification procedure
to be able to qualify for Government-
assisted day care. That would probably
not be the case if we fully funded all
these day care slots.

Mr. DODD. Will my colleague yield?

Mr. SANTORUM. Yes, | will yield.

Mr. DODD. | note the point about the
entitlement issue. | think my col-
league from Pennsylvania mentioned
over the next 7 years there would be a
70-percent increase. | believe it is flat.
I do not think there is a penny more.
This is $48 billion. It is for 7 years.
There is no inflation factor built in. |
think | am correct on that, but | stand
corrected if | am wrong.

Mr. SANTORUM. The Senator is
right, the AFDC dollars remain flat.
When | talk about the 70-percent in-
crease, | talk about all the means-test-
ed entitlement programs included in
this bill.

Mr. DODD. As far as the AFDC—

Mr. SANTORUM. The AFDC program
is block granted at a flat level, the
Senator is right. But, obviously, there
are a lot of other support services and
means-tested programs that will con-
tinue to grow.

The point | tried to make is that
with respect to AFDC, you have the
flexibility within that program the
Governors desire, saying, in fact, they
can save money and have money, be-
cause of the savings, available to sup-
port the work program.

In addition, you have a 50-percent
work participation requirement which
would give the States the flexibility to
exclude a lot of the people that you
mentioned who have young children or
maybe multiple young children, from
having to go to work and the work re-
quirement. We do provide a lot of flexi-
bility there. We think that flexibility
goes a long way in solving the problem.

I am hopeful we can look at the past
to see what the future holds. Looking
at the past and seeing all the entitle-
ments we put in place and seeing all
the money that we spent trying to
make sure nobody is harmed, what we
have done is make sure that nobody
has been helped. What we have not
done is challenge people to do more, to
move forward.

I believe this program, with the work
requirement and the participation
standards we have and the flexibility
given to States, will do just that: chal-
lenge people to go out and work and
find ways to provide for themselves and
their families. | think, in the long run,
that will be the best for everyone con-
cerned.

At this time, | yield 5 minutes to the
Senator from Vermont.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, we
all are having a hard time with this
amendment and with this bill. We all
want to see welfare reform. We all
want to see child care provided, and,
thus, | rise in support of this amend-
ment because | think it will help us
move in that direction.

We all agree that we want to see
more welfare recipients in the work
force. We all agree that the welfare
cycle must be broken. | believe giving
kids a good start through safe and
healthy surroundings is essential to
breaking the welfare cycle.

In order to become productive, self-
sufficient members of society, Kids
need quality care from the very begin-
ning of their lives, either from their
parents, in the child care setting or
elsewhere. And a quality education
must be provided from the beginning of
their lives. What we are talking about,
though, are the resources that will be
available and should be available.

We are all tied up with the problems
of the deficit and the need to reduce
the deficit. But there are things we
must consider when we go about pro-
viding resources, that if we do not
make resources available for those
things that will break the cycle, for
those things which will allow our
young children to have the possibility
of breaking out of the cycle, sort of
give the parents of the children the
ability to provide the child care nec-
essary, then one important segment of
breaking that cycle will not come
about.

Let us take a look at the macro pic-
ture that we must have and what we
have to deal with so that we can recog-
nize what the savings are from improv-
ing the education of our society and,
most importantly, from the beginning
of life, in child care to be sure these
young children have the opportunity to
have the surroundings that will allow
them to learn.

This chart gives us an idea of what
we are losing now because we have seri-
ous educational problems in our coun-
try. One-half of a trillion dollars in
GDP is lost per year because we fail to
educate our people. The cost to our
economy is more than $125 billion, in
addition to lost revenues; $208 billion is
lost from the result of the problems of
welfare. So when we are talking about
$1 billion a year or more to try and get
enough money available for child care,
to give to the children, weigh that
against what is lost.

In addition to that, | will have an
amendment that says, hey, we have a
demand here, an important demand
that says every person in training must
have a GED, must have a high school
equivalent education. There is not
money for that either. So what we are
going to be doing is either creating a
huge mandate upon the States that is
unfunded or going forward with expec-
tations which will not be fulfilled.

Let us take a look at the relationship
of education to productivity, what is
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happening to those who do not have a
good education.

The only people who have increased
their income over the past few years
are professionals. This is over the last
20 years. In the last 20 years, the only
people who have increased their stand-
ard of living is at the level of master’s,
doctorates, and professionals. Others
have either stayed at the bachelor level
or gone down. Then take a look at the
comparison of what is earned by those
who do not finish high school: $12,800
per family. That is incredibly low and
is going down in the sense of percent-
age of income.

How do we break out of this? How do
we provide those resources? It is stupid
to cut back on those things which is
going to increase your deficit. If we do
not provide the amount of money that
is necessary for child care, there is no
chance that we are going to raise this
level up, until you get to the area
where you have a high enough standard
of living to survive.

So what this amendment tries to do
is to say, “‘Look, we are going to make
sure that our children will have an op-
portunity to have the kind of income
that will bring them out of the welfare
cycle, to place them in a position
where they can earn what is necessary,
to get us out of the position of losing
all this money we do with the welfare
situation.”’

So when we talk in terms of $1 billion
a year over the term of this, as com-
pared to the $208 billion we are losing
by the problems we have with welfare,
it means we are just being, really,
penny wise and pound foolish, and we
must not do that.

I recognize that my time has expired.
May | have an additional 2 minutes?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for an additional 2
minutes.

Mr. JEFFORDS. So as we go forward
with this welfare reform, let us keep in
mind some things. | do not think there
is a person here or the House who does
not want welfare reform, including the
White House. The question is, how do
we reach a consensus?

That is not going to be easy, there is
no question about it. We have some
people at the extremes of the process
from no welfare to all welfare. But
what we have to do is to try and reach
that middle ground. We have to make
some areas where we can have a con-
sensus, and certainly one of those
ought to be the provision of child care.

There is not anyone in this body who
does not believe there ought to be ade-
quate child care. This amendment is
the only thing which will bring us close
to that. So, if we are going to have con-
sensus on the issue of child care and if
we really want to do what we are sup-
posed to do here, and that is to break
through the cycle of welfare, if we are
going to give the children of those in
the most desperate economic situa-
tions in this country the ability for
them to have the education which is
necessary, all the studies show if they
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do not get the early preschool edu-
cation, they start out at a big dis-
advantage.

Let me just end up by saying one of
my most unusual experiences when |
came to the Senate was | had a group
of CEO’s come into my office when |
was first elected to the Senate. John
Akers was the head of the group, the
Business Roundtable. | expected them
all to say, ‘“We need to get capital
gains tax relief,” blah, blah, blah. What
happened? The first thing they said
was, “We need to fully fund Head
Start. We need to make sure there is
preschool education for every one of
our Kids if we are ever going to get our
society in a position where we can be
economically sound.” Just recently,
this IBM president said at the NGA,
“This Nation is in a crisis, and if we do
not start the educational process we
need, this Nation is not going to be the
Nation it is today in the next century.”’
I leave those words with you.

Here is an opportunity to make sure
the young kids will have the oppor-
tunity to get out of the welfare cycle.

| yield the floor.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, | am
proud to be one of the co-sponsors of
the Kennedy-Dodd child-care amend-
ment to the Republican welfare reform
bill. No issue more clearly defines the
differences in this welfare debate than
child care. Both sides have said that
the goal of welfare must be to move
people to work, but Democrats have
maintained that it is not just about
moving them to work, it is is about
keeping them on the job.

We want to provide welfare recipients
with the tools to stay on the job. What
the facts prove time and time again is
that the most necessary tool is child
care for children. Child care is the No.
1 barrier keeping mothers out of the
work force, and one in four mothers be-
tween the ages of 21 and 29 are not
working today because of child care.
Among welfare mothers, 34 percent are
not working because of either inability
to find reliable child care or inability
to afford child care.

No single parent can look for or keep
a job without child care, and single
parents make up 88 percent of the
AFDC caseload. Without child care, we
will have no success in moving people
to work and keeping them there.

But child care is costly, and the aver-
age middle-class family spends 9 per-
cent of its income on child care. How-
ever, the average poor family spends
almost 25 percent of its income on
child care.

The Republican plan will leave four
million children under the age of six
home alone. Today, almost 650,000 of
them receive child care with assistance
that would be eliminated under the
Dole plan. In fact, the plan would re-
peal the child care guarantee passed by
the Senate in 1988.

If the States implement the proposed
welfare reform plan, the need for child
care will increase by more than 200 per-
cent by the year 2000. States will need

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

over $4 billion more a year. In Mary-
land, the unfunded mandate will
amount to more than $1 million a week
that Maryland taxpayers will pay to
cover child care costs.

This child care policy proves that the
Republican bill does not look at the
day-to-day lives of real people. Welfare
recipients who we send to work will
not have high-paying jobs, and will not
be able to afford child care.

Suppose a mother lives in suburban
Maryland and decides to do the right
thing. She gets an entry-level, mini-
mum-wage job in the food service in-
dustry. With this job, she is making al-
most $9,000 a year, but gets no benefits.
After taxes and Social Security, this
mother takes home $175 a week, but
her child care costs her $125 a week.
How is she going to pay for rent, food,
clothing, and transportation costs with
only $50 left over a week?

Our Democratic Work First plan rec-
ognizes that child care is the vital link
between leaving welfare and going to
work. Our plan consolidates four cur-
rent programs into one expanded child
care block grant, eliminating duplicate
paperwork and reporting requirements,
and reducing bureaucratic structure.

This block grant will help provide
child care for welfare recipients, those
transitioning from welfare to work,
and the working poor. Under our plan,
a family of four making less than
$15,000 a year will be eligible for child
care.

On the other hand, the Republican
plan forces States into an impossible
position. Either the State does not pro-
vide child care and welfare reform
fails, or they do provide child care by
raising taxes and cutting other State
programs.

States also can divert aid from the
working poor to pay for welfare, but in
doing so send a perverse incentive—if
you go on welfare, you get help; if you
go to work every day and barely make
ends meet, you never get a break.

Welfare reform is about ending the
cycle and the culture of poverty. End-
ing the cycle of poverty is an economic
challenge, but Democrats are providing
the tools to overcome this challenge.
The Republicans have no plan.

Ending the culture of poverty is
about personal responsibility. Demo-
crats have proposed a tough plan based
on tough love. It is a hand up, not a
hand out. But Republicans have pro-
posed a punitive plan based on tough
luck. It aims for the mother, but hits
the child.

This debate should be about ending
welfare as a way of life, and making it
a step to a better life. That means real
work requirements, with the tools to
get the job done. If we are to have a bi-
partisan framework for welfare reform,
we must address the work challenge in
a way that is real, and deals with peo-
ple’s day-to-day needs.

We must adopt the Kennedy-Dodd
amendment and fix the Dole home
alone child care policy.
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THE NEED FOR CHILD CARE IN WELFARE REFORM

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, | think
we can all agree on the fundamental
goal of welfare reform. We must create
a program that moves recipients from
welfare to work to economic self-suffi-
ciency as quickly as possible. We must
help replace their welfare checks with
paychecks.

One obvious way to transform a sys-
tem which encourages dependency is to
eliminate its inherent disincentives.
How? Fundamentally, you must make
support services—the cornerstone of
long-term success in the workplace—
more available to low-income people
who want to work. The linchpin of suc-
cessfully transitioning people from
welfare to work is child care. And the
bill before us today is woefully defi-
cient in providing funding for child
care services. In fact, the Dole bill does
not guarantee that one cent of the
block grant will be spent on child care.

That is why | strongly support the
Dodd-Kennedy amendment. It recog-
nizes that no welfare reform proposal
can be successful without providing
child-care services. And it is willing to
invest in those services to ensure a suc-
cessful outcome.

Most working families feel the pinch
of child-care costs. Low-income fami-
lies, which are often headed by single
parents, feel the greatest pinch, spend-
ing a quarter of their income for child
care. In North Dakota, it costs a fam-
ily about $3,400 a year for child care. If
a family is just scraping by at poverty
level wages—$14,763 for a family of
four—that’'s an awfully big chunk of
your income going to pay for child
care.

This situation is all too prevalent in
our society. There are too many work-
ing poor families, and too many moth-
ers trying to move from welfare to
work who are forced back onto the wel-
fare rolls because their child care is too
expensive or unreliable.

While the Dole bill does contain
child-care provisions, it falls far short
of what is needed to help these families
achieve true self-sufficiency and eco-
nomic independence. It fails to guaran-
tee child-care assistance to recipients
who are moving to work, and most im-
portantly, it fails to provide additional
funding to meet the work requirements
contained in the bill—it provides less
than half of current child-care spend-
ing and doesn’t even begin to address
the increased need for child care cre-
ated by the bill’s work requirements.
In short, it just doesn’t put its money
where its mouth is, and it is a recipe
for disaster.

The ability to secure affordable child
care is a decisive factor in determining
whether low-income mothers can get
off and stay off welfare. If we want to
move parents with children off of the
welfare rolls and into work, we must
pass a welfare reform bill that will en-
sure that the 10 million children on
AFDC will be cared for while their par-
ents look for jobs and begin employ-
ment.
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The Dodd-Kennedy amendment
achieves that goal. To help welfare re-
cipients get and keep a job, this
amendment creates a direct spending
grant to States with the funding levels
set at HHS cost estimates of $11 billion
over 5 years so that the child-care
needs created by the Dole work re-
quirements are met. This grant is fully
paid for—by earmarking $5 billion from
the title 1 block grant and by cuts in
corporate welfare.

The amendment guarantees that no
child will be left home alone while
their parents are working, looking for
work, or participating in an education
or training program. And it ensures
that families aren’t punished for fail-
ing to participate in job training or
work programs if child care is unavail-
able.

It also requires States to maintain
current spending on child care—with-
out requiring them to match additional
child-care spending.

Perhaps most importantly, the Dodd-
Kennedy amendment means that criti-
cal child-care services for low-income
families will continue to be provided
under the child care and development
block grant.

Parents who are able to work must
be given the tools to do so. A critical
component of getting families off wel-
fare—and keeping them off—is ensur-
ing safe, adequate and affordable care
for their children. The Dodd-Kennedy
amendment does just that, and | hope
that my colleagues will support it.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, | am
proud to be a co-sponsor of the Dodd-
Kennedy child-care amendment to the
Republican leader’s welfare bill. This
amendment backs up the work require-
ments in this bill with the child care
assistance necessary to meet them.

Caring for our children is not an
issue that affects only the poor—all
working parents need child care. As we
debate the issue of how we are going to
change the dynamic of the welfare sys-
tem, it is absolutely crucial that we do
all we can to protect children.

We are trying to agree on the best
way to get welfare parents, generally
single mothers, into jobs and how to
keep them there. A single mother
should not be forced to choose between
properly caring for her children and
going to work. And if parents are not
working, they cannot support their
families. If my wife and | wanted to see
a movie, but were unable to find a
babysitter for our three children when
they were young, then we did not see
the movie. How can we expect parents
to work when there is no one to care
for their children? We need to be realis-
tic in our effort to reform the welfare
system.

Welfare reform is not only about
adults—it is about children who live in
poor families. These children are poor
at no fault of their own and the U.S.
Congress is punishing them by forcing
their mothers out the door, leaving
them home without a parent or baby-
sitter.
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If we are going to break the cycle of
poverty and change the future of poor
people in this country, children need to
be at the top of our list of priorities.
We need to guarantee that children
will be cared for in healthy, safe, sup-
portive environments that help them
to develop and build their self-con-
fidence. If we do this, if we help chil-
dren get good child care, we can help
parents keep their jobs, and then and
only then, will their children learn the
importance of working.

Watching their parents come home
from work at night will allow children
to see the self-confidence that results
from bringing home a pay check and
being self-supportive. If Congress de-
nies low-income families the child care
assistance they need to work, then kids
will be left home alone. Do we want
television to take over as the caregiver
while parents are at work?

If we can give children some struc-
ture, a place where they can learn the
skills and values they need to stay in-
terested in school, perhaps they will
work their way out of poverty and we
can start breaking the demoralizing
cycle of poverty that has affected mil-
lions of Americans.

Anyone who has ever sought child
care knows that it can be difficult,
stressful, and time consuming. For
many families, child care is unavail-
able and unaffordable and those that
lack the economic resources, the time,
and information, have fewer options. In
many small towns in Vermont, neigh-
bors, friends, and family rely on each
other to help out with each other’s
children. There is usually someone
around who can watch the children for
a few hours. But not every family lives
in that kind of supportive environ-
ment. We all need to share the respon-
sibility in meeting the needs of the
children of this country. Children
growing up in secure, supportive envi-
ronments benefits us all.

The Republican leader’s bill will
make child care even more
unaffordable for low-income families.
As it is, working poor families spend 33
percent of their income on child care.
In sharp contrast, middle-class families
spend only 6 percent of their income on
child care. A single mother of two liv-
ing on welfare can probably expect to
earn about $5 an hour once she is able
to find a job. Child care will cost about
$3 an hour or more for her two children
which leaves her $2 an hour, at most, to
live on and support her family—$2 an
hour is not even enough to support one
person.

In addition to child care, a single
mother must then pay for transpor-
tation to work, clothes for herself and
her children, rent, food, and medical
costs depending on how much assist-
ance she receives from food stamps and
Medicaid. Nobody could cover those ex-
penses on $2 an hour. Nobody. Welfare
is the price our country pays to keep
families, single mothers and their chil-
dren, together. If this Congress fails to
require States to guarantee child care,
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the consequences for many of these
families, women and their children,
will be tragic.

We must also remember that single
mother’s did not have their children
alone. | certainly hope that strong
child support enforcement will de-
crease the need for Federal assistance,
and move single mothers and their
families toward self-sufficiency. These
efforts alone, however, may not be
enough for some families.

Child-care assistance for low-income
working parents and those working
their way off of welfare is essential. |
urge adoption of this amendment.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, | rise in
strong support of the pending amend-
ment and commend Senators Dobb and
KENNEDY for addressing one of the
most critical issues related to welfare
reform.

Child care is the linchpin for achiev-
ing comprehensive welfare reform be-
cause parents must know that their
children are supervised and safe in
order to go to work. That is just com-
mon sense.

But the Dole amendment falls short
here. First, it repeals the guarantee
that child care must be provided in
order for States to take welfare recipi-
ents out of the home and put them into
the workplace.

Second, the Dole proposal mandates
that parents work, but does not provide
any additional support for child care.
In fact, the plan repeals all existing
child-care funding specifically for this
purpose.

Mr. President, we all agree that wel-
fare recipients must be required to
work. However, if quality, affordable
child care is not available parents will
be faced with the unacceptable alter-
native of leaving children at home
alone or in unsafe situations. That is
really no choice at all.

| have often spoken about the success
of the lowa Family Investment Pro-
gram. After 22 months, the lowa wel-
fare reform program is showing good
results. More people are working, the
caseload is declining and the cost of
cash assistance is going down.

These results happened because the
State has been investing in education,
training, transportation, and, of
course, child care.

I often meet with welfare recipients,
caseworkers, and other in lowa regard-
ing welfare reform. The most common
concern | hear is the need for child care
and the need to provide more resources
for this purpose. We must make sure
that resources are available for child
care or welfare reform will fail. This is
a most fundamental issue.

The average annual cost per partici-
pant in lowa’s PROMISE JOBS pro-
gram is $1,920, including $987 for child
care. It is clear that child care is a
critical part of moving welfare recipi-
ents into the work force.

Mr. President, | commend Senators
Dobb and KENNEDY for addressing the
important issue of child care and wel-
fare reform and urge adoption of the
amendment.
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Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, |
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that Senator HoOL-
LINGS be added as a cosponsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KENNEDY. | suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair advises Senators that the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts has only 1
minute and 42 seconds, and the Senator
from Pennsylvania has 14 minutes and
52 seconds. Therefore, there is insuffi-
cient time for the elapse of a quorum
call.

Does the Senator from Pennsylvania
yield time?

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, |
yield such time as | may consume. |
want to go over this amendment again
and discuss it specifically for Members
who may be torn, as | think many are,
in wanting to support work and see the
potential need for day care.

Focusing on what the amendment
does, we have heard a lot of discussion
from the Senator from Connecticut and
the Senator from Massachusetts of the
concern for mothers with preschool
children, that we cannot allow mothers
who have children 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 years of
age—and | have three children all
under the age of 5 and | am keenly
aware of the need for care for young
children.

However, this amendment does not
just pertain to young children. This
provides funding so that every welfare
parent with children under 12 years of
age—12 and under, under 13—you can
have an 11-year-old or 12-year-old and
you still get a funded day care slot.
That is what the amendment says. This
is not just focused on children under 5.

We talk about being concerned for
them. This is a much more expansive
program. It is not just part-time child
care, it is a full-time child care pro-
gram. It is 12 and under, full time, not
just for single moms, not just for single
moms or dads who have children, but
for married mothers and fathers who
may be on welfare and have children.
This is for two-parent households as
well as single-parent households. That
is what the amendment says.

You could have a situation where you
have a 12-year-old child at home with
two parents, and under this bill, you
would get a full-time day care slot paid
for by the Federal Government. Would
that not be nice if every American who
was working, the Government would
pay your full-time child care, and you
could not even have to work under this
bill.

So you do not have to work. You can
be married, have a 12-year-old at home,

The
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do not work, and the Government will
pay your child care full time. That is
what this amendment does.

Now, you hear a lot of compassion on
the other side about the single mom
with the 2-year-old, but you do not
hear that this is another well-intended
bill that focuses on the hard problem.
And then when you realize this is a
brandnew big-time expansive program,
day care for everybody on welfare,
whether you are married or not, wheth-
er you are working or not.

I do not think that is what is being
sold here on the Senate floor. | think
we have to look very carefully at what
is in this amendment and how much
money it costs—$6 billion, fully funded
day care slots for all children of mar-
ried and unmarried parents, single and
married parents, up to 12 years of age.
Not the preschool kids, but up to 12
years of age.

I think this is a real Pandora’s box
we have opened. This is not the amend-
ment that is being talked about. This
is a very broad, expansive program.

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. SANTORUM. | am happy to yield
to the Senator.

Mr. KENNEDY. Is the Senator famil-
iar with how many parents are waiting
for child care in the State of Penn-
sylvania?

Mr. SANTORUM. | think the number
is around 9,000.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, 7,779
children now are on the child care
waiting list in Pennsylvania, many are
single parents, waiting to get off wel-
fare or stay off welfare.

I am wondering, does the Senator be-
lieve that for those who want to work
and can work, that there ought to at
least be some help and assistance, ei-
ther full or part time, as was included
in the bill passed in 1988 and providing
at help and assistance for hundreds of
thousands of families?

Mr. SANTORUM. If I can reclaim my
time, | say the answer is yes. | think

we do that in this bill. In the Dole
modified bill, we believe there are
ample dollars available. Within the

AFDC block grant, there will be money
available for child care.

You have the additional child care
block grant, which is appropriated at
$1 billion for this year and as necessary
for future years. We will have this de-
bate every year, Senator.

We are going to have a debate on the
floor of the Senate over how much
money we will provide in the appro-
priations process for people on welfare
who need day care assistance. | may be
back here with you, joining with you in
having started this program in place
and having seen the needs and heard
from the Governors that we may need
to appropriate more money in the
years ahead. There is nothing that pro-
hibits us from doing that.

But to lock in—you do not call it an
entitlement, but it might as well be
one—to lock in a program of $6 billion
right now, not just again for young
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kids, for children under the age of 5,
but for children up to the age of 12, for
parents who are single and married, |
think that just goes too far.

I hope that my colleagues will look
at the expansiveness of this amend-
ment, the cost of this amendment, and
I think the unfairness of this amend-
ment when juxtaposed to the working
family in America.

We are telling the working family in
America that, if you want to raise chil-
dren, fine. But you are on your own.
But if you go on welfare, even if you
are married, we are going to provide a
full-time government day-care slot for
you. | think that goes too far.

I hope we will reject this amendment,
that we will continue to work—as |
know the Senator from Utah [Mr.
HATcH] has talked about, and | know
the Senator from Vermont and others
who are looking at this issue will—we
will continue to work to see what we
can do to make sure that people are
not disqualified from working because
of the unavailability of day care. That
is what the Snowe amendment——

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator
yield further?

Mr. SANTORUM. If I can finish—that
is what the Senator’s amendment does.
It focuses in on the problem areas. It
says, if you cannot find day care, and if
you can show that day care is unavail-
able, whether it is just too costly,
given the amount of money you receive
on welfare, or it is not proximate to
where you live, or whatever the case
may be—and there is a laundry list of
things that you can use to show the un-
availability of day care—under the
Snowe amendment that is included in
the Dole package now, if you can show
that day care is unavailable, you are
exempted from the work requirements.

That is a very important measure.
Because what that does is it says to the
State—which, | remind you, has to
have, when this program is finally
phased in, half of the people in the pro-
gram in the work program. Those peo-
ple who cannot find day care remain in
the denominator but not in the numer-
ator. So they are part of the base of 100
percent, but they do not go toward the
50 percent you need for work participa-
tion. If you have a sufficient lack of
day care, that is going to have a big ef-
fect on your ability to meet your 50
percent work participation standards.

We believe that will be adequate im-
petus, in fact more than adequate im-
petus, to get the States to provide day-
care services that are necessary to get
younger mothers, in particular, into
the workplace. We think that kind of
flexibility and dynamics are better
than creating out of the box a fully
funded entitlement—or guarantee, it is
not an entitlement—guarantee that
you are going to have day care if you
are on welfare: You get day care if you
have children under age 13 whether you
are married or not, whether you are
working or not. | just think that is too
big of a loophole, too big of a grant.
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And | think it is an unwise move by the
U.S. Senate.

Mr. KENNEDY. Is that what the Sen-
ator understands the Dodd amendment
will do, provide day care for all chil-
dren? The Senator just said that. Is
that what the Senator understands it
to do? You said it. Of course—

Mr. SANTORUM. If | can reclaim my
time, | will be happy to answer the
question. It says on page 4 of the
amendment, eligible children are—

For purposes of this section, the term ‘‘eli-
gible child” means an individual, who is less
than 13 years of age and resides with a par-
ent or parents who are working pursuant to
a work requirement contained in section 404
of the Act.

So | think it is clear that those who
are eligible are under 13 years of age,
can be with a single parent or parents,
which | assume means married.

Mr. KENNEDY. And what percent in
the Dole proposal would be included
under that requirement? What percent
in the Dole proposal will not be so in-
cluded?

As the Senator knows, half of those
will be required to work in order for
the States not to be penalized. They
are going to have to find their child
care outside of these requirements.

The Senator understands that?

Mr. SANTORUM. Right.

Mr. KENNEDY. When the Senator
says this amendment is effectively say-
ing to every parent that all children
will receive child care, that is not a
fair characterization of the amend-
ment. | mean, | think that is what we
ought to do—but that is one fact that
the Senator is wrong on. And second,
how does the Senator understand the
discretionary block grant? Who is eli-
gible for that?

Mr. SANTORUM. My understanding,
if 1 can respond to the first point, is
that the Senator from Connecticut has
repeatedly said the formula was cal-
culated based on fully funding every
welfare parent who is required to work
with children under 12. That includes
single parents and married parents. So
there will be parents who will not have
to work because only one of them will
be required to work that will, in fact,
get day care. | think that is a little
much.

Mr. KENNEDY. As the Senator
knows, the Dole proposal requires that
half of all families on welfare partici-
pate in the work program. HHS esti-
mates that half of these families will
find their own child care. The Dodd
amendment is focused on those fami-
lies that will need child care assistance
in order to move from welfare to work.

So it is not all of those. It is those
that they believe—50 percent of the
adults that otherwise would need the
child care under this proposal.

Let me just ask the Senator——

Mr. SANTORUM. If | can reclaim my
time, the 50 percent participation
standard means that 50 percent of the
people in the welfare program are
going to be required to be in a work
program. The other 50 percent are not
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required to be in a work program and
therefore the need for day care, 1 would
assume—there would be no need for
day care because they would not be in
a work program.

So, what the Dodd amendment does
is provide funding for those who have
to work. That is my understanding.

Mr. KENNEDY. First of all, I am a
strong supporter of the need for child
care to move people off of welfare into
work. But second, how does the Sen-
ator understand the block grant pro-
gram? Who is eligible for the discre-
tionary block grant program?

Mr. SANTORUM. Under the amend-
ment of the Senator from Connecticut?

Mr. KENNEDY. No, just under the
existing program, the $1 billion that is
existing under the discretionary pro-
gram. Who is eligible for that?

Mr. SANTORUM. Before | answer
that question, how much time is there
remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania has 2 minutes
20 seconds. The Senator from Massa-
chusetts has 1 minute 24 seconds.

Mr. KENNEDY. | think we have an-
other 15 minutes.

Mr. SANTORUM. | will put a unani-
mous consent in, and then | will be
happy to respond.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent the vote on or in relation to the
Dodd amendment occur at 5:15 p.m.
today, notwithstanding the previous
order, with the time between now and
5:15 equally divided.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SANTORUM. My understanding
is, under the current proposal, that
money is a block grant to the States
with the States’ discretion to provide
those funds.

Mr. KENNEDY. The existing discre-
tionary block grant program, who is
participating in that program today?
The program originally created by Sen-
ators DobD and HATCH.

Mr. SANTORUM. | do not know the
answer to that.

Mr. KENNEDY. See, this is part of
the problem, Mr. President, using these
characterizations loosely. That pro-
gram is targeted to low-income work-
ing families. It provides $1 billion and
700,000 families struggling to make
ends meet and stay off welfare. It has
been supported by Republicans and
Democrats alike. The idea, under these
proposals, is to assist those who are
making the minimum wage, who still
receive the $13,000 for the family and
still cannot afford the child care they
need to get by.

The Senator mentioned earlier that
he is concerned about trying to provide
some help and assistance to working
poor families. | hope then he opposes
diverting these essential resources
away from working poor families as is
encouraged by the Dole bill.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, if |
can reclaim my time, | just think,
within the existing AFDC block grant,
there are funds available, that are cur-
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rently available under the AFDC pro-
gram, for child care. Those funds would
continue to be available if the State
should so desire to create a program to
provide assistance for people on wel-
fare in addition to the block grant
funding. So what we do is provide State
flexibility to be able to use those funds
as the State sees fit, which is in keep-
ing with what this side of the aisle was
trying to do, which is for the States to
be able to design, we believe, better
programs than a Washington-based
program.

Again, | think throughout this dialog
we found that, in fact, this program is
an expansive, new—I will not use the
term “‘entitlement’” because there is
not an entitlement in the law —but it
fully funds every slot that is necessary.
I know that is not an entitlement be-
cause you cannot go in there and go to
court and say | am entitled to this
money. But the money is there. Any-
one who has a child under the age of 13,
one or two parents, will be able to get
fully funded government day care, a
full-time day-care slot.

Again, it is the option of first resort,
not last resort. If you look at the
money the Senator from Massachusetts
was just talking about, the block grant
funding, and he talks about how many
working families are waiting for this
assistance, it is not the option of first
resort. You have to look at family and
neighbors and friends. That, | would
think, would still be—it is harder. But
I think we have done enough to say
that families are not important in this
country or that fathers are not impor-
tant in this country, to continue to
provide money to replace existing so-
cial networks and just say the Govern-
ment will do it. You do not need the fa-
ther’s money. You do not need a father
around anymore. We will pay the fa-
ther’s money. That is what AFDC is for
and all these other programs. You do
not need grandparents or cousins. We
will have a fully funded Government
day care slot for you. We do not need
family support. What does that mean?
That is not necessary. We will continue
to isolate you from your surroundings.
I think that is harmful. | think guaran-
teeing something up front is harmful in
the long run. It may sound good, but it
will continue to destroy the fabric and
culture of our society where we used to
be interdependent. And because the
Government is now coming in and
doing everything for you, you have be-
come this island unto yourself.

I think it is a very sad state in our
communities. And we will only add to
that with this program.

| hope we do not accept this amend-
ment.

Mr. President, | reserve the remain-
der of my time.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, how
much time remains? | see the leader on
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

GRAMS). The Senator from Massachu-
setts has 9 minutes remaining.

Mr. KENNEDY. May | have 3 min-
utes?
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Mr. President, | have listened to my
friend and colleague from Pennsylva-
nia. | listened to him describe the Dodd
amendment. | have difficulty under-
standing his interpretation. There are
60 percent of welfare mothers today
who have children 5 years of age or
younger. Under the most recent modi-
fication, they would not be sanctioned
for failure to participate in the work
program. It is clearly better for par-
ents to stay home than to leave their
children home alone, but what about
the great number of those individuals
who want to work, would like to work,
could work, will work, and are just
looking for the opportunity and the
child care they need to enable them to
work. The Senator from Pennsylvania
says, ‘“Well, we are not going to be pu-
nitive to them.”” Well he is right, the
most recent modification is better than
the original bill, but it is not enough.

The final point that I want to men-
tion again is what the National Council
of Churches says with regard to this. |
have read it. They believe we need in-
creased access to child care. The Na-
tional Conference of State Legisla-
tures, bipartisan, believes that we need
additional child care. The American
Public Welfare Association thinks we
need additional child care. The Catho-
lic Charities talk about it. They think
we need additional child care, and the
list goes on. The National Parent-
Teachers Association agrees.

These are groups that are operating
programs for children every single day,
talking with parents and listening to
their concerns. They are on the
frontlines, and this is what their con-
clusion is.

Our amendment will promote work
and protect children. It will improve
the lives and the livelihoods of millions
of American families. That is why |
think the amendment is needed.

| yield the remainder of my time.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, | will
use my leadership time for whatever
time | may consume to speak in behalf
of the Dodd amendment.

Mr. President, let me begin by thank-
ing the distinguished Senator from
Massachusetts for his excellent com-
ments and for the leadership that he
has shown on this issue throughout
this debate, and certainly the Senator
from Connecticut, the senior Senator,
Senator DopD, for his work in bringing
us to this point this afternoon. His
leadership and the effort that he has
invested in this issue for many years is
illustrative of the contribution that he
has made on a number of issues relat-
ing to children. And this is perhaps the
most important contribution of all.

As the distinguished Senator from
Massachusetts has indicated, you sim-
ply cannot have welfare reform if you
do not address the issue of child care
adequately. There can be no doubt that
it is the linchpin between welfare and
work. Why? Because 60 percent of
AFDC families have children under 6.
Why? Because, in many cases, those
same families cannot find adequate day
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care, cannot afford day care even if
they can find it, and have great anxi-
ety about leaving their children unat-
tended.

I do not care whether it is one parent
or two parents. If we want them to go
out and work, if we want them to go
out and get the skills necessary so they
can work—time after time they have
told us, and time after time virtually
every social organization has indi-
cated—you have to find a way to take
care of their children. That is what
this amendment does. It says in a
meaningful way we are going to create
a partnership. We are not going to tell
you who to take your children to. We
are not going to create some new gov-
ernmental system to do it. We are sim-
ply going to give you the means by
which you can find the best way to
take care of your children.

This will affect every single welfare
family. You have to have a child to be
on welfare, period. You do not meet the
definition if you do not have a child.

Child care enables mothers to go to
work, to have the confidence to leave
their home. Parents cannot accept
their responsibilities as parents if they
leave their children at home alone
without any supervision, without any
care, without any knowledge of what is
going to happen to their children, espe-
cially at those early ages.

Let me address another point that
was raised in this most recent col-
loquy. It is not just the child who is
under the age of 4 or 5 and not yet
ready to go to school that we ought to
be concerned about. What happens to
those children who are going to school,
who come back in the mid to late after-
noon to a home without a parent, with-
out anybody to take care of them
through the end of the day? What hap-
pens to them? What kind of super-
vision, what kind of care, what kind of
nutrition, what kind of attention are
they going to get? This amendment ad-
dresses that concern. It is not just a
concern for those who are under the
age of 6 and not able to go to school.
We have to be equally as concerned
with those children who come home in
the afternoon and have no supervision,
especially in those early ages.

Families below poverty spend almost
30 percent of their income on child
care, Mr. President. Nonpoor families
only spend about 7 percent of their in-
come on child care. There is no secret
why low-income families are not capa-
ble of addressing the need for child care
in their own families.

Child care costs in the District of Co-
lumbia can run as high as $150 to $175
per week. The average monthly benefit
for an AFDC recipient is less than $400.
So we are asking many parents today
to spend more in 1 month on child care
alone than they receive in AFDC. Obvi-
ously, Mr. President, it is an incredible
impediment for many people.

So what happens is that most people
today are relegated to finding other
ways of ensuring that their children
are cared for. They depend on relatives
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who may or may not be reliable or in-
formal arrangements that may or may
not work on a daily basis. A job re-
quires reliable child care, and often
that is very hard to find.

So in many cases, Mr. President, par-
ents are simply forced to make do. And
all too often, unfortunately, they do
not make do. All too often they are
forced to rely on low-quality care.

We believe that quality child care is
too important to child development to
leave those children home alone or to
make a way somehow on a day-to-day
basis with relatives or families or peo-
ple in the neighborhood to care for
their children. Studies show that the
first 3 years of life in some ways are
the most critical of all. Quality care
can clearly change the lives of children
today. Quality care can truly give kids
a head start. Quality care can relieve
parental stress and give people the con-
fidence they need to walk out of that
door and go to their job, go on and
achieve meaningful job skills, and do
so with the knowledge that they can be
a productive, cohesive, and successful
family when the work is done.

Mr. President, that is all we are ask-
ing. Let us give families an oppor-
tunity to be families. Let us give them
the opportunity to be strong families.
Strength is defined in part by how
strong the children are, by how nour-
ished, how educated, how guided, how
attended, and how cared for they are.

The Republican plan, frankly, is non-
existent in this regard. It is nice to
have all the nice sounding rhetoric, but
the fact is you have nothing if you do
not put resources next to it. There are
no resources in the Dole bill. It is esti-
mated that the Dole bill in its current
form is underfunded by almost $11 bil-
lion in the area of child care.

So there is no assurance that the
children of single mothers will be ade-
quately cared for. As the distinguished
Senator from Massachusetts has said
over and over, the Home Alone bill is
not what this piece of legislation ought
to be.

The modification made by the major-
ity leader last week does not address
this concern. In fact, it only exacer-
bates the problem. As the Senator from
Pennsylvania has alluded to, the bill
prohibits States from sanctioning
mothers with children under 6. That
may be good in some cases. But that is
not the real issue. That does not help
mothers become self-sufficient. It is a
de facto exemption from the work re-
quirement.

We do not want to exempt mothers,
and we do not want to exempt States
that do not provide the resources. We
want States to provide the resources so
that mothers will have the tools and
the opportunities they are going to
need.

Mr. President, the Dole bill in its
current form will exempt 60 percent of
those who are eligible for welfare
today. Why? Because 60 percent of
AFDC mothers have children under 6.
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As the Dole bill is written, it will ex-
empt any mother among that 60 per-
cent that cannot find or afford child
care.

States already had to pay for day
care. It was an unfunded mandate, but
they were required to pay it or exempt
mothers and take a 5-percent cut in the
block grant. The likelihood now is even
greater that the bill has virtually no
value in terms of putting people to
work or providing child care.

So that is why this amendment is so
important. This amendment says a
number of things. First of all, it says
we cannot expect parents to walk out
that door, achieve the desired goals of
this bill—that people either acquire
skills or acquire a job—if they have to
leave their children at home alone.

Second, it provides the resources nec-
essary to make this happen. We ensure,
not only that States are going to es-
tablish the mechanisms by which to
provide those services, but that States
are going to have the resources to see
that that happens.

Third, the Dodd-Kennedy amendment
is tough on work but not on kids. We
require able-bodied adults to work or
to prepare for work. We ensure that
when they do, we are going to enter
into a partnership with them to see
that their children are cared for. We
guarantee that child care assistance is
provided, and we do so not by exempt-
ing the mothers with children who can-
not find day care, but by helping them
find the child care they need to allow
them to work in the first place.

It is very clear. The adoption of this
amendment is the linchpin to welfare
reform. We are not going to get it with-
out child care. We are not going to get
it without the level of resources re-
quired to provide meaningful child
care. We are not going to get it simply
by exempting mothers who have no
other recourse but to stay at home be-
cause child care is not available.

There has been a lot of rhetoric in
this debate. The most important thing
we can do to change rhetoric to real ac-
tion is to pass this amendment, to pro-
vide the resources, to provide the
mechanisms, and, most importantly, to
provide mothers the confidence that
they can be a family when they come
home from work at night. This invest-
ment in children is as important to
kids as it is to mothers, as it is to the
system itself. It deserves our support,
and | hope Republicans will join us in
the passage of it as we take up the vote
momentarily.

| yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all
time yielded back?
Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President,

what time is remaining on both sides?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania controls 5 min-
utes, 45 seconds.

Mr. SANTORUM. Their time has ex-
pired?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seven
minutes and seven seconds on the mi-
nority side.
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Does the Senator from Massachusetts
yield back all of his time? Is that cor-
rect?

Mr. DODD. The Democratic leader
just spoke. Does anybody on that side
wish to be heard on this?

Mr. SANTORUM. | would like to rec-
ognize the Senator from Washington
for 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, | just
want to say that the abstractions with
which we deal with issues like this here
are very different from the reality on
the streets.

On my way back here from Seattle
today, | read a long and fascinating ar-
ticle in the New York Times about the
cultural differences among various
kinds of gangs in the city of Los Ange-
les. The reporter reports on the par-
ticular ethos of black gangs, of Asian
gangs, and of Hispanic gangs. In Los
Angeles, the Spanish gangs account for
most of the street murders, in the
number of hundreds every year, but
they do have a strong sense of family.
And the principal part of the story is
about a 15-year-old gang member with
a 17-year-old girlfriend who has a 1-
year-old child by this gang member.

If I may, | will share the last two
paragraphs of that story with you, Mr.
President.

““He’s always staying home now,” Tanya
said hopefully. ‘““He doesn’t want to miss
nothing. He’s saying, ‘Can’t you just leave
the baby with me. I'll watch the baby and
you go to school.”’

Dreamer is still only school age—

He is 15.

Tanya acknowledged, but the young family
expects to be financially secure. Her mother
receives Federal assistance to care for her
through Aid to Families with Dependent
Children. And now, Tanya said, she will also
receive AFDC assistance to care for her own
daughter, who is named Josefina.

So here we are subsidizing gangs and
gang warfare in Los Angeles. That is
why we need to pass this bill. That is
why we need to deal with reality.

Mr. SANTORUM addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SANTORUM. | yield myself such
time as | may consume.

In closing, | just want to remind
Members what this amendment does.
This is not an amendment targeted at
preschool children, to provide single
mothers support for preschool children.
Children aged 12 and under are eligible
for a full-time guaranteed day care slot
under this proposal, under the Dodd
amendment including two-parent fami-
lies. Not just single mothers but two-
parent families also qualify for a full-
time day care slot. It also has a 100-
percent maintenance-of-effort provi-
sion in this bill on the States.

This is a throwback to some of the
ideas that we were debating for the
past 2 decades. This is not in a new di-
rection. This is not the direction we
should take if we are going to reform
the welfare system and get people back
to work and get back to self-suffi-
ciency.
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I urge my colleagues to defeat the
Dodd amendment.

| yield back the remainder of my
time.

Mr. DODD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, very brief-
ly, first of all, just in response to my
friend from Pennsylvania, we say with
regard to children that they should not
be penalized if there are two parents.
In fact, we ought to be encouraging
that. And second, for after-school pro-
grams, it does not mean all-day child
care, people in school. Obviously, it
does not apply in those cases.

However, let me get back to the
central point, Mr. President, if | can, in
conclusion. We all want to see people
move from welfare to work, and assist
in that process. Every survey that has
been done over the last decade has indi-
cated that one of the major obstacles
of people moving from welfare to work
is the absence of child care.

Sixty percent of all AFDC recipients
have children age 5 and under. If we are
truly committed to moving people
from welfare to work and we want to
assist States in that process, we must
provide adequate funds for child care.
Because this bill mandates a 25-percent
work requirement in 2 years, and 50
percent by the year 2000—we set that as
a mandate in this bill—we should assist
States in making that happen. All this
amendment does is provide the assist-
ance in a pool of money.

It is not an entitlement. It does not
guarantee anybody anything. Merely
on a proportional basis based on the
block grant, it says to the States,
‘“‘Here is a pool of money to assist you
in providing those families that you
are moving from welfare to work with
child care.”

Everyone knows that any effort to go
from welfare to work, with infant chil-
dren, that does not provide for child
care will fail. And all of us do not want
to see that happen.

So, Mr. President, | urge that we
come together. This is an authoriza-
tion—authorization. Money will have
to be appropriated. If the numbers are
less, then appropriate to less. But let
us not try to divide over this issue that
has united us in the past. Let us see if
we cannot here find some common
ground.

| happen to believe, Mr. President, we
would pass welfare reform 95-5 if we
would adopt the Dodd amendment on
child care. We could end the acrimony.
We could have a good welfare reform
bill. We could assist our States. And we
could move people from welfare to
work. Let us not miss this opportunity,
for once, to come together in this Con-
gress on an issue this critical and this
important to the American public.

Mr. President, | yield back the re-
mainder of my time, and | urge a ‘‘yes”’
vote on the amendment.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, |
move to table the Dodd amendment
and ask for the yeas and nays.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is now on the motion to table.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. LOTT. | announce that the Sen-
ator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM] and the
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. SIMPSON]
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. SimMPsoN] would vote “‘yea.”’

The VICE PRESIDENT. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 50,
nays 48, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 406 Leg.]

YEAS—50
Abraham Frist McConnell
Ashcroft Gorton Murkowski
Bennett Grams Nickles
Bond Grassley Packwood
Brown Gregg Pressler
Burns Hatc_h Roth
gha:ee :altfleld Santorum
oats elms

Cochran Hutchison ghe_lby

mith
Cohen Inhofe Snowe
Coverdell Kassebaum
Craig Kempthorne Specter
D’Amato Kyl Stevens
DeWine Lott Thomas
Dole Lugar Thompson
Domenici Mack Thurmond
Faircloth McCain Warner

NAYS—48
Akaka Feingold Leahy
Baucus Feinstein Levin
Biden Ford Lieberman
Bingaman Glenn Mikulski
Boxer Graham Moseley-Braun
Bradley Harkin Moynihan
Breaux Heflin Murray
Bryan Hollings Nunn
Bumpers Inouye Pell
Byrd Jeffords Pryor
Campbell Johnston Reid
Conrad Kennedy Robb
Daschle Kerrey Rockefeller
Dodd Kerry Sarbanes
Dorgan Kohl Simon
Exon Lautenberg Wellstone
NOT VOTING—2

Gramm Simpson

So the motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 2560) was agreed to.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. SANTORUM. | move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
recurs on the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Kansas, Mrs. KASSEBAUM.

There are 4 minutes of debate, evenly
divided.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, may
we have order.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate
will be in order.

The Senator from Kansas, [Mrs.
KASSEBAUM], is recognized.
AMENDMENT NO. 2522

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President,

first, | would like to ask for the yeas
and nays on my amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT.
sufficient second?

Is there a
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There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, |
will reiterate why | believe this amend-
ment is important.

Mr. President, |, too, feel strongly
about the importance of child care. In
order to make our welfare reform effort
successful, | could not support the
measure that we just voted on because
| felt it was an amount of money that
could not be sustained and was not off-
set in a way that | felt would be suc-
cessful.

The rationale for my amendment is
briefly three parts. It creates a unified
system of child care at the State level,
with one State plan. It is not an effort
to, in any way, intrude on the infringe-
ment of one committee over another. It
is my idea that a consolidation of these
efforts is important, and it provides
one set of regulations, rather than a
two-track system. So it does not trans-
fer jurisdiction of the Senate Finance
Committee child care program to the
Senate Labor and Human Resources
Committee. But it does set up a single
system through which child care is
handled. It prevents families from ex-
periencing disruptions in their child
care since their eligibility is no longer
tied to specific program requirements,
that is, AFDC. Instead, eligibility is
based on a family’s income, through a
sliding fee scale that the State deter-
mines. As parents earn more, they
make a greater contribution for child
care assistance.

I feel it is very important that low-
income families can be able to move off
of welfare rolls and yet still be able to
maintain some support for child care.
It preserves the limited funding for
child care for low-income working fam-
ilies, many of whom rely on this assist-
ance to stay off of the welfare rolls.
For example, for a family of two earn-
ing minimum wage, average yearly
child care costs consume 47 percent of
the household gross income. That is a
significant amount, Mr. President. |
believe families do need some support
because it is the children that we do
have to protect in this process.

| yield the floor.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, | suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRAMS). The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, | ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment. The yeas and nays have
been ordered. The clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. LOTT. | announce that the Sen-
ator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM] and the
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. SIMPSON]
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. SimMpsoN] would vote ‘“‘nay.”
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FAIRCLOTH). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 76,
nays 22, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 407 Leg.]

YEAS—T76

Abraham Exon Leahy
Akaka Feingold Levin
Baucus Feinstein Lieberman
Bennett Ford Lugar
B!den Frist Mikulski
Bingaman Glenn Moseley-Braun
gond gor;on Murkowski

oxer raham

M
Bradley Grams NS;;ay
Breaux Harkin pell
Bryan Hatch p !
Bumpers Hatfield ressier
Burns Heflin Pr¥°r
Byrd Helms Reid
Campbell Hollings Robb
Chafee Hutchison Rockefeller
Coats Inouye Santorum
Cochran Jeffords Sarbanes
Cohen Johnston Shelby
Conrad Kassebaum Simon
Craig Kempthorne Snowe
Daschle Kennedy Specter
DeWine Kerrey Stevens
Dodd o Kerry Warner
Domenici Kohl Wellstone
Dorgan Lautenberg
NAYS—22
Ashcroft Inhofe Packwood
Brown Kyl Roth
Coverdell Lott Smith
D’Amato Mack Thomas
Dole McCain Thompson
Faircloth McConnell Thurmond
Grassley Moynihan
Gregg Nickles
NOT VOTING—2

Gramm Simpson

So the amendment (No. 2522) was
agreed to.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, |

move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. | move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2523

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question—the Senate will please be in
order.

The question is on the amendment
No. 2523, offered by Senator HELMS.
There are 4 minutes evenly divided.
Who yields the time?

The distinguished Senator
North Carolina.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, | do not
believe I can talk over the various dis-
cussions going on.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate is not in order. The Senator is
right. He is entitled to be heard.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will please be in order.

Mr. FORD. The Chair can call names.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
North Carolina.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, instead
of making remarks, | have prepared a
sheet that is on every Senator’s desk
that explains, or refutes in one or two
cases, suggestions about what this
amendment does or does not do.

Let me go down the list. First, the
question and then the answer.

How much of the taxpayers’ money
will this amendment save?

from
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CBO says it will save $5.68 billion
over 7 years.

What are the work requirements
under the Helms amendment? And by
the way it is cosponsored by the distin-
guished occupant of the chair, Mr.
FAIRCLOTH, and Mr. SMITH of New
Hampshire, Mr. GRAMS of Minnesota,
and Mr. SHELBY of Alabama. What are
the work requirements under the
Helms amendment?

Food stamp recipients must work a
total of 40 hours over a 4-week period
before receiving benefits.

Question. Are temporarily unem-
ployed people denied food stamps?

No, community service will count as
work.

Are work requirements in the Helms
amendment stronger than in the Dole
amendment? And, incidentally Senator
DoLE supports the Helms amendment.

Yes. The Dole amendment allows re-
cipients to receive food stamps for a
full year and requires only 6 months of
work to qualify.

Will pregnant women be denied food
stamps?

No, there are millions of pregnant
women who went to work this morning.
But if and when they are unable to
work they can and will get food stamps
when qualified.

Will retired people be denied food
stamps?

Of course not. Citizens over 55 are ex-
empt from the work requirements.

How many individuals does
Helms amendment target?

It targets the 2.5 million able-bodied
individuals who refuse to work.

Exempted by this amendment are
children under 18, parents with chil-
dren, parents with disabled dependents,
mentally or physically unfit, and all
who are over 55.

Mr. President, | reserve the remain-
der of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Who yields time?

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, | would
like to speak in opposition.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Indi-
ana.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, the di-
lemma with the Helms amendment is
very simple. That is in many commu-
nities throughout the country there
are not volunteer programs. There are
not work programs that people could
take up. In some cases, there are not
jobs.

Frankly, the problem is the amend-
ment affects able-bodied people who
are temporarily laid off, as people
sometimes are in this country, during
recessions or during closing of factories
or economic change. It does not really
give a very good opportunity for those
people to qualify for food stamps.

USDA estimates 700,000 people would
be affected. By and large, these are
people, often with long work records,
who temporarily have bad luck.

In my judgment, the amendment has
the merit of trying to tighten up the

the
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food stamp situation but it does so at
the expense of able-bodied Americans
who should not be penalized.

I encourage the Senate to defeat the
amendment.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, it is true
that this amendment by itself would
save money. But you could also say
that if we had an amendment that to-
tally did away with the food stamp pro-
gram that would save even more
money.

Basically what this says is you could
be somebody who has worked in the
plant for 15 years, you paid your taxes,
you are an upright citizen who paid for
the programs and everything else, and
if that factory, the largest employer in
the area, should suddenly close, and
you cannot find a job within 30 or 31
days later and if you are looking for
food stamps you are not going to get
them because you have not worked in
the last 30 days. This is far too puni-
tive. It is going to make it extremely
difficult, as the senior Senator from In-
diana said, for those who have been em-
ployed who because of a disaster or a
plant closing or something else are out
of a job. It goes much too far.

FOOD STAMP WORK AMENDMENT

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join with Senators HELMS
and FAIRCLOTH to offer this amendment
to the welfare reform bill. This amend-
ment is based on the simple notion
that recipients of public assistance
should give something in return for
their benefits. To not require work for
welfare, is to promote irresponsibility,
which is ultimately harmful to the re-
cipient.

This amendment is straightforward.
It states that those recipients of food
assistance, who are able-bodied, do not
have any dependents, and are between
the ages of 18 and 55, must work for an
average of 40 hours per month in order
to receive their food assistance.

Some critics might point out that
the Dole amendment already has work
requirements for Food Stamp recipi-
ents. However, those work require-
ments do not begin until 6 months
after the person begins receiving food
assistance. Workfare programs should
resemble the private sector to the
greatest extent possible, and 1 do not
know of any business which pays its
employees for 6 months before the em-
ployee ever begins working. Our work
requirement is structured identically
to private sector employment: wages—
or benefits in this case—are paid after
the service is rendered. This will pro-
mote personal responsibility and self-
sufficiency.

Finally, one of the main benefits of
work requirements is that they are a
humane way of screening people off of
welfare who do not belong on the rolls.
Many people receiving benefits which
are now free, will opt to pursue other
options they currently have in the pri-
vate sector if they are faced with even
a minimal work requirement. If they
have no such options, they will be able
to continue to receive benefits in ex-

S 13197

change for community service. How-
ever, CBO has estimated that this work
requirement will save taxpayers $5.5
billion over 7 years, due to a decrease
in the food stamp rolls of more than 1
million individuals. This will free up
money to be used on people who are in
genuine need, who have small children,
and who have no employment options
in the private sector.

Again, this amendment does not af-
fect anyone with small children, or
anyone who is disabled or elderly. It is
carefully targeted at those who are the
most likely to be able to move into the
private sector.

Mr. President, this is a responsible
amendment, and one | hope my col-
leagues will support.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, | rise
today to speak out against the amend-
ment offered by the senior Senator
from North Carolina.

Let me be clear. | am for reform of
the Food Stamp Program. I am willing
to toughen up work requirements. | am
for elimination of fraud. That is why
Democrats included reforms in our wel-
fare reform.

We include increased civil and crimi-
nal forfeiture for grocers who violate
the Food Stamp Act. We require stores
to reapply for the Food Stamp Pro-
gram so that we make sure that fraud
is not taking place. We disqualify gro-
cers who have already been disqualified
from the WIC Program. We encourage
States to use the electronic benefits
transfer program and we allow them to
require a picture ID. We require able-
bodied people who are between 18 to 50
to work after a period.

The fight here is over food, not fraud.
This amendment would say to workers
in my State and States across this
country that if you are a victim of a
plant closing, you won’t get any food
stamps unless you go out and work.
This amendment is tough on new
mothers. Under this amendment, if you
are about to have your first child and
for some reason you lose your job, you
are cut off from food stamps unless you
work. Cut off at the most critical time
in life for good nutrition. This amend-
ment doesn’t recognize that some areas
are hit by high unemployment. This
proposal fails to realize that we do
have recessions.

In a time when we denounce man-
dates to the States, this is exactly
what the proposal does—it mandates
further costs. This amendment offers
no funding to help these workers find
work or create jobs. It is assumed that
State and local governments can do
this on their own. State and local gov-
ernments will have to enforce these
new Food Stamp requirements at the
very time they are reinventing their
welfare program.

Mr. President, | am for welfare re-
form including the Food Stamp Pro-
gram. | am not for denying help to
those who truly need it and that is
what this amendment does. | urge my
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colleagues to vote this amendment
down so we can get on to real reform.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment has expired. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from North Caro-
lina. On this question, the yeas and
nays have been ordered and the clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. LOTT. | announce that the Sen-
ator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM] and the
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. SIMPSON]
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. SimpsoN] would vote “‘yea.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber
who desire to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 32,
nays 66, as follows:

[Rollcall VVote No. 408 Leg.]

YEAS—32

Abraham Gregg Nickles
Brown Helms Pressler
Coats Hutchison Roth
Coverdell Inhofe Santorum
Craig Kempthorne Shelby
Dole Kyl Smith
Faircloth Lott Stevens
Frist Mack
Gorton McCain $:ompson

urmond
Grams McConnell Warner
Grassley Murkowski

NAYS—66
Akaka Dodd Lautenberg
Ashcroft Domenici Leahy
Baucus Dorgan Levin
Bennett Exon Lieberman
Biden Feingold Lugar
Bingaman Feinstein Mikulski
Bond Ford Moseley-Braun
Boxer Glenn Moynihan
Bradley Graham Murray
Breaux Harkin Nunn
Bryan Hatch Packwood
Bumpers Hatfield Pell
Burns Heflin Pryor
Byrd Hollings Reid
Campbell Inouye Robb
Chafee Jeffords Rockefeller
Cochran Johnston Sarbanes
Cohen Kassebaum Simon
Conrad Kennedy Snowe
D’Amato Kerrey Specter
Daschle Kerry Thomas
DeWine Kohl Wellstone
NOT VOTING—2
Gramm Simpson
So the amendment (No. 2523) was re-

jected.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, | move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. | move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, | will ask
unanimous consent as to how we may
proceed. It has been worked out and
cleared by the Democrats. There will
be no more votes tonight.

Unfortunately, we could not get any-
body to offer an amendment, but we do
have an agreement the Senator from
California and the Senator from North
Dakota will offer amendments and
votes will occur tomorrow.

ORDERS FOR TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 12, 1995

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the Senate
completes its business today, it stand
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in recess until 9 a.m. Tuesday, Septem-
ber 12, 1995, and the Senate imme-
diately resume consideration of H.R. 4,
the welfare bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOLE. | ask unanimous consent
that at 9 a.m. there be 10 minutes for
debate on the pending Conrad amend-
ment No. 2529, to be followed imme-
diately by a vote on or in relation to
the Conrad amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOLE. | further ask that follow-
ing disposition of the Conrad amend-
ment, there be 4 minutes equally di-
vided in the usual form on the Fein-
stein amendment No. 2469, to be fol-
lowed immediately by a vote on or in
relation to the Feinstein amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOLE. | further ask that follow-
ing disposition of the Feinstein amend-
ment, Senator BREAUX be recognized to
offer his amendment concerning main-
tenance of effort; that the time prior to
12:30 p.m. be equally divided in the
usual form and a vote occur on or in re-
lation to the Breaux amendment at 2:15
p.m. on Tuesday.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me in-
dicate to my colleagues on both sides,
I think there are a couple hundred
amendments pending. We did not dis-
pose of very many today. It is my un-
derstanding there are about 19 cleared
on this side. And we hope we might be
able to dispose of those this evening if
they can be cleared on the other side.
They are both Democratic and Repub-
lican amendments, and not controver-
sial, as | understand it.

I have not seen the amendments my-
self. But | think we have indicated—at
least | have indicated, and | think the
Democratic leader, the distinguished
Senator from South Dakota, Senator
DASCHLE, agrees—we ought to complete
action on this bill Thursday, that on
Friday take up the State, Commerce,
Justice appropriations bill, and either
complete action on that Friday—the
chairman would like it Friday or Sat-
urday, that bill, because we do need to
complete action on the remaining ap-
propriations bills and go to conference
and send them down to the President
before October 1.

And so there is a lot of pressure on us
to get the work done. We still have the
six appropriations bills to do. Two or
three will take some time. A couple of
them may go rather quickly. So |
would suggest that we have got a lot of
work to do in a rather short time.

I know that some of my colleagues
will have problems in the first week in
October because of religious holidays.
And we want to accommodate every-
body, try to accommodate everybody,
as we should. But hopefully we will
have the appropriations bills done, so
it will be easier to accommodate those
who have particular concerns in that
area.
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So | would urge my colleagues to co-
operate with the managers on each side
so we can complete action on this bill
on Thursday evening.

I will be sending a cloture motion to
the desk. In fact, 1 will do it right now.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Will the ma-
jority leader yield?

Mr. DOLE. | will be happy to yield to
the Senator from Illinois.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. | have three
pending amendments that | would be
prepared to take up after the Breaux
amendment has been disposed of, and if
it is appropriate, if you would amend
your unanimous-consent request to
take up the three 4Moseley-Braun
amendments thereafter.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Did you want 1
hour?
Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. An hour

would be sufficient.

Mr. DOLE. For each one?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. One hour for
all three.

Mr. DOLE. | think now that we have
two Democratic amendments pending,
our hope would be that we take up the
Ashcroft amendment, the Shelby
amendment, and then the amendments
of the Senator from Illinois, if that is
satisfactory.

I do not know how much time they
are going to take. So we would be on
your amendments by about 4:30.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Is there time
on the Aschroft amendment?

Mr. DOLE. One hour on Ashcroft; 1
hour on Shelby; and 1 hour on yours, if
that is satisfactory.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Why do we not ask
for that now?

Mr. GRAHAM addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Florida.

Mr. GRAHAM. | would request, im-
mediately after disposition of the
amendments from the Senator from II-
linois, an amendment offered by Sen-
ator BUMPERS and myself be the next
Democratic amendment. And we have
agreed to a time agreement of 2 hours
equally divided.

Mr. DOLE. | want to first make cer-
tain we satisfy the Senator from Illi-
nois.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. If | may, |
would like an hour on my side on my
three amendments. And if that would
mean an hour—that would be 2 hours
total on the three amendments that |
have.

Mr. DOLE. OK. Let me just make
this consent request, that following the
disposition of the Breaux amendment—
the vote will occur at 2:15—then we
consider the Ashcroft amendment, 1
hour equally divided in reference to
food stamps; followed by a Shelby
amendment in reference to food
stamps, 1 hour equally divided; fol-
lowed by three amendments by the dis-
tinguished Senator from lllinois, Sen-
ator MOSELEY-BRAUN, 2 hours equally
divided; followed by——

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York.
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Mr. MOYNIHAN. If the Senator from
Florida would be understanding, | do
not know that we could get a time
agreement at this point. But in the se-
quence, he would come after the Sen-
ator from lllinois.

Mr. GRAHAM. | would modify my re-
quest for unanimous consent just to be
in sequence after the Senator from Illi-
nois and settle at a later date the ques-
tion of time.

Mr. DOLE. 1 think the only point I
would make—I am not certain we could
do that. We do not want to get to one
amendment at 5 o’clock tomorrow and
be on it for the rest of the day.

If 1 could get consent, before I move
to the Graham amendment, on the pre-
vious three amendments, Ashcroft,
Shelby—no time agreements.

Mr. FORD. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, Mr. President. And | say to my
friend, the majority leader, there are
some that are very involved, and the
floor manager here understands that
very well. We have not been able to
check about the time limits on food
stamps.

If we could do sequence, then work
out the time agreements after that, |
think that would be best. But as far as
agreeing to a time as it relates to these
amendments, it would be very difficult
for us to do it at this time unless we
could get all of those Senators that are
involved and interested in the particu-
lar amendments that are going to be
brought forward.

We are talking about basically six
amendments here, and one of them you
cannot give a time agreement on; one
you have the time agreement for an
hour on the three; but then that does
not include time in opposition, so 2
hours. |1 would be put in a very unten-
able position to having to object.

| see the minority leader is here, the
Democratic leader is here now.

| yield the floor.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, |
suggest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. DOLE. That is OK.

Mr. President, | will just modify my
request.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. | withdraw my re-
quest.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. DOLE. Again, | must say we still
have a couple hundred amendments
pending. | do not want to get carried
away that we are making progress if
we take up four amendments, five.

Mr. FORD. They are major, though.

Mr. DOLE. I would ask the following
sequence: Following disposition of the
Breaux amendment, Senator ASHCROFT
be recognized to offer an amendment
on food stamps; following disposition of
that amendment, we hope to get a time
agreement, and that the Senator from
Alabama, Senator SHELBY, be recog-
nized to offer an amendment on food
stamps; following disposition of that
amendment, the distinguished Senator
from Illinois, Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN,
be recognized to offer three amend-
ments with a 2-hour time agreement, 1
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hour on each side; followed by the Gra-
ham-Bumpers amendment on formulas,
as | understand it.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. That is right.

Mr. DOLE. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
objection?

Mr. DOMENICI. Reserving the right
to object. Might | ask the majority
leader a question?

Mr. Majority Leader, there is no time
agreement yet as to when this bill has
to be disposed of, is there?

Mr. DOLE. No. But it is my hope, and
I hope the hope of the Democratic lead-
er, that we finish it Thursday. Other-
wise, | think we will go the reconcili-
ation route. We could be here on this
for the next 3 weeks, and we have six
appropriations bills to pass. We have
got some people pressing for a recess in
October. And we want to try to accom-
modate people, but sometimes we have
to accommodate the work at hand. And
there is a lot of work at hand.

For 49 hours we have been on this
bill. It is a very important bill. But
this will take us into tomorrow
evening, even this agreement—one,
two, five, six, seven, eight, nine amend-
ments, which will get us to sometime
tomorrow evening. That would still
only leave 200 left. That may be
progress; not in my book.

I will send a cloture motion to the
desk.

First, 1 will yield the floor.

Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the minority leader.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, | share
the view just expressed by the majority
leader. I think we have made some
progress. We have a long way to go. |
know that some of the amendments
that have been offered are duplicative
amendments, so there is probably a
much shorter list than 200.

I think we can make a real good-faith
effort tomorrow and see if we cannot
accommodate both sides in not having
votes on all of these. | think if we can
work with the managers and accept
some of these amendments, it would be
very helpful as well.

There are two other amendments, at
least | will just put our colleagues on
notice, on the Democratic side. | would
like the Lieberman amendment and
the Kennedy amendment having to do
with work as our next two amend-
ments, regardless of whether they are
part of the unanimous-consent agree-
ment or not. | think it would be helpful
for Democrats on our side at least to
know what the sequencing will be.

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. DASCHLE. Yes.

Mr. KENNEDY. This is the amend-
ment to strike the training aspects of
the welfare proposal; basically, the
Kassebaum training programs that
deal with dislocated workers, the work-
ers that would be covered under
NAFTA, GATT, defense downsizing,
corporate restructuring, environmental
considerations, an amendment that

Is there
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would be used to strike those provi-
sions from the Dole bill.

Mr. DOLE. Any time agreements?

Mr. KENNEDY. We would be glad to
work out a reasonable time, and | will
be glad to talk with others who are the
cosponsors and Senator KASSEBAUM
and make a recommendation to the
leaders tomorrow and try to get that in
prior to the time of the cloture vote.

Mr. DOLE. I will just say for my col-
leagues, we have two Republican
amendments, and then we have three
amendments from Senator CAROL
MOSELEY-BRAUN and then the amend-
ment of Senators GRAHAM and Bump-
ERS. | assume following that there
would be a Republican amendment, and
then we can accommodate.

Mr. DASCHLE. The next two Demo-
cratic amendments following those
would be the two | just mentioned.

Mr. DOLE. I also want to say, as | in-
dicated earlier, since the leader is on
the floor, there are a number of amend-
ments that have been cleared on this
side, and if they can be cleared on the
other side—I think there are a total of
19—that would be a sign of progress,
too. As | understand, they are amend-
ments from Republicans and Demo-
crats. They are not controversial. They
probably would not have been cleared.
That would be a sign we are making
progress, too.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the majority leader’s re-
quest?

Mr. DOMENICI. | wonder if the Sen-
ator will add Senator DOMENICI'S
amendment on family cap to the se-
quencing when he is finished.

Mr. DOLE. Following the Graham-
Bumpers amendment, how much time?

Mr. DOMENICI. At least an hour on
my side; maybe an hour on the other
side.

Mr. DOLE. They may want to check
that. | can seek agreement but not give
a time agreement. | ask unanimous
consent that Senator DOMENICI be
sequenced in after Graham-Bumpers,
but we cannot get an agreement on
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request? Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President,
cloture motion to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to read the motion.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

We, the undersigned Senators, in ac-
cordance with the provisions of rule
XXI1 of the Standing Rules of the Sen-
ate, do hereby move to bring to a close
debate on the Dole substitute amend-
ment to H.R. 4, the welfare reform bill.

Bob Packwood, Hank Brown, Bob Dole,
Paul D. Coverdell, Conrad Burns, Don
Nickles, Trent Lott, Bill Roth, Rick
Santorum, Ted Stevens, Pete V. Do-
menici, Robert F. Bennett, Mike

I send a
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DeWine, Slade Gorton, Larry Pressler,
Craig Thomas, Rod Grams.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
California.

FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY ACT

The Senate continued with the con-

sideration of the bill.
AMENDMENT NO. 2469

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, |
thank you for the recognition, and |
speak to amendment No. 2469, which
was earlier offered, which has to do
with the growth formula provided for
in this bill.

I ask unanimous consent that Sen-
ator BOXER be added as a cosponsor to
the legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, let
me try to be succinct as to how this
amendment would change the Dole bill.
Essentially what the Dole bill does, as
drafted, is present a growth fund for
the next 5 years of $877 million. It then
submits a formula under which that
growth fund is disbursed. The formula
would provide funds only to 19 States.
You cannot convince me that only 19
States are going to grow in terms of
poor families in this Nation.

So what | have tried to do is come up
with a fair formula that measures the
growth of poor families. The House bill
has a formula in it which measures the
growth of people and then applies that
to this bill. Ours is very similar to the
House, with one distinction, and the
distinction is that it would use the cen-
sus data to count the increase in poor
families to determine how the growth
money is spent. The House uses the
census data to count the increase in
the general population. Then, the way
in which the growth money is spent is
simply: The percentage of growth is di-
vided into the overall total growth. In
that way, every State is accommo-
dated, and the growth funds are dis-
tributed to each state proportionate to
its share of the total growth.

Specifically, it would require the
Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices to publish every 2 years data relat-
ing to the incidence of poverty. The
methodology employed mirrors title 13
of the United States Code, section
141(a) of the census statute, and as |
have said, is the same as the House
welfare reform bill. So people should
know that what we are doing is simply
following the way the census produces
the material, under current law, and
then empowering the Secretary of
Health and Human Services to disburse
funds according to the results of that
data, and proportionate to each state’s
share of the total growth in poor peo-
ple.

There is no additional cost associated
with this amendment.

I would like to add that all States
are being held harmless; in other
words, no State’s grant would be re-
duced if that State experiences a de-
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cline in poor population. According to
the present population projections,
four States are expected to experience
an actual decline of population. They
are Maine, Massachusetts, Connecti-
cut, and Rhode Island. These States are
all held harmless in this amendment.

If, of course, the projections prove
wrong and those States do experience
an increase, because no one can actu-
ally predict future growth, they will
receive their fair share of the growth
formula.

If 1 may, | would like to contrast this
with the approach taken in the under-
lying bill. Eight hundred seventy-seven
million dollars over 5 years is author-
ized in this bill to accommodate
growth. As | said, only 19 States are
funded with this growth formula.
Under the Dole bill, the 19 States re-
ceive automatic additional funding, 2.5
percent of their 1996 grant, in each of
fiscal years 1997 to 2000 if, one, their
State’s welfare spending is less than
the national average level of State
spending and, two, their rate of popu-
lation growth is greater than the na-
tional average population growth.

For reasons which are unclear, cer-
tain States are deemed as qualifying if
their level of State welfare spending
per poor person is less than 35 percent
of the national average level of State
welfare spending per poor person in fis-
cal year 1996.

So Federal taxpayers are being asked
to spend almost $1 billion over 5 years
in the name of growth. But, in fact, the
result is that States that, until now,
have spent less than the average level
of State spending in assisting their
poor will now be subsidized by tax-
payers from all 50 States. | think that
is plain wrong. The State with the
greatest growth—and that is Califor-
nia—is significantly disadvantaged be-
cause its funding is frozen for the next
5 years. | have distributed a letter with
our proposal, with the Dole-Hutchison
formula in it and with the difference.
So there are three charts on everyone’s
desk tonight so everybody can look up
their State.

Certainly, the 19 States recognized in
the Dole bill—and | know Senator
HuTcHISON will comment on this—will
be cut back somewhat so that every-
body could have a fair share of the
growth fund based on the actual
growth of poor people in their State as
determined by the Bureau of the Cen-
sus. What could be fairer than that? If
in the census you achieve more people,
the growth fund is there to give you
your percent share of the total growth
fund.

So | will yield the floor for the mo-
ment. | know Senator HUTCHISON would
like to debate this.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, |
will be managing the time on this
amendment for our side. Mr. President,
I want to lay out exactly what my
amendment does, or my formula, the
Dole-Hutchison formula, does. Senator
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SANTORUM is going to have to leave in
7 minutes, so | would like to ask him
to speak for 2 or 3 minutes, and then |
will lay out the parameters of the
Dole-Hutchison formula so that every-
one understands why it is the fairest
formula.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, |
thank the Senator from Texas for
yielding.

As | discussed the other night, | want
to congratulate the Senator from
Texas for working diligently in coming
up with this formula. It is a fair for-
mula. On the surface, it sounds like the
Feinstein formula is fair because it is
based on growth in poverty population.

What the Feinstein formula ignores
is how we got to the allocation in the
first place. In other words, how did we
get to today? It is based on not how
many poor children there are in Cali-
fornia, Pennsylvania, or New Mexico; it
gets to the State today based on how
much the State of California ponied up,
as did the States of Texas and Penn-
sylvania. As a result, you have States
like California—and Pennsylvania
being another one and New York—who
had large welfare contributions. They
put up a substantial State match. As a
result, they got more Federal dollars.
If you put up more State money, you
got more Federal money. So you had
certain States who were more generous
with their welfare—or more progres-
sive, some would say—and put up more
dollars.

Well, now the match is gone. There is
no longer a match required under the
Dole substitute, the bill we are going
to pass. So to suggest that we should
now take a formula based on what a
State match was and apply that in the
future, based on what the growth in the
poverty population is, already gives
those States that had high State
matches an artificial advantage in the
first place.

So what the Hutchison formula tries
to do is say—starting at this inequity,
because the Hutchison formula holds
every State harmless and says that,
from there on, we are going to have the
States who get less per child under cur-
rent law get more money over time to
equal out what the Pennsylvanias and
Californias and New Yorks get. So her
growth formula targets the low-benefit
States that are growing and allows
them to catch up with these Federal
dollars.

It is fair in the sense that these are
block granted funds and there is no
match required anymore. California
does not want to spend a penny on this.
They will not anymore because we
have a 75 percent maintenance of ef-
fort. But California can reduce their
contribution, which would be a lot
more to their State budget than Mis-
sissippi’s reduction in their welfare
contribution. So they have a lot more
flexibility under the current law. There
is no match requirement except to the
extent of the 75 percent maintenance of
effort.
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This is a fair way to make up the dif-
ference over a period of time. As Sen-
ator HuTtcHIsoN will very articulately
tell you, they are still at the short end
of the stick because the per child ex-
penditure for a child from California,
New York, or Pennsylvania will still be
less after 7 years than they will be in
taxes, even though it is a block-grant-
ed formula. We try to make up this in-
equity. | congratulate her for her te-
nacity in dealing with this issue. This
was the toughest issue to deal with.
Any time you try to figure out how the
money is allocated, you get all sorts of
parochial interests that jump to the
floor. She was able to stick in there
and handle it and bring people to-
gether. It is one of the principal rea-
sons this bill is on the floor and in
shape to pass the Senate.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, |
yield myself 6 minutes of our time. |
want to start by thanking the Senator
from Pennsylvania. | appreciate all of
his efforts on this bill. He is one of the
first people who understood the bal-
ance in the formula.

Mr. President, this formula is very
carefully balanced. That is why it is
fair. The challenge we had was to make
a fair formula in a totally reformed
welfare system with a 5-year block
grant.

Now, here was the problem. You have
high-welfare States that gain in the be-
ginning because they are block granted
for 5 years. These are States that have
put more into their welfare spending
and therefore have gotten more out. A
State that has put more in has also
gotten more Federal matching funds.
Therefore, they have gotten more total
AFDC dollars. Now, you have low-bene-
fit States that have not put up as much
money. My State is 35th in per capita
income and may not have been able to
put up as much. So they have gotten
fewer Federal dollars.

In we come with welfare reform. Now
we are going to lessen the State re-
quirement. We will have no State re-
quirement at all in the last 2 years of
this 5-year plan. So we have to reform
the formula as well, to keep the low-
benefit States that are growing from
being in a desperate situation. So the
challenge was not to take from anyone,
but to allow these low-benefit, high-
growth States to be able to win in the
end, so that they march toward parity.

If 1 can say one thing about this for-
mula, it is that we have a goal of par-
ity at some point in the future. | would
like to be at parity today; so would
Senator DOMENICI, so would Senator
NICKLES, and so would Senator GRAMM.
We would like to be at parity right
now. But even after 5 years, our States
will not be at parity. But we know that
we have to make accommodations so
that everyone can feel that they have
gained something from welfare reform.
So we are willing to move slowly to-
ward parity, which should be the goal
of this country—for every poor person
to have the same basic general grant in
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welfare. My solution, the Dole-
Hutchison formula, does exactly that.

Some have said that food stamps
make up for inequity. This is not true.
If you put AFDC and food stamps to-
gether, which gives you the fairest pic-
ture, even after 5 years with the Dole-
Hutchison formula, here is what you
have. The higher welfare States like
California that are frozen still get
more than their percent of the poverty
population in Federal dollars at the
end of 5 years. California will get 14.41
percent of the Federal dollars under
my formula, whereas, they have 14.1
percent of the poverty population. So
they will be getting $141 million more
than their actual share of the poverty
population. Because they are frozen at
the higher level, they are going to be
big winners in the beginning, and they
will still not be losers at the end.

Hawaii, for instance, will have double
its poverty population in Federal bene-
fits. New York will have 9.94 percent of
all the Federal AFDC dollars, whereas
it has 7.6 percent of the poverty popu-
lation. Massachusetts will get 1.99 per-
cent of the Federal dollars, whereas, it
has 1.7 percent of the poverty popu-
lation. Michigan will get 4.16 percent of
the dollars, whereas, it has 3.6 percent
of the poverty population. Washington
State will get 1.96 percent of the total
Federal dollars whereas they have 1.5
percent of the poverty population.

Now, these are States that are going
to be frozen at the higher levels. That
is why these States win even though
they are frozen. If you take their Fed-
eral dollars frozen plus their food
stamps they still come out ahead of
their poverty population percent.

Now, what is wrong with the Fein-
stein amendment? Let me say that the
Feinstein amendment, she has done her
homework. I admire the Senator from
California very much. Here is what is
wrong with this amendment. It redis-
tributes the growth even to high-bene-
fit States so they get a double advan-
tage. They get a high Federal benefit
in the beginning and they get the
growth.

So what happens? They increase in
poverty requirements, which are an in-
centive to even the high-welfare States
to continue having growing poverty
statistics.

The second thing that is wrong with
the Feinstein amendment is parity will
never be reached. We will never reach
the goal in this country to have gen-
eral parity across the Nation of all of
the AFDC grants.

Let me give some examples of the
difference between the Dole-Hutchison
formula and what Senator FEINSTEIN’s
formula would do to the poor States.

California receives $1,016 per poor
person now. Alabama receives $148 per
poor person, and yet under the Fein-
stein amendment Alabama will lose $11
million more under her formula than
they would get under mine because
they will grow under mine because
they are poor.

Arkansas, $137 per poor person as
compared to $1,016 from California.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SANTORUM). The 6 minutes of the Sen-
ator has expired.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. | ask unanimous
consent to be extended 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 4 minutes remaining on her
time.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, let
me finish this thought, and | want to
yield the floor to Senator DoMENICI for
2 minutes.

We have the poor States that will
continue to lose under the Feinstein
amendment.

The third thing that is wrong with
the Feinstein amendment is that it di-
rects the Secretary of Health and
Human Services to determine poverty
estimates by means of sampling, esti-
mation, or any other method that the
Secretary determines will produce reli-
able data.

Now, Mr. President, that is a hole as
big as a Mack truck. Who knows what
the formula might be? We just cannot
live with that. We must have some-
thing that we can count on that will
not be jiggered or changed over the
years, to be considered fair.

Mr. President, | yield the floor, and |
yield the Senator from New Mexico 2
minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, thank
you.

Senator HUTCHISON, let me just say
we actually should call the new for-
mula in the Dole amendment not the
Dole-Hutchison but the Hutchison-
Dole.

I commend the Senator also for the
tremendous job done in trying to cre-
ate parity and what | perceive to be
fairness. | have great admiration for
anybody that tries to get more for
their State. Obviously, | admire the
distinguished Senator from California
for trying to get more for California.

Essentially, to just give an example,
California and New York each start off
with more Federal spending per poor
person than New Mexico, Texas, Ala-
bama, and Virginia combined. Let me
put it one more time, just taking Cali-
fornia. California starts off with more
Federal spending per poor person than
New Mexico, Texas, Alabama, and Vir-
ginia combined.

Now, if we are going to have a for-
mula that perpetuates that disparity,
then why would we from States like
New Mexico, Texas, Alabama, Virginia,
and many others, want to be part of
this change in our Federal Govern-
ment’s approach to the welfare system?
Why we would want to join and put our
States and our poor people in a perpet-
ual inferiority position—not a little
bit, but a dramatic difference.

The Senator from Texas has stated
the difference. We will never catch up.

The distinguished Senator from
Texas did not come up with a formula
that would take from the rich States,
the States that have harvested the pro-
gram so well. We did not decide in our
work together—I worked on it with
you, the Senator from New Mexico
worked with you—to take from them.
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We just said do not continue to leave
the poorer States in a perpetual state
of disparity beyond any recognition.
There will be a welfare program in New
Mexico under this that will be one-
third of that in New York. My State
will lose $23 million. It is one of the
hardest hit States. There are many
more like it.

| say to the Senator from California,
good luck on getting things for Califor-
nia but on this one, this formula will
not work because it is not fair. | thank
the Senator from Texas for yielding.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, the
Dole substitute to H.R. 4 authorizes a
supplemental appropriation of $878 mil-
lion over fiscal years 1997 through 2000
to be allocated to certain States in ad-
dition to the funds they would receive
under the temporary assistance for
needy families block grant. States
qualify for the supplemental funds if
one, total population—not just poor
population—growth in fiscal year 1996
is above the national average and State
welfare expenditures per poor person
are at or below 50 percent of the na-
tional average, or two, State welfare
expenditures per poor person are at or
below 35 percent of the national aver-
age, regardless of population growth.

States have a one-time opportunity
to qualify in fiscal year 1997. If they do,
they will receive a 2.5-percent increase
in their block grant funding each year,
1997-2000, regardless of whether they
continue to meet the eligibility stand-
ards in subsequent years. Likewise,
States that fail to qualify in fiscal year
1997 are excluded from receiving any of
the supplemental funds even if they
were to quality later. The practical ef-
fect of the provision would be to boost
cumulative funding in 19 so-called
growth States—but not California—by
10.4 percent. The remaining 31 States,
including New York, would be held
harmless; their allocations under the
main block grant would remain frozen
through fiscal year 2000, Not surpris-
ingly, fully two-thirds of the Senators
who represent the winner States are
Republicans.

Mr. President, there are major flaws
with this provision that makes me
wonder just how serious its proponents
are. First, general population growth is
not a reliable proxy for an increase in
a State’s share of the growth of poor
people who qualify for welfare benefits.
Many rapid-growth States attract new
residents precisely because their
economies are strong and work oppor-
tunities are good. It is entirely possible
that a State experiencing rapid growth
due to economic expansion could see
its share of poor people decline. Con-
versely, a slow-growing Rustbelt State
could see its share of total population
decline but its share of poor people eli-
gible for welfare increase.

The second problem is that supple-
mental fund will be made available
only to those growth States whose
State expenditures per poor person are
at or below 50 percent of the national
average. And then there is the curious

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

provision that rewards nongrowth
States if their State expenditures per
poor person are at or below 35 percent
of the national average.

A State could have a large share of
childless working or elderly poor.
These individuals would dilute per cap-
ita welfare expenditures even though
they would not be welfare recipients.
More importantly, are now about to
enter the business of rewarding States
who will not spend their own resources
on their own poor people? Are we going
to start punishing States that do com-
mit their own resources by reallocating
scarce Federal funds away from them?
I will have much more to say on this
subject when we take up the formula
amendment the senior Senator from
Florida has offered. Suffice it to say at
this point that | will not stand by and
allow our Federal system to be
wrecked in one fell swoop.

Senator FEINSTEIN’sS amendment is
identical to the provision in the bill
the House passed pertaining to supple-
mental block grant funds. Each State’s
annual share of the supplemental block
grant, if any, would be proportionate
to its share of the increase in the num-
ber of poor people nationwide. New
York, theoretically, could be eligible
for supplemental block grant funds.

The Feinstein amendment requires
the Census Bureau to update and pub-
lish data relating to the incidence of
poverty for each State, county, and
local school district unit of govern-
ment every 2 years, commencing in fis-
cal year 1996 and authorizes an annual
appropriation of $1.5 million for this
purpose.

Mr. President, | support the Fein-
stein amendment, but it does have two
flaws. First, an increase in the number
of poor people—while better than the
proxy used in the underlying sub-
stitute—still is not a precise proxy for
an increase in the number of poor peo-
ple who would be welfare beneficiaries.
Once again, low-income men and
women without dependent children and
the elderly poor, for instance, would
not be AFDC recipients but would
count in the population tallies that de-
termine whether a State qualifies for
the supplemental block grant. More
importantly, while updating poverty
data more frequently is a desirable
public policy goal, which 1| support,
statisticians are not confident yet that
accurate subcounty counts are possible
in any context other than the decen-
nial census.

Collecting data more frequently typi-
cally will harm slow-growing States
like New York when the data sets are
plugged into allocation formulas. Exac-
erbating the problem is the fact that
poverty data do not reflect regional or
State-by-State differences in the cost
of living. A family of our just above the
poverty threshold living in New York
City is demonstrably worse off than a
family of four just below the threshold
living in rural Mississippi. Research in-
dicates that differences in the cost of
living can be as great as 50 percent.
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Each year, in collaboration with the
Taubman Center for State and Local
Government at the John F. Kennedy
School of Government, | publish a doc-
ument entitled ““The Federal Budget
and the States’ that details the flow of
funds for the previous fiscal year.
Aficionados of the report know that |
refer to it as the ““Fisc.” | send a copy
to each Senator every summer and
hope that my colleagues read it. At
any rate, the most recent edition of the
Fisc contains, for the second year, the
“Friar/Leonard state cost of living
index,”” which 1is named for its
cocreators, my coauthors, Monica E.
Friar, an indefatigable research assist-
ant, and Professor Herman B. Leonard,
academic dean of the teaching pro-
grams and Baker Professor of Public
Finance at the Kennedy School. If we
were to apply the Friar/Leonard index
to subnational poverty statistics, we
would find that New York’s 1992 pov-
erty rate jumps from the 18th highest
rate nationwide to the 6th highest.

One of the amendments | offered last,
Friday would require the Census Bu-
reau to develop cost of living index val-
ues for each of the States—at a mini-
mum, and at the sub-State level, if
practicable—and apply those values to
the national poverty threshold in de-
termining the number of poor people
for each State. The index value for the
United States would be 100. A State
such as New York might have a hypo-
thetical index value of 106 while Mis-
sissippi might have an index value of
94. Applying the index values for the
two States to the national poverty
threshold would increase the income
limit and hence the number of poor
people in New York and decrease the
income limit and the number of poor
people in Mississippi.

Earlier this year, a National Acad-
emy of Sciences [NSA] panel of experts
released a congresssionally commis-
sioned study on redefining poverty.
The report, edited by Constance F.
Cirro and Robert T. Michael, is entitled
“Measuring Poverty: A New Ap-
proach.”

According to a Congressional
search Service reviews,

Re-

The NAS panel (one member among the 12
member panel dissented with the majority
recommendations) makes several rec-
ommendations which, if fully adopted, could
dramatically alter the way poverty in the
U.S. is measured, how Federal funds are al-
lotted to States, and how eligibility for
many Federal programs is determined. The
recommended poverty measures would be
based on more items in the family budget,
would take major noncash benefits and taxes
into account, and would be adjusted for re-
gional differences in living costs.

. . . Under current measures the share of
the poor population living in each region in
1992 was: Northeast: 16.9%, Midwest: 21.7%,
South: 40.0%, and West: 21.4%. Under the pro-
posed new measure, the estimated share in
each region would be: Northeast 18.9% Mid-
west: 20.2%, South: 36.4%, and West: 24.5%.
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The CRS report, ‘“Redefining Poverty
in the United States: National Acad-
emy of Science Panel Recommenda-

tions,”” was written by Thomas P.
Gabe.
Mr. President, despite the flaws I

have just mentioned, the Feinstein
amendment is enormously superior to
the underlying provision, and | encour-
age my colleagues to support it.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, |
yield 30 seconds to the senior Senator
from Florida.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President | ask
unanimous consent to extend that 2
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, |

think I only have—

Mr. SANTORUM. The Senator has 30
seconds remaining.

Mr. GRAHAM. This would be 90 sec-
onds in addition.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, |
ask unanimous consent that | get 4
more minutes because | have two other
speakers.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Might | ask the Sen-
ator from Florida if he would yield
without losing any of the time for a
unanimous consent request.

Mr. GRAHAM. | yield to the Senator
from New Mexico.

AMENDMENT NO. 2575, AS MODIFIED

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, | send
an amendment to the desk and ask
unanimous consent that it be modified.
It is an amendment on my part to con-
form the amendment on the family cap
to the Dole amendment as offered.

My previous amendment was in an-
ticipation of the amendment. This just
makes it conform with the Dole
amendment. | ask that it be filed as
such and take the place of my pre-
viously filed amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
objection to the modification?

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, | re-
serve the right to object.

Mr. President, | withdraw my res-
ervation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment will be so modified.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

Strike the matter inserted in lieu of the
matter on page 49, line 20, through page 50,
line 5, and insert the following:

““(c) STATE OPTION To DENY ASSISTANCE
FOR CHILDREN BORN TO FAMILIES RECEIVING
ASSISTANCE.—At the option of the State to
which a grant is made under section 403 may
provide that the grant shall not be used to
provide assistance for a minor child who is
born to—

““(1) a recipient of assistance under the pro-
gram funded under this part; or

“(2) an individual who received such bene-
fits at any time during the 10-month period
ending with the birth of the child.

AMENDMENT NO. 2469

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, | rise
just to put the Senate on notice that
this is not the only alternative to the

Is there
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formula that we will have an oppor-
tunity to consider during the debate on
the welfare reform bill.

There will be other amendments that
will be offered by Senator BUMPERS,
others, and myself tomorrow which go
to the more fundamental issue.

That fundamental issue is that not
only as the Presiding Officer has cor-
rectly pointed out have we changed the
status quo by no longer requiring a
local effort, and therefore continuing a
formula whose numbers were predi-
cated on that effort, is irrational.

We go beyond that. We impose new
obligations on the States, particularly
in the areas of child care and prepara-
tion for work. We are going to be re-
quiring essentially the same obligation
from each of the 50 States with enor-
mously different amounts of Federal
resources in order to reach those obli-
gations. There are some States that
will have to spend over 80 percent of
their Federal money in order to meet
the new Federal mandates. Other
States can reach those Federal man-
dates with 40 percent or less of the Fed-
eral money.

So | suggest this is not just an issue
of allocating money between Texas,
California, New Mexico, Rhode Island,
Florida, or the other States. It goes to
the fundamental issue of: Can we
achieve the result that this bill is in-
tended to achieve, which is to assist
people through appropriate State ac-
tion to move from welfare dependency
to the independence of work?

My suggestion is that we will not be
able to achieve that objective, and
therefore | urge the amendment as of-
fered by my good friend, the Senator
from California, be defeated and, frank-
ly, that tomorrow we be prepared to
engage in a very fundamental debate
about how we are going to allocate re-
sources that, in my opinion, is critical
to whether this goal of welfare to work
is attainable.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, |
yield 30 seconds to the Senator from
Arizona.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, | oppose the
amendment of the Senator from Cali-
fornia.

| appreciate what she is trying to ac-
complish. But under her formula, as I
calculate it, California would receive
fully 20 percent of the supplemental
amount already appropriated in the
bill. Under the Hutchison formula, not
a single State would lose any block
grant funding but there is an adjust-
ment for those particularly high
growth States and States that are well
below the national average on the re-
ceipt of Federal funds for welfare
spending.

Everybody has a different formula
which helps them. Senator FEINSTEIN is
only trying to help her constituents.

But if we get bogged down in a wel-
fare formula fight, there is a good pos-
sibility that welfare reform could be
derailed in the Senate.
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Realizing that, a group of Senators
early on, under the leadership of Sen-
ator HUTCHISON, came up with a for-
mula that, in a small way, begins to
recognize the need to distribute welfare
funds in a more equitable manner.

The point is this: States that are cur-
rently well below the national average
in receipt of Federal funds and State
welfare spending and States that will
experience higher than average growth
in population should receive a greater
share of the “‘growth’” formula. The
Hutchison formula accomplishes this
by giving States that meet these cri-
teria a 2.5-percent increase per year in
block grant funding starting in fiscal
year 1997. Under this formula, no State
loses any block grant funding and 17
States with particular needs get an in-
crease. So, in States like Mississippi,
where AFDC payments are the lowest
in the Nation, a small stride will be
made toward allocating funding in a
way that treats poor children more eqg-
uitably. And, in States like Arizona,
where population growth is expected to
be well above the national average over
the next 5 years, a small movement to-
ward equity in funding distribution is
also achieved.

The Feinstein amendment, on the
other hand, is based solely on increases
in incidences of poverty. That will
upset the balance that was achieved
earlier on the funding formula.

It is based solely on increases in pov-
erty—which can be a built-in incentive
for States to keep people in poverty in
order to receive increases in Federal
funding.

It will reward States like California
and New York, which already take a
huge chunk of the Federal pot with
even additional Federal dollars. Under
the Feinstein amendment, 20 percent of
the supplemental amount already ap-
propriated in the bill will go to Califor-
nia. This is not fair.

Under the Feinstein amendment,
California’s spending per person in pov-
erty will remain well above the na-
tional average while Arizona will con-
tinue to hover around the national av-
erage. And, under Feinstein, other
States like Mississippi and Texas, will
not even reach the national average in
spending by the year 2000.

Under the Feinstein amendment,
States that are poor and growing will
continue to be poor and growing with-
out the necessary 10.4 percent increase
that the Hutchison formula would pro-
vide. California, which already receives
three times more in Federal funding
per poor child—$1,016 per child—than a
child in Arizona—$361 per child—will
receive a much larger increase than Ar-
izona.

Since there will no longer be a Fed-
eral/State match required in welfare
spending under the Dole welfare bill,
there must be a movement toward eqg-
uity in Federal welfare funding to the
States. We cannot expend all of our re-
sources in just a few States.
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The Hutchison formula is a very fair
formula and | urge my colleagues to re-
ject the amendment of the Senator
from California.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, |
just want to say this formula would
not have come about without Senator
KyL and Senator MAcK, who is the next
speaker and | want to yield the remain-
der of my time tonight to Senator
Mack from Florida.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 1 minute and 10
seconds.

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, the
Hutchison formula has been inappro-
priately referred to as a ‘‘supple-
mental’”’ grant to States. This is a mis-
leading characterization of the addi-
tional moneys provided in this legisla-
tion. It implies that certain States
have been able to negotiate a sort of
slush fund or bonus for themselves un-
fairly.

In reality the Hutchison formula in
the underlying legislation begins to
chip away at historical inequities be-
tween States due to the Federal Gov-
ernment’s present system of awarding
AFDC moneys.

This debate
equity.

The Feinstein amendment not only
undermines an honest attempt to pro-
vide some equity and parity between
States but it does so in a way that in
essence rewards States for increasing
the number of people living in poverty
each year.

This policy, Mr. President, runs
counter to the welfare reform bill’s
goal of encouraging States to get peo-
ple off welfare and into work. Any in-
centives that we create to reward
States for reducing their welfare case-
loads would be nullified by Senator
FEINSTEIN’s amendment.

The Hutchison formula provides
funds for States which have been his-
torically below the national average of

is and should be about
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Federal welfare spending and at the
same time experiencing an above aver-
age population growth. These qualifiers
appropriately identify those States
with the most need and begins to move
those States, albeit modestly, toward
parity.

California currently receives $1,016
per person living in poverty compared
to the $363 Florida receives per poor
person living in poverty. Under the
Hutchison formula, in the year 2000,
Florida will still not reach parity with
California—Florida will only be receiv-
ing about $400 per person living in pov-
erty. Yet the Feinstein amendment
will give California $160 million addi-
tional over the next 5 years.

Providing States like California with
additional money, when they already
receive more Federal dollars per recipi-
ent than almost any other State—does
not mean equity to me. | urge my col-
leagues to support the underlying bill
and vote against the Feinstein amend-
ment.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

The Senator from California.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, |
would like to speak for as much time
as | may use.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized. She has 8% minutes
remaining.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. In deference to my
opponents on this issue, and | very
much respect them, there is really a
difference in viewpoint here.

Let me explain where | am coming
from. For more than a half a century,
the way the Federal allocation has
been determined has been based on a
State determination of benefit level, so
a State decides what its cost of living
is, how much it needs to sustain a poor
family, and sets that amount. And then
the Federal Government matches that
amount.

Suddenly, what is being said, as |
hear it, is those States that had low
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benefit levels or what amounts to a
very low maintenance of effort are now
going to be rewarded with a growth
fund. California’s grant is $607 a month
because California decided that the
basic cost of living necessary for a fam-
ily was at least that. And California
would put up one half of it. If a State
like Alabama, for example, decides
that they only want to put up $164,
then the Federal Government only
matches a percentage of that amount.

Where the arguments made on the
other side of the aisle do not ring true
to me is only 19 States are benefited in
the Dole bill with the growth fund.
That means any other State that has
growth is not going to get any money
under this bill.

In the Feinstein amendment, 28
States have a net benefit over the lan-
guage. Let me tell you which they are
and what the additional annual
amount is, over and above the Dole
bill, by the fifth year.

Alaska, $2,029,000; California,
$64,922,000; Delaware, $1,217,000; Hawaii,
$2,840,000; Idaho, $289,000; Illinois,

$9,062,000; Indiana, $6.627 million; lowa,
$2.164 million; Kansas, $3.381 million;
Kentucky, $4.058 million; Maryland,
$6.763 million; Michigan, $5.275 million;
Minnesota, $5.816 million; Missouri,
$4.058 million; Nebraska, $1.758 million;
Nevada, $2.488 million, New Hampshire,
$812,000, New Jersey, $5.545 million;
New York, $1.217 million; North Da-
kota, $135,000. Ohio, $7.709 million;
Oklahoma, $2.840 million; Oregon,
$7.304 million; Pennsylvania, $5.004 mil-
lion; Vermont, $271,000. State of Wash-
ington, $16.095 million; West Virginia,
$541,000. Wisconsin, $6.492 million;

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent the comparison tables be printed
in the RECORD.

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

TABLE 1.—ESTIMATED ALLOCATIONS UNDER THE TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES BLOCK GRANT, WITH GRANT ADJUSTED IN FISCAL YEAR 1998 AND FISCAL YEAR

2000 FOR CHANGE IN POPULATION THE FEINSTEIN BILL

[Share of change in population is used as a proxy for share of change in the poverty population (dollars in thousands)]

Dollar Percentage
State 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 change: change:
1996-2000  1996-2000
Alabama $106,858 $108,297 $109,698 $111,189 $112,674 $5,816 5.44
Alaska 66,348 66,838 67,295 67,726 68,377 2,029 3.06
Arizona 230,462 232,881 235,383 237,941 240,606 10,144 440
Arkansas 59,900 60,604 61,351 62,163 62,875 2,976 497
California 3685571  3,700973 3716869 3733403 3,750,492 64,922 1.76
Colorado 130,713 133,163 135,698 138,193 140,857 10,144 7.76
Connecticut 247,498 247,498 247,498 247,498 247,498 0 0.00
Delaware 30,239 30,546 30,807 31,125 31,457 1,217 403
District of Columbia 95,882 95,882 95,882 95,882 95,882 0 0.00
Florida 581,871 589,311 596,826 604,409 612,167 30,297 5.21
Georgia 359,139 362,691 366,395 370,162 374,017 14,878 414
Hawaii 94,964 95,607 96,289 97,031 97,805 2,840 2.99
Idaho 33,696 34,584 35,589 36,550 37,483 3,787 11.24
Illinois 583,219 585,485 587,699 590,010 592,281 9,062 1.55
Indiana 227,031 228,623 230,249 232,050 233,658 6,627 2.92
lowa 133,938 134,459 134,948 135,513 136,102 2,164 1.62
Kansas 111,743 112,569 113,383 114,302 115,124 3381 3.03
Kentucky 188,447 189,457 190,403 191,399 192,504 4,058 2.15
Louisiana 164,016 164,751 165,468 166,280 166,992 2,976 181
Maine 76,333 76,333 76,333 76,333 76,333 0 0.00
Maryland 246,947 248,693 250,418 252,065 253,710 6,763 2.74
Massachusetts 487,449 487,449 487,449 487,449 487,449 0 0.00
Michigan 806,641 808,049 809,417 810,774 811,915 5,275 0.65
Mi 287,137 288,546 290,040 291,468 292,953 53816 2.03
Mississippi 87,038 87,559 88,111 88,711 89,337 2,299 2.64
Missouri 232,505 233,454 234,461 235,556 236,562 4,058 1.75
Montana 44,948 45,346 45,768 46,129 46,706 1,758 391
Nebraska 60,384 60,782 61,141 61,664 62,142 1,758 291
Nevada 35,964 37,495 38,993 40,688 42,186 6,222 17.30
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TABLE 1.—ESTIMATED ALLOCATIONS UNDER THE TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES BLOCK GRANT, WITH GRANT ADJUSTED IN FISCAL YEAR 1998 AND FISCAL YEAR
2000 FOR CHANGE IN POPULATION THE FEINSTEIN BILL—Continued

[Share of change in population is used as a proxy for share of change in the poverty population (dollars in thousands)]

Dollar Percentage
State 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 change: change:
1996-2000  1996-2000
New Hampshire 42,577 42,791 43,019 43,167 43,388 812 191
New Jersey 417,198 418,698 420,101 421,430 422,743 5,545 133
New Mexico 129,839 130,788 131,795 132,890 133,897 4,058 313
New York 2,308,405 2,308,986 2,309,604 2,309,487 2,309,622 1,217 0.05
North Carolina 347,837 350,991 354,210 357,580 361,092 13,255 381
North Dakota 25,978 26,009 25,978 26,077 25,113 135 0.52
Ohio 769,144 771,073 772,930 774,852 776,853 7,709 1.00
Oklahoma 166,123 166,736 167,385 168,190 168,964 2,840 171
Oregon 183,038 184,753 186,509 188,353 190,342 7,304 3.99
P Ivania 658,388 659,705 660,975 662,226 663,392 5,004 0.76
Rhode Island 92,633 92,633 92,633 92,633 92,633 0 0.0
South Carolina 103,291 104,607 105,941 107,326 108,836 5,545 5.37
South Dakota 23,019 23,264 23,524 23,708 24,101 1,082 4.70
Tennessee 205,981 208,063 210,209 212,476 214,772 8,791 4.27
Texas 507,442 516,873 526,435 536,672 546,800 39,359 7.76
Utah 83,847 85,133 85,560 88,079 89,663 5816 6.94
Vermont 49,365 49,457 49,555 49,661 49,636 27 0.55
Virginia 175,260 178,015 180,812 183,625 186,486 11,226 6.41
Washington 432,328 436,033 439,963 444,039 448,423 16,095 372
West Virginia 119,017 119,140 119,269 119,411 119,558 541 0.45
Wisconsin 334,783 336,345 337,938 339,606 341,275 6,492 1.94
Wyoming 23275 23,490 23717 23,964 24,222 947 4.07
U.S. total 16,695,648 16,781,508 16,868,924 16,959,116 17,050,958 355,310 2.14
One-year, year-to-year change 85,860 87,416 90,192 91,842
One-year amount over fiscal year 1996 grant 0 85,860 173,276 263,468 355,310
Cumulative amount over fiscal year 1996 grant 0 85,860 259,136 522,604 877,914

Source: Table prepared by The Congressional Research Service [CRS] Fiscal year 1996 allocations are based on the Federal share of expenditures for AFDC, EA, and Title IV—A child care plus the JOBS grant. Adjustments for poverty pop-
ulation assume no change in State poverty rates. Therefore, percentage increases are based on percentage increases in total State population. Change in State population are based on Census Bureau projections of the population for the
States.

TABLE 2.—PROPOSED ALLOCATIONS TO THE STATES UNDER S. 1120, FISCAL YEARS 19962000 (THE DOLE BILL)

[Dollars in thousands]

Fiscal year— Dollar Percentage
State change: change:
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 1996-2000  1996-2000
Alabama $106,858 $109,530 $112,268 $115,075 $117,951 11,093 104
Alaska 66,348 66,348 66,348 66,348 66,348 0 0.0
Arizona 230,462 236,223 242,129 284,182 254,386 23,925 10.4
Arkansas 59,900 61,397 62,932 64,506 66,118 6,218 10.4
California 3,685,571 3,685,571 3,685,571 3,685,571 3,685,571 0 0.0
Colorado 130,713 133,981 137,330 140,764 144,283 13,570 10.4
Connecticut 247,498 247,498 247,498 247,498 247,498 0 0.0
Delaware 30,239 30,239 30,239 30,239 30,239 0 0.0
District of Columbia 95,882 95,882 95,882 95,882 95,882 0 0.0
Florida 581,871 596,417 611,328 626,611 642,276 60,406 104
Georgia 359,139 368,117 377,320 386,753 396,422 37,283 10.4
Hawaii 94,964 94,964 94,964 94,964 94,964 0 0.0
Idaho 33,696 34,538 35,402 36,287 37,194 3498 10.4
Illinois 583,219 583,219 583,219 583,219 583,219 0 0.0
Indiana 227,031 227,031 227,031 227,031 227,031 0 0.0
lowa 133,938 133,938 133,938 133,938 133,938 0 0.0
Kansas 111,743 111,743 111,743 111,743 111,743 0 0.0
Kentucky 188,447 188,447 188,447 188,447 188,447 0 0.0
Louisiana 164,016 168,117 172,320 176,628 181,043 17,027 10.4
Maine 76,333 76,333 76,333 76,333 76,333 0 0.0
Maryland 246,947 246,947 246,947 246,947 246,947 0 0.0
Massachusetts 487,449 487,449 487,449 487,449 487,449 0 0.0
Michigan 806,641 806,641 806,641 806,641 806,641 0. 0.0
Mi 287,137 287,137 287,137 287,137 287,137 0 0.0
Mississippi 87,038 89,214 91,444 93,730 96,074 9,036 10.4
Missouri 232,505 232,505 232,505 232,505 232,505 0 0.0
Montana 44,948 46,071 47,223 48,404 49,614 4,666 104
Nebraska 60,384 60,384 60,384 60,384 60,384 0 0.0
Nevada 35,964 36,863 37,785 38,729 39,698 3734 10.4
New Hampshire 42,577 42,577 42,577 42,577 42,577 0 0.0
New Jersey 417,198 417,198 417,198 417,198 417,198 0 0.0
New Mexico 129,839 133,085 136,412 139,823 143,318 13,479 10.4
New York 2,308,405 2,308,405 2308405 2308405 2,308,405 0 0.0
North Carolina 347,837 356,533 365,446 374,582 383,947 36,110 10.4
North Dakota 25,978 25,978 25,978 25,978 25,978 0 0.0
Ohio 769,144 769,144 769,144 769,144 769,144 0 0.0
Oklahoma 166,123 166,123 166,123 166,123 166,123 0 0.0
Oregon 183,038 183,038 183,038 183,038 183,038 0 0.0
P Ivania 658,388 658,388 658,388 658,388 658,388 0 0.0
Rhode Island 92,633 92,633 92,633 92,633 92,633 0 0.0
South Carolina 103,291 105,873 108,520 111,233 114,014 10,723 10.4
South Dakota 23,019 23,594 23,594 24,184 24,184 1,165 51
Tennessee 205,981 211,130 216,409 221,819 227,364 21,383 10.4
Texas 507,442 520,128 533,131 546,459 560,121 52,679 10.4
Utah 83,847 85,943 88,092 90,294 92,551 8,704 10.4
Vermont 49,365 49,365 49,365 49,365 49,365 0 0.0
Virginia 175,260 179,641 184,132 188,735 193,454 18,194 10.4
Washington 432,328 432,328 432,328 432,328 432,328 0 0.0
West Virginia 119,017 119,017 119,017 119,017 119,017 0 0.0
Wisconsin 334,783 334,783 334,783 334,783 334,783 0 0.0
Wyoming 23,275 23,857 24,454 25,065 25,692 2,416 10.4
Totals 16,695,648 16,781,508 16,868,924 16,959,116 17,050,958 ...
Year-to-year change 85,860 87,416 90,192 91,842
One year amount over fiscal year 1996 grant 85,860 173,276 263,468 355,310
Cumulative amount over fiscal year 1996 grant 85,860 259,136 522,604 877,914 e

Source: Estimates prepared by CRS based on financial data on AFDC and related programs from the Department of Health and Human Services [DHHS] and poverty and population data from the U.S. Census Bureau.
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TABLE 3.—COMPARISON OF STATE ALLOCATIONS: PROPOSAL TO ADJUST THE GRANT EVERY TWO YEARS FOR CHANGES IN POPULATION COMPARED WITH S. 1120 (CHANGE FROM

DOLE BILL WITH FEINSTEIN)

[Changes in population are used as a proxy for changes in poverty population in proposal (dollars in thousands)]

Dollar
State 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 change

Alabama $0 —$1,232 —$2,570 —$3,886 —$5.277 —$5.277
Alaska 0 490 947 1,378 2,029 2,029
Arizona 0 —3,343 —6,745 —10,240 —13,781 —13,781
Arkansas 0 —793 —1,581 —2,342 —3,243 —3,243
California 0 15,402 31,298 47,832 64,992 64,922
Colorado 0 —818 —1632 —2571 —3426 —3426
Connecticut 0 0 0 0 0 0
Delaware 0 306 568 886 1,217 1217
District of Columbia 0 0 0 0 0 0
Florida 0 —7,106 —14,502 —22,202 —30,109 —30,109
Georgia 0 —5/426 —10,925 —16,591 — 22,405 — 22,405
Hawalii 0 643 1,325 2,067 2,840 2,840
Idaho 0 46 187 263 289 289
Illinois 0 2,266 4,480 6,791 9,062 9,062
Indiana 0 1,592 3218 5,019 6,627 6,627
lowa 0 521 1,010 1575 2,164 2,164
Kansas 0 827 1,641 2,559 3,381 3381
Kentucky 0 1,010 1,956 2,953 4,058 4,058
Louisiana 0 —3,366 —6,852 —10,348 —14,051 —14,051
Maine 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maryland 0 1,745 3471 5118 6,763 6,763
Massachusetts 0 0 0 0 0 0
Michigan 0 1,409 2,776 4,134 5,275 5,275
Mi 0 1,409 2,903 4,330 5816 5816
Mississippi 0 —1,655 —3334 —5,019 —6,736 —6,736
Missouri 0 949 1,956 3,051 4,058 4,058
Montana 0 —726 —1455 —2275 —2,908 —2,908
Nebraska 0 398 757 1,279 1,758 1,758
Nevada 0 632 1,208 1,959 2,488 2,488
New Hampshire 0 214 442 591 812 812
New Jersey 0 1,500 2,903 4,232 5,545 5,545
New Mexico 0 —2,297 —4,617 —6,932 —9,421 —9,421
New York 0 582 1,199 1,083 1,217 1217
North Carolina 0 —5542 —11,236 —17,002 —22,855 —22,855
North Dakota 0 31 0 98 135 135
Ohio 0 1,929 3,786 5,708 7,709 7,709
Oklahoma 0 612 1,262 2,067 2,840 2,840
Oregon 0 1,715 3471 5315 7,304 7,304
Pennsylvania 0 1,317 2,587 3838 5,004 5,004
Rhode Island 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Carolina 0 —1,266 —2,579 —3,907 —5178 —5178
South Dakota 0 —331 —71 —476 —83 —83
Tennessee 0 —3,067 —6,200 —9,342 —12,592 —12592
Texas 0 —3,255 —6,696 —9,787 —13320 —13320
Utah 0 —810 —1531 —2215 —2,889 —2,889
Vermont 0 92 189 295 271 271
Virginia 0 —1,626 —3,320 —5110 —6,968 —6,968
Washington 0 3,705 7,635 11,712 16,095 16,095
West Virginia 0 122 252 394 541 541
Wisconsin 0 1,562 3,155 4823 6,492 6,492
Wyoming 0 —368 —737 —1,101 —1470 —1470

Totals 0 0 0 0 0 0
Year-to-year change 0 0 0 0
One year amount over fiscal year 1996 grant 0 0 0 0

Cumulative amount over fiscal year 1996 grant

0 0 0
Source: Estimates prepared by CRS based on financial data on AFDC and related programs from the Department of Health and Human Services [DHHS] and poverty and population data from the U.S. Census Bureau.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. These tables show
how 28 States would gain as a dif-
ference between what the Dole bill
would give and what this amendment
would provide. For the most part,
many of these are States with a higher
benefit level. These States have de-
cided they were going to spend what
they needed to spend to have a poor
family be able to exist in their States.
What | object to about the Dole bill is
that a State is locked out because a
State has had a high benefit level and
a maintenance of effort and has been
willing to provide for their people.
Now, they are frozen out of the growth
fund.

California, the biggest State, with
the most poor people: there is nothing
in the growth fund for California. And
the reason that is being given is, well,
you do not deserve any money because
you fund half of $607 a month from
California taxpayers to support poor
people. So, because California and
these 27 other States have had a higher
maintenance of effort, and said we are
going to fund poor people, suddenly
they are left out of any growth fund.
There is no hold harmless. They are

left out. They are locked out, and that
is what | object to in this language.

You can come to California, or any
high cost-of-living State, and attempt
to live. And it is very much tougher.
This is the way the formula has been
figured now for over a half century—
based on a state match. The Hutchison
formula is a stark change from that.
But it is a penalty. And it says if you
have funded your poor people in the
past, as a State, you are now not going
to figure into the growth formula.

So let me say another thing. The
House of Representatives in its wisdom
has passed a formula which is straight
across the board based on growth in a
State. The only difference in what they
did and what | am suggesting we do is
base it on growth of poor people. If a
State wants to support their poor pop-
ulation, | think that is fine. If they do
not, what we are saying, if the
Hutchison language is accepted, is,
therefore, the Federal Government
should reward them for not doing it by
providing a growth fund for them. And
I frankly cannot agree as someone who
has participated in local government
helping make some of these decisions. |

is the

simply cannot agree that that
fair way to do it.

So we have presented this. Again 28
States benefit, | have given the
amounts. Twenty-two States lose
money in this way.

But | believe it is fair. It is based on
a census as ratified by the Secretary of
Health and Human Services.

How much time do | have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 33 seconds remaining.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. | yield my 33 sec-
onds.

AMENDMENT NO. 2501

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, last
week | offered an amendment that is
designed to give States greater author-
ity to crackdown on welfare fraud.

This amendment would allow States
to intercept Federal income tax re-
funds in order to recover overpayments
of welfare benefits due to fraud or
error.

This technique, called tax intercept,
would be used as a measure of a last re-
sort against former welfare recipients
who defraud the system. Originally,
welfare was designed as a transitional
program to help people become self-suf-
ficient. Many families find themselves
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in circumstances beyond their control
and legitimately need temporary help.
However, as we all know, far too many
individuals abuse the system, making
public assistance a way of life. This
amendment is designed to crack down
on the persistent fraud problems that
plague our welfare system.

It is estimated that welfare overpay-
ments represent about 4 percent of pay-
ments paid by AFDC, food stamp, and
Medicaid programs. Many of these
overpayments are due to deliberate
fraud. This type of abuse is an insult
both to hard-working taxpayers who
struggle daily without Government as-
sistance as well as families on welfare
who play by the rules.

Currently, a similar tax intercept is
reducing fraud successfully in the Food
Stamp Program in 32 States. My
amendment would create a similar
model for AFDC. It is also designed to
protect taxpayer privacy.

Just as important, my amendment
would save States at least $250 million,
enabling them to use the savings for
those who truly need assistance. The
most recent estimate of this proposal
was done in 1992, when the United
Council on Welfare Fraud estimated
that States could save $49 million per
year. If a similar analysis were done
today, | expect the savings from my
amendment would be even greater.

I am pleased this amendment will be
accepted. It means getting tough on
the cheats who abuse our welfare sys-
tem.

I also ask unanimous consent that
Senator BRYAN be added as an original
cosponsor of my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PRESSLER. | thank my col-
league for his cosponsorship and sup-
port and leadership in this area.

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, | am
pleased to be joining with Senator
PRESSLER as a cosponsor on this
amendment to provide States the op-
tion to use the IRS Federal income tax
refund intercept process to try to re-
capture AFDC-type benefit overpay-
ments.

Some years ago, Congress provided
for an IRS Federal income tax inter-
cept process to be used to help retrieve
child support payment arrearages.
When an individual is in arrears on his
or her child support payments, the IRS
refund intercept allows the State to
notify the IRS of the arrearage. If the
individual is to receive a Federal in-
come tax refund, the IRS can intercept
the refund. Rather than having the tax
refund go directly to the individual,
the refund amount is intercepted and
paid toward the child support arrear-
age.

As | know a number of my colleagues
have also done in their home States, |
have spent significant time this year
visiting welfare offices in both north-
ern and southern Nevada. During those
visits, | spent a significant amount of
time listening to welfare eligibility
workers. It surprised me to learn from
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these eligibility workers that State
welfare agencies did not have the au-
thority to notify the IRS to intercept
Federal income tax refunds to try to
recapture benefit overpayments for
AFDC-type cash assistance.

My experience in spending time with
those who are actually involved in the
welfare program, who administer it on
a day-to-day basis, has been enor-
mously helpful to me. They have
helped explain some of the complex-
ities in our welfare system, some of its
inconsistencies and some of its frustra-
tions that welfare workers experience
when our best intended policies are
hopelessly inconsistent, or when they
find their hands tied because of some
nonsensical rule that requires them to
do certain things.

This is why | am particularly pleased
to join on as an original cosponsor of
the Pressler-Bryan amendment. This
amendment provides an answer to one
of those frustrations. When benefit
overpayments are made in AFDC-type
cash assistance programs under this
bill, State welfare agencies will now
have the IRS refund intercept process
available to them.

Unfortunately, many times welfare
recipients who receive benefit overpay-
ments, and most frequently this occurs
in the AFDC program, are able to walk
away knowing they are not going to
have to repay the benefit overage.
Those individuals essentially have been
unjustly enriched as a result of a fraud-
ulent overpayment made to them.
When they later qualify for a Federal
income tax refund, the States are pow-
erless to try to intercept that refund,
and recapture the money rightfully due
the State.

Under the amendment offered by the
Senator from South Dakota and my-
self, we now add a new category to
cover those individuals who have re-
ceived benefit overpayment by reason
of their fraud, or for whatever reason
the circumstances led to the overpay-
ment. Now States are empowered,
through the IRS, to intercept any tax
refund check that would otherwise be
paid to that welfare recipient. And as
the Senator from South Dakota has
pointed out, the amount of savings to
the taxpayers is enormous. This
amendment makes a lot of sense. Ex-
panding the IRS refund intercept proc-
ess to AFDC-type benefit overpay-
ments makes common sense, and al-
lows all States greater flexibility in
the administration of the welfare sys-
tem.

| applaud the Senator for his leader-
ship and associate myself with his com-
ments on this important amendment.
This is the kind of bipartisan work
that | am delighted to participate in,
and which can help make this welfare

reform proposal workable for the
States.

I thank my colleague. | yield the
floor.

Mr. PRESSLER addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota.
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Mr. PRESSLER. If we could deal
with this amendment, it has been
cleared on both sides of the aisle. | ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of amend-
ment 2501.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows.

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
PRESSLER] proposes an amendment num-
bered 2501.

Mr. PRESSLER. | ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be consid-
ered as read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the Friday, September 8, 1995, edi-
tion of the RECORD.)

Mr. PRESSLER. | urge adoption of
the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment? If
not, the question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

So the amendment (No. 2501) was
agreed to.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, |
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. CHAFEE. | move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent there now be a pe-
riod for the transaction of morning
business with Senators permitted to
speak up to 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

THE BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, it takes
no rocket scientist to be aware that
the U.S. Constitution forbids any
President to spend even a dime of Fed-
eral tax money that has not first been
authorized and appropriated by Con-
gress—both the House of Representa-
tives and the U.S. Senate.

So when a politician or an editor or
a commentator pops off that ‘“Reagan
ran up the Federal debt” or that ‘“‘Bush
ran it up,” bear in mind that the
Founding Fathers, two centuries before
the Reagan and Bush presidencies,
made it very clear that it is the con-
stitutional duty solely of Congress—a
duty Congress cannot escape—to con-
trol Federal spending.

Thus, it is the fiscal irresponsibility
of Congress that has created the in-
credible Federal debt which stood at
$4,962,703,726,882.93 as of the close of
business Friday, September 8. This out-
rageous debt—which will be passed on
to our children and grandchildren—
averages out to $18,838.51 for every
man, woman, and child in America.
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WELCOMING HIS HOLINESS THE
DALAI LAMA TO WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, 1 welcome
to Washington today one of the most
honorable and respected leaders of our
time, His Holiness the Dalai Lama.

His Holiness is a historical rarity,
someone who has devoted his entire life
to finding a peaceful solution to an
overwhelmingly difficult political
problem with an often belligerent foe.
China invaded Tibet in 1949, under the
banner of ‘‘peaceful liberation,” but
the presence of the People’s Liberation
Army in Tibet since then has been nei-
ther peaceful nor liberating. The Ti-
betan people continue to suffer repres-
sion under the too-often violent con-
trol of an outside power. But the Dalai
Lama’s response has been unswervingly
one of seeking a peaceful solution to
Tibet’s conflict with China. His Holi-
ness’ courage and leadership is widely
respected in Tibet and has assuredly
prevented the Tibetans from staging a
violent uprising or insurgency, the re-
sponse that suppressed people without
such moral leadership often take.

In accepting his Nobel Peace Prize in
1989, His Holiness showed the world
how all-encompassing his call for peace
and compassion was when he said he
felt no ‘‘anger or hatred toward those
who are responsible for the immense
suffering of our people and the destruc-
tion of our land, homes, and culture.
They too are human beings who strug-
gle to find happiness and deserve our
compassion.”” How rare in today’s
world—or in the history—to find a
leader willing to see the human face of
his or her enemies and to offer compas-
sion in response to oppression. He ar-
gues not for retribution but for rec-
ognition that thoughtfulness and be-
nevolence towards others is in every
individual’s self-interest, and ulti-
mately is essential for relations in an
increasingly interconnected world. His
call for people to accept that we are a
‘“global family’ and recognize that ac-
tions we take to hurt each other or
damage the world we live in—such as
acts of war or pollution—ultimately
harm us as well, is a model for global
interaction at the end of the 20th cen-

tury.
We can learn much from the teach-
ings of this “‘simple monk.” | urge my

colleagues to meet him at a coffee the
Foreign Relations Committee is
hosting in his honor tomorrow after-
noon. Come meet the leader whose
moral courage and commitment to
nonviolence has put him in the ranks
of leaders like Martin Luther King, Jr.
and Mohandas Ghandi. While His Holi-
ness’ visit to Washington is short, |
hope his lessons will live on in the
minds of us all.

THE RETIREMENT OF REAR ADM.
JACK E. BUFFINGTON CEC, USN

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, it has come
to my attention that on Friday, Sep-
tember 15, 1995, Rear Adm. Jack E.
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Buffington, Civil Engineer Corps, U.S.
Navy, will retire after 34 years of hon-
orable and distinguished service.

Since September 1992 he has served
as the commander, Naval Facilities
Engineering Command, and chief of
civil engineers. As the senior civil en-
gineer in the Navy he was responsible
for planning, design, and construction
of naval facilities around the world. On
Capitol Hill he is best known for his
role in developing and executing the
Navy’s Military Construction Program.
As such, he has testified before con-
gressional committees and ensured
that members and their staffs have
fully understood the requirements of
the Navy’s construction program.

Previously he served as the com-
mander, Pacific Division, Naval Facili-
ties Engineering Command, and com-
mander, Naval Construction Battal-
ions, U.S. Pacific Fleet. Prior to that
he was assigned as the director, Shore
Activities Division for the Chief of
Naval Operations. His public works as-
signments included duty at the New
York Naval Shipyard; the Public
Works Center, Subic Bay in the Phil-
ippines; the U.S. Naval Academy; and
as commanding officer, Public Works
Center, Norfolk, VA. Assignments
managing Navy construction contracts
in the field included duty in New Orle-
ans, LA, and Bethesda, MD.

Rear Admiral Buffington is best
known however for his devotion to the
Seabees of the Naval Construction
Force. His Seabee assignments in-
cluded duty in Naval Mobile Construc-
tion Battalion 9 as company com-
mander on Okinawa, on a detail in
Alaska, and as officer in charge of a
Seabee team in Vietnam. Later he
served as executive officer, Naval Mo-
bile Construction Battalion 4, deployed
to Okinawa and Rota, Spain. The high-
light of his career was probably his
tour as commanding officer, Naval Mo-
bile Construction Battalion 1,
homeported in Gulfport, MS. Under his
superb leadership NMCB 1 was awarded
the Best of Type and the coveted
Peltier Award as the top Seabee battal-
ion in the Navy. He later went on to
serve as commander, Naval Construc-
tion Battalions, U.S. Atlantic Fleet,
where he was in charge of Seabees
working in Europe, Africa, the Carib-
bean, and Central America. There is
nothing in the Seabee world which
Rear Admiral Buffington has not done,
and done superbly. As a result he is af-
fectionately known throughout the
fleet as Seabee Jack Buffington.

Rear Admiral Buffington is a native
of Westville, OK, and a graduate of the
University of Arkansas where he re-
ceived his bachelor of science degree in
civil engineering. He later attended the
Georgia Institute of Technology where
he received his master of science in

civil engineering. Rear  Admiral
Buffington is the son of Maxine
Buffington and the late Ernest

Buffington of Westville, OK. He is mar-
ried to the former Robin Bush of Lake-
land, FL. He and Robin have two
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daughters: Shawn who is married to
Kurt Lohrmann, and Kelly, who is mar-
ried to Brian Corey.

My State of Mississippi is home to
one of the two remaining Seabee bases
in this country. | know firsthand the
important mission they perform with
unparalleled professionalism. Under
Jack Buffington’s leadership, the
Navy’s Seabee legacy has grown and
flourished. Mr. President, | take this
opportunity to personally pay tribute
to a superb naval officer, true gen-
tleman, and a good friend, Rear Adm.
Jack Buffington. As he begins the next
phase of his life, I wish him fair winds,
following seas, and godspeed in all of
his endeavors.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Mr. Thomas, one of his
secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the United
States submitting sundry nominations
which were referred to the appropriate
committees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated:

EC-1404. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of State (Legislative Affairs),
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report
that a reward has been paid; to the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations.

EC-1405. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Army and the Secretary of Ag-
riculture, transmitting jointly, pursuant to
law, notice of the intention of the Depart-
ments of the Army and Agriculture to inter-
change jurisdiction of civil works and na-
tional forest lands; to the Committee on Ag-
riculture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

EC-1406. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Agriculture, transmitting, a draft
of proposed legislation entitled *“The Animal
and Plant Health Inspection Service Omni-
bus User Act of 1995’; to the Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEE

The following report of committee
was submitted:

By Mr. HATFIELD, from the Committee
on Appropriations:

Special Report entitled ‘“Revised Alloca-
tion to Subcommittees of Budget Totals
from the Concurrent Resolution for Fiscal
Year 1996’ (Rept. No. 104-138).
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INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. STEVENS (for himself and Mr.
MURKOWSKI):

S. 1229. A bill entitled the ‘“Native Alaskan
Subsistance Whaling Provision’; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

By Mr. MOYNIHAN:

S. 1230. A bill to amend section 1501, title
21, United States Code, to eliminate the posi-
tion of Deputy Director of Demand Reduc-
tion within the Office of National Drug Con-
trol Policy; to the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources.

By Mrs. BOXER:

S. 1231. A bill to designate the reservoir
created by Trinity Dam in the Central Val-
ley project, California, as “Trinity Lake”,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. STEVENS (for himself
and Mr. MURKOWSKI):

S. 1229. A bill entitled the ‘‘Native
Alaskan Subsistence Whaling Provi-
sion’’; to the Committee on Finance.

THE NATIVE ALASKAN SUBSISTENCE WHALING

PROVISION ACT OF 1995

® Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, today
I am reintroducing legislation that
Senator MuRKowskKIl and | introduced
last session that would provide tax re-
lief to Alaska Native whaling captains
to help ensure that they are able to
continue their centuries-old tradition
of subsistence whaling. This bill would
amend section 170 of the Internal Reve-
nue Code to provide a charitable deduc-
tion to those native captains who orga-
nize and support traditional native
whaling activities for their commu-
nities. Since there was no revenue bill
last year, this legislation did not go
through. |1 hope that it can be consid-
ered in the reconciliation process this
year.

Let me tell you why | think this leg-
islation is important. For thousands of
years the Inupiat and Siberian Yupik
Eskimos from the coastal villages in
northern and western Alaska have
hunted the bowhead whale. The
bowhead whale, and the activities re-
lated to the traditional subsistence
hunt of the whale, are a vital part of
the cultural and religious traditions of
these Native Alaskan communities.
The whale meat and muktuck, which is
blubber and skin, from a successful
hunt are distributed by the whaling
captains to their communities to help
ensure the survival of the village
throughout the long winter months. In
many instances, a successful hunt is
the lifeline of these coastal villages.

By tradition, each whaling captain is
required to pay all of the costs associ-
ated with the subsistence hunt out of
his personal funds. This includes the
cost of providing the boats, fuel, gear,
weapons, ammunition, food, and spe-
cial clothing for their crews, then stor-
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ing the meat until it is used. The whal-
ing captain incurs significant expenses
in carrying out these activities—aver-
aging $2,500 to $5,000 per captain per
year. Even though the captain pays
these expenses out of his personal
funds, tradition dictates that the cap-
tain must donate a substantial portion
of the whale to the village in order to
help the community to survive. Each
captain retains a portion for personal
consumption, but does not benefit fi-
nancially from the capture of the
whale.

In recent years, native whaling cap-
tains have been treating their whaling
expenses as a deduction against their
personal Federal income tax because
they donate the whale meat to their
communities, and because their ex-
penses have skyrocketed due to the in-
creased cost of complying with Federal
and international requirements for
hunting bowhead whales. Unfortu-
nately, the Internal Revenue Service
[IRS] has ruled that the native whaling
captains are not entitled to deduct
these expenses as charitable contribu-
tions on their personal income tax re-
turns. This has caused an extreme fi-
nancial burden to the whaling cap-
tains, whose average annual household
income is less than $45,000. Currently,
five cases are in the appeals process.

The legislation that | am introducing
today would amend section 170 of the
Internal Revenue Code to allow Native
Alaskan subsistence whaling captains
to deduct their expenses for whaling
activities for the community. It would
apply retroactively to currently pend-
ing tax refund claims and tax years for
which the statute of limitations has
not expired.

I believe this deduction is necessary
and justified for a number of reasons.
First, the whaling captains donate
their personal fund to support an activ-
ity that is of immeasurable cultural,
religious, and subsistence importance
to the Inupiat and Siberian Yupik com-
munities. Second, if the donations of
the whaling captain were made to the
Inupiat Community of the North Slope
[ICAS], Alaska Eskimo Whaling Com-
mission [AEWC], or the communities’
participating churches instead of di-
rectly in the form of food, gear, ammu-
nition, and other essentials, they
would be tax deductible. The ICAS, a
federally recognized tribe, and the
AEWC, a 501(c)(3) corporation, are the
two organizations that are responsible
for the preservation of Native Alaskan
subsistence whaling. The effect of de-
nying a tax deduction directly to the
whaling captains penalizes these Na-
tive Alaskans from adhering to tradi-
tional religious and cultural require-
ments for the subsistence whale hunt.

I would note that the subsistence
hunt is carefully regulated by the
International Whaling Commission
[IWC] and the U.S. Department of Com-
merce. Local regulation of the hunt is
vested in the Alaska Eskimo Whaling
Commission [AEWC] under a coopera-
tive agreement with the National Oce-
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anic and Atmospheric Administration.
Acknowledging that whaling, more
than any other activity, fundamentally
underlies the total way of life of these
communities, the IWC permits the Na-
tive communities to land up to 51
bowhead whales a year. The IWC has
established this quota based on exhaus-
tive documentation of the cultural and
subsistence need of the whaling vil-
lages for each one of these whales.

The whaling community has a very
good working relationship with these
organizations, and provides the IWC
and NOAA with annual detailed ac-
counts of bowhead whale activity. The
North Slope Borough of Alaska spends
approximately $500,000 to $700,000 annu-
ally on bowhead whale and other Arc-
tic marine research and programs in
support of the IWC’s efforts.

The legislation that | have intro-
duced today will incur a very small
revenue loss to the Treasury. The cost
of this legislation based on the exist-
ence of 150 whaling captains is esti-
mated at $230,000 per year. | expect the
cost will be significantly less because
not every captain outfits a crew each
year.

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention and | welcome their support of
this provision which will help to ensure
that the native whaling captains can
continue to carry the centuries-old tra-
ditional subsistence whaling hunt for
the coastal villages of Alaska.

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

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

S. 1229

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

SECTION 1. CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTION DEDUC-
TION FOR CERTAIN EXPENSES IN-
CURRED IN SUPPORT OF NATIVE
ALASKAN SUBSISTENCE WHALING.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 170 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to chari-
table, etc., contributions and gifts) is amend-
ed by redesignating subsection (m) as sub-
section (n) and by inserting after subsection
(I) the following new subsection:

““(m) EXPENSES PAID By CERTAIN WHALING
CAPTAINS IN SUPPORT OF NATIVE ALASKAN
SUBSISTENCE WHALING.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—InN the case of an individ-
ual who is recognized by the Alaska Eskimo
Whaling Commission as a whaling captain
charged with the responsibility of maintain-
ing and carrying out sanctioned whaling ac-
tivities and who engages in such activities
during the taxable year, the amount de-
scribed in paragraph (2) (to the extent such
amount does not exceed $7,500 for the taxable
year) shall be treated for purposes of this
section as a charitable contribution.

““(2) AMOUNT DESCRIBED.—The amount de-
scribed in this paragraph is the aggregate of
the reasonable and necessary whaling ex-
penses paid by the taxpayer during the tax-
able year in carrying out sanctioned whaling
activities. For purposes of the preceding sen-
tence, the term ‘whaling expenses’ includes
expenses for—

“(A) the acquisition and maintenance of
whaling boats, weapons, and gear used in
sanctioned whaling activities,
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““(B) the supplying of food for the crew and
other provisions for carrying out such activi-
ties, and

““(C) storage and distribution of the catch
from such activities.

““(8) SANCTIONED WHALING ACTIVITIES.—For
purposes of this subsection, the term ‘sanc-
tioned whaling activities’ means subsistence
bowhead whale hunting activities conducted
pursuant to the management plan of the
Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission.””.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply to all tax-
able years beginning before, on, or after the
date of the enactment of this Act.e

By Mrs. BOXER:

S. 1231. A bill to designate the res-
ervoir created by Trinity Dam in the
Central Valley project, California, as
“Trinity Lake,” and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources.

THE TRINITY LAKE ACT OF 1995

® Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, today |
am introducing a bill which proposes to
change the name of Clair Engle Lake in
northern California to Trinity Lake.
Clair Engle Lake is the largest body of
recreational water in Trinity County.
Every year, thousands of recreational
users from all over California and the
area come to the lake to fish, boat,
hike, and camp.

Since the reservoir was created by
the building of the Trinity Dam, local
citizens have referred to the lake as
Trinity Lake. This usage has been
widely adopted by almost all of the
general public as well as by Federal,
State, and local officials. In fact, this
widespread usage has become the cause
of confusion for visitors and tourists,
and has had a negative economic im-
pact on the lake community.

My legislation would end this confu-
sion by changing the name of the lake
to what it is known as by residents of
the area. My legislation is supported
by the Trinity County Board of Super-
visors as well as the Bureau of Rec-
lamation. | also am pleased to be work-
ing with Representative  WALLY
HERGER who has introduced similar
legislation in the House of Representa-
tives.

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

S. 1231

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

SEC. 1. DESIGNATION OF TRINITY LAKE.

(a) DESIGNATION.—The reservoir created by
Trinity Dam in the Central Valley project,
California, and designated as ‘‘Clair Engle
Lake” by Public Law 88-662 (78 Stat. 1093) is
redesignated as “Trinity Lake”’.

(b) REFERENCES.—ANy reference in any
law, regulation, document, record, map, or
other paper of the United States to the res-
ervoir referred to in subsection (a) shall be
considered to be a reference to “Trinity
Lake’.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Public Law
88-662 (78 Stat. 1093) is repealed.®
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ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 389

At the request of Mr. JOHNSTON, the
name of the Senator from Hawaii [Mr.
INOUYE] was added as a cosponsor of S.
389, a bill for the relief of Nguyen Quy
An and his daughter, Nguyen Ngoc Kim
Quy.

S. 650

At the request of Mr. SHELBY, the
name of the Senator from Georgia [Mr.
NUNN] was added as a cosponsor of S.
650, a bill to increase the amount of
credit available to fuel local, regional,
and national economic growth by re-
ducing the regulatory burden imposed
upon financial institutions, and for
other purposes.

S. 89

At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the
name of the Senator from Maine [Mr.
COHEN] was added as a cosponsor of S.
896, a bill to amend title XIX of the So-
cial Security Act to make certain tech-
nical corrections relating to physi-
cians’ services, and for other purposes.

S. 953

At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the
names of the Senator from lowa [Mr.
GRASSLEY] and the Senator from Kan-
sas [Mr. DoOLE] were added as cospon-
sors of S. 953, a bill to require the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to mint coins in
commemoration of black revolutionary
war patriots.

S. 963

At the request of Mr. BAucus, the
names of the Senator from Florida [Mr.
GRAHAM] and the Senator from Hawaii
[Mr. INOUYE] were added as cosponsors
of S. 963, a bill to amend the Medicare
Program under title XVIII of the So-
cial Security Act to improve rural
health services, and for other purposes.

S. 969

At the request of Mr. BRADLEY, the
name of the Seantor from Massachu-
setts [Mr. KENNEDY] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 969, a bill to require that
health plans provide coverage for a
minimum hospital stay for a mother
and child following the birth of the
child, and for other purposes.

S. 986

At the request of Mr. D’AMATO, the
name of the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
KyL] was added as a cosponsor of S. 986,
a bill to amend the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 to provide that the Federal
income tax shall not apply to U.S. citi-
zens who are killed in terroristic ac-
tions directed at the United States or
to parents of children who are killed in
those terroristic actions.

S. 1052

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
name of the Senator from New York
[Mr. D’AMATO] was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1052, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to make per-
manent the credit for clinical testing
expenses for certain drugs for rare dis-
eases or conditions and to provide for
carryovers and carrybacks of unused
credits.
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S. 1165

At the request of Mr. HATCcH, the
name of the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. ABRAHAM] was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1165, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to allow a tax
credit for adoption expenses and an ex-
clusion for employer-povided adoption
assistance.

SENATE RESOLUTION 146

At the request of Mr. JOHNSTON, the
name of the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. ABRAHAM] was added as a cospon-
sor of Senate Resolution 146, a resolu-
tion designating the week beginning
November 19, 1995, and the week begin-
ning on November 24, 1991, as ““National
Family Week,”” and for other purposes

AMENDMENT NO. 2468

At the request of Mr. SIMON, the
names of the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
REID] and the Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. BYRD] were added as cospon-
sors of amendment No. 2468 proposed to
H.R. 4, a bill to restore the American

family, reduce illegitimacy, control
welfare spending, and reduce welfare
dependence.

AMENDMENT NO. 2469
At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the
name of the Senator from California
[Mrs. BoxXER] was added as a cosponsor
of amendment No. 2469 proposed to
H.R. 4, a bill to restore the American

family, reduce illegitimacy, control
welfare spending, and reduce welfare
dependence.

AMENDMENT NO. 2490

At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the
names of the Senator from Montana
[Mr. Baucus] and the Senator from
West Virginia [Mr. ROCKEFELLER] were
added as cosponsors of amendment No.
2490 proposed to H.R. 4, a bill to restore
the American family, reduce illegit-
imacy, control welfare spending, and
reduce welfare dependence.

AMENDMENT NO. 2501

At the request of Mr. PRESSLER, the
name of the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
BRYAN] was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 2501 proposed to H.R. 4,
a bill to restore the American family,
reduce illegitimacy, control welfare
spending, and reduce welfare depend-
ence.

AMENDMENT NO. 2523

At the request of Mr. HeELwmS, the
name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. SMITH] was added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 2523 pro-
posed to H.R. 4, a bill to restore the
American family, reduce illegitimacy,
control welfare spending, and reduce
welfare dependence.

AMENDMENT NO. 2560

At the request of Mr. WELLSTONE, his
name was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 2560 proposed to H.R. 4,
a bill to restore the American family,
reduce illegitimacy, control welfare
spending, and reduce welfare depend-
ence.

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the
name of the Senator from South Caro-
lina [Mr. HOLLINGS] was added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 2560 pro-
posed to H.R. 4, supra.
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S. 1530

The text of S. 1530, which was omit-
ted from the RECORD of September 6,
1995, is as follows:

S. 1530

Resolved, That the bill from the House of
Representatives (H.R. 1530) entitled “An Act
to authorize appropriations for fiscal year
1996 for military activities of the Depart-
ment of Defense, for military construction,
and for defense activities of the Department
of Energy, to prescribe personnel strengths
for such fiscal year for the Armed Forces,
and for other purposes’, do pass with the fol-
lowing amendment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert:

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘““National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996°".
SEC. 2. ORGANIZATION OF ACT INTO DIVISIONS;

TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) DivisiIONs.—This Act is organized
three divisions as follows:

(1) DivisioN A—Department of Defense Au-
thorizations.

(2) DivisioN B—Miilitary Construction Author-
izations.

(3) DivisioN c—Department of Energy Na-
tional Security Authorizations and Other Au-
thorizations.

(4) DivisioN b—Information Technology Man-
agement Reform.

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

Sec. 1. Short title.

Sec. 2. Organization of Act into divisions; table
of contents.

Sec. 3. Congressional defense committees de-
fined.

DIVISION A—DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
AUTHORIZATIONS
TITLE I—PROCUREMENT
Subtitle A—Authorization of Appropriations
Sec. 101. Army.
Sec. 102. Navy and Marine Corps.
Sec. 103. Air Force.
Sec. 104. Defense-wide activities.
Sec. 105. Reserve components.
Sec. 106. Defense Inspector General.
Sec. 107. Chemical demilitarization program.
Sec. 108. Defense health program.
Subtitle B—Army Programs

AH-64D Longbow Apache attack heli-
copter.

OH-58D AHIP Scout helicopter.

Hydra 70 rocket.

Report on AH-64D engine upgrades.

Subtitle C—Navy Programs

Seawolf and new attack submarine
programs.

Repeal of prohibition on backfit of
Trident submarines.

Arleigh Burke class destroyer pro-
gram.

Split funding for construction of naval
vessels.

Seawolf submarine program.

Crash attenuating seats acquisition
program.

Subtitle D—Other Programs

Tier Il predator unmanned aerial ve-
hicle program.

Pioneer unmanned aerial vehicle pro-
gram.

133. Joint Primary Aircraft Training Sys-

tem program.
TITLE II—RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT,
TEST, AND EVALUATION

Subtitle A—Authorization of Appropriations

Sec. 201. Authorization of appropriations.
Sec. 202. Amount for basic research and explor-
atory development.

into

Sec. 111.
112.
113.
114,

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 121.

Sec. 122.
Sec. 123.
Sec. 124.

125.
126.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 131.

Sec. 132.

Sec.
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Subtitle B—Program Requirements,
Restrictions, and Limitations

A/F117X long-range, medium attack
aircraft.

Navy mine countermeasures program.

Marine Corps shore fire support.

Space and missile tracking system pro-
gram.

Precision guided munitions.

Defense Nuclear Agency programs.

Counterproliferation support program.

Nonlethal weapons program.

Federally funded research and devel-
opment centers.

States eligible for assistance under De-
fense Experimental Program To
Stimulate Competitive Research.

National defense technology and in-
dustrial base, defense reinvest-
ment, and conversion.

Revisions of Manufacturing Science
and Technology Program.

Preparedness of the Department of De-
fense to respond to military and
civil defense emergencies resulting
from a chemical, biological, radio-
logical, or nuclear attack.

Joint Seismic Program and Global
Seismic Network.

Depressed altitude guided gun round
system.

Army echelon above corps communica-
tions.

Testing of theater
interceptors.

Subtitle C—Missile Defense

Short title.

Findings.

Missile defense policy.

Theater missile defense architecture.

National missile defense system archi-
tecture.

Cruise missile defense initiative.

Policy regarding the ABM Treaty.

Prohibition on funds to implement an
international agreement concern-
ing theater missile defense sys-
tems.

Ballistic Missile Defense program ele-
ments.

ABM Treaty defined.

Repeal of missile defense provisions.

Sense of Senate on the Director of
Operational Test and Evaluation.

Ballistic Missile Defense Technology
Center.

TITLE 11I—OPERATION AND
MAINTENANCE

Subtitle A—Authorization of Appropriations

Sec. 211.
212.
213.
214.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

215.
216.
217.
218.
219.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 220.

Sec. 221.

Sec. 222.

Sec. 223.

Sec. 224.

Sec. 225.

Sec. 226.

Sec. 227. missile defense

231.
232.
233.
234.
235.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

236.
237.
238.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 239.
240.
241.
242.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 243.

Sec. 301. Operation and maintenance funding.

Sec. 302. Working capital funds.

Sec. 303. Armed Forces Retirement Home.

Sec. 304. Transfer from National Defense Stock-
pile Transaction Fund.

Sec. 305. Increase in funding for the Civil Air
Patrol.

Subtitle B—Depot-Level Maintenance and
Repair

Sec. 311. Policy regarding performance of
depot-level maintenance and re-
pair for the Department of De-
fense.

312. Extension of authority for aviation de-
pots and naval shipyards to en-
gage in defense-related produc-
tion and services.

Subtitle C—Environmental Provisions

321. Revision of requirements for agree-
ments for services under environ-
mental restoration program.

322. Discharges from vessels of the Armed
Forces.

323. Revision of authorities relating to res-
toration advisory boards.

Subtitle D—Civilian Employees

331. Minimum number of military reserve
technicians.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
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Exemption of Department of Defense
from personnel ceilings for civil-
ian personnel.

Wearing of uniform by National
Guard technicians.

Extension of temporary authority to
pay civilian employees with re-
spect to the evacuation from
Guantanamo, Cuba.

Sharing of personnel of Department of
Defense domestic dependent
schools and Defense Dependents’
Education System.

Revision of authority for appointments
of involuntarily separated mili-
tary reserve technicians.

Cost of continuing health insurance
coverage for employees volun-
tarily separated from positions to
be eliminated in a reduction in
force.

Elimination of 120-day limitation on
details of certain employees.

Repeal of requirement for part-time
career opportunity employment
reports.

Authority of civilian employees of De-
partment of Defense to participate
voluntarily in reductions in force.

Authority to pay severance payments
in lump sums.

Holidays for employees whose basic
workweek is other than Monday
through Friday.

Coverage of nonappropriated fund em-
ployees under authority for flexi-
ble and compressed work sched-
ules.

Subtitle E—Defense Financial Management

Sec. 351. Financial management training.

Sec. 352. Limitation on opening of new centers
for Defense Finance and Account-
ing Service.

Subtitle F—Miscellaneous Assistance

Sec. 361. Department of Defense funding for
National Guard participation in
joint disaster and emergency as-
sistance exercises.

Sec. 362. Office of Civil-Military Programs.

Sec. 363. Revision of authority for Civil-Mili-

tary Cooperative Action Program.

364. Office of Humanitarian and Refugee

Affairs.

365. Overseas humanitarian, disaster, and

civic AID programs.

Subtitle G—Operation of Morale, Welfare, and
Recreation Activities

Disposition of excess morale, welfare,
and recreation funds.

Elimination of certain restrictions on
purchases and sales of items by
exchange stores and other morale,
welfare, and recreation facilities.

Repeal of requirement to convert
ships’ stores to nonappropriated
fund instrumentalities.

Subtitle H—Other Matters

National Defense Sealift Fund: avail-
ability for the National Defense
Reserve Fleet.

Availability of recovered losses result-
ing from contractor fraud.

Permanent authority for use of pro-
ceeds from the sale of certain lost,
abandoned, or unclaimed prop-
erty.

Sale of military clothing and subsist-
ence and other supplies of the
Navy and Marine Corps.

Conversion of Civilian Marksmanship
Program to nonappropriated fund
instrumentality and activities
under program.

Report on efforts to contract out cer-
tain functions of Department of
Defense.

Sec. 332.

Sec. 333.

Sec. 334.

Sec. 335.

Sec. 336.

Sec. 337.

Sec. 338.

Sec. 339.

Sec. 340.

Sec. 341.

Sec. 342.

Sec. 343.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec. 371.

Sec. 372.

Sec. 373.

Sec. 381.

Sec. 382.

Sec. 383.

Sec. 384.

Sec. 385.

Sec. 386.
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387.
388.

Sec.
Sec.

Impact aid.

Funding for troops to teachers pro-
gram and troops to cops program.

389. Authorizing the amounts requested in
the budget for Junior ROTC.

390. Report on private performance of cer-
tain functions performed by mili-
tary aircraft.

391. Allegany Ballistics Laboratory.

392. Encouragement of use of leasing au-
thority.

TITLE IV—MILITARY PERSONNEL

AUTHORIZATIONS
Subtitle A—Active Forces

End strengths for active forces.

Temporary variation in DOPMA au-
thorized end strength limitations
for active duty Air Force and
Navy officers in certain grades.

Certain general and flag officers
awaiting retirement not to be
counted.

Subtitle B—Reserve Forces

End strengths for Selected Reserve.

End strengths for Reserves on active
duty in support of the reserves.

Increase in number of members in cer-
tain grades authorized to serve on
active duty in support of the re-
serves.

Reserves on active duty in support of
Cooperative Threat Reduction
programs not to be counted.

Reserves on active duty for military-
to-military contacts and com-
parable activities not to be count-
ed.

Subtitle C—Military Training Student Loads

Sec. 421. Authorization of training student
loads.

Subtitle D—Authorization of Appropriations

Sec. 431. Authorization of appropriations for
military personnel.
TITLE V—MILITARY PERSONNEL POLICY

Subtitle A—Officer Personnel Policy

501. Joint officer management.

502. Revision of service obligation for grad-

uates of the service academies.

503. Qualifications for appointment as Sur-
geon General of an armed force.

Deputy Judge Advocate General of the
Air Force.

505. Retiring general and flag officers: ap-
plicability of uniform criteria and
procedures for retiring in highest
grade in which served.

Extension of certain reserve officer
management authorities.

507. Restrictions on wearing insignia for

higher grade before promotion.

508. Director of admissions, United States

Military Academy: retirement for
years of service.

Subtitle B—Matters Relating to Reserve
Components

Sec. 511. Mobilization income insurance pro-
gram for members of Ready Re-
serve.

Sec. 512. Eligibility of dentists to receive assist-
ance under the financial assist-
ance program for health care pro-
fessionals in reserve components.

Sec. 513. Leave for members of reserve compo-
nents performing public safety
duty.

Subtitle C—Uniform Code of Military Justice

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

401.
402.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 403.

411.
412.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec. 413.

Sec. 414.

Sec. 415.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec. 504.
Sec.
Sec. 506.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec. 521. References to Uniform Code of Mili-
tary Justice.

Sec. 522. Definitions.

Sec. 523. Article 32 investigations.

Sec. 524. Refusal to testify before court-martial.

Sec. 525. Commitment of accused to treatment

facility by reason of lack of men-
tal capacity or mental responsibil-
ity.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
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526. Forfeiture of pay and allowances and
reduction in grade.

Deferment of confinement.

Submission of matters to the conven-
ing authority for consideration.

Proceedings in revision.

Appeal by the United States.

Flight from apprehension.

Carnal knowledge.

Time after accession for initial in-
struction in the Uniform Code of
Military Justice.

Technical amendment.

Permanent authority concerning tem-
porary vacancies on the Court of
Appeals for the Armed Forces.

Advisory panel on UCMJ jurisdiction
over civilians accompanying the
Armed Forces in time of armed
conflict.

Subtitle D—Decorations and Awards

541. Award of Purple Heart to certain

former prisoners of war.

542. Meritorious and valorous service dur-
ing Vietnam era: review and
awards.

Military intelligence personnel pre-
vented by secrecy from being con-
sidered for decorations and
awards.

Review regarding awards of Distin-
guished-Service Cross to Asian-
Americans and Pacific Islanders
for certain World War 11 service.

Subtitle E—Other Matters

Determination of whereabouts and
status of missing persons.

Service not creditable for periods of
unavailability or incapacity due
to misconduct.

Separation in cases involving extended
confinement.

Duration of field training or practice
cruise required under the Senior
Reserve Officers’ Training Corps
program.

Correction of military records.

Limitation on reductions in medical
personnel.

Repeal of requirement for athletic di-
rector and nonappropriated fund
account for the athletics programs
at the service academies.

Prohibition on use of funds for service
academy preparatory school test
program.

Centralized judicial review of Depart-
ment of Defense personnel ac-
tions.

560. Delay in

ROTC

structure.

527.
528.

529.
530.
531.
532.
533.

534.
535.

536.

543.

544.

551.

552.
553.

554.

555.
556.

557.

558.

559.

reorganization of Army
regional headquarters

TITLE VI—COMPENSATION AND OTHER

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

PERSONNEL BENEFITS
Subtitle A—Pay and Allowances

601. Military pay raise for fiscal year 1996.

602. Election of basic allowance for quar-
ters instead of assignment to in-
adequate quarters.

603. Payment of basic allowance for quar-
ters to members of the uniformed
services in pay grade E-6 who are
assigned to sea duty.

604. Limitation on reduction of variable
housing allowance for certain
members.

605. Clarification of limitation on eligibility
for family separation allowance.

Subtitle B—Bonuses and Special and
Incentive Pays

611. Extension of certain bonuses for re-
serve forces.

612. Extension of certain bonuses and spe-
cial pay for nurse officer can-
didates, registered nurses, and
nurse anesthetists.
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Sec. 613. Extension of authority relating to pay-
ment of other bonuses and special
pays.

Sec. 614. Hazardous duty incentive pay for
warrant officers and enlisted
members serving as air weapons
controllers.

Sec. 615. Aviation career incentive pay.

Sec. 616. Clarification of authority to provide
special pay for nurses.

Sec. 617. Continuous entitlement to career sea
pay for crew members of ships
designated as tenders.

Sec. 618. Increase in maximum rate of special

duty assignment pay for enlisted
members serving as recruiters.

Subtitle C—Travel and Transportation

Allowances

Calculation on basis of mileage tables
of Secretary of Defense: repeal of
requirement.

Departure allowances.

Dislocation allowance for moves re-
sulting from a base closure or re-
alignment.

Transportation of nondependent child
from sponsor’s station overseas
after loss of dependent status
while overseas.

Subtitle D—Commissaries and
Nonappropriated Fund Instrumentalities
Sec. 631. Use of commissary stores by members
of the Ready Reserve.

Sec. 632. Use of commissary stores by retired
Reserves under age 60 and their
survivors.

Use of morale, welfare, and recreation
facilities by members of reserve
components and dependents: clar-
ification of entitlement.

Subtitle E—Other Matters

Cost-of-living increases for

Sec. 621.

Sec. 622.
Sec. 623.

Sec. 624.

Sec. 633.

Sec. 641. retired
pay.

Eligibility for retired pay for non-reg-
ular service denied for members
receiving certain sentences in
courts-martial.

Recoupment of administrative
penses in garnishment actions.

Automatic maximum coverage under
Servicemen’s Group Life Insur-
ance.

Termination of Servicemen’s Group
Life Insurance for members of the
Ready Reserve who fail to pay
premiums.

Report on extending to junior non-
commissioned officers privileges
provided for senior noncommis-
sioned officers.

Payment to survivors of deceased
members of the uniformed services
for all leave accrued.

Annuities for certain military surviv-
ing spouses.

Transitional compensation for depend-
ents of members of the Armed
Forces separated for dependent
abuse.

TITLE VII—HEALTH CARE

Subtitle A—Health Care Services

701. Medical care for surviving dependents
of retired Reserves who die before
age 60.

Dental insurance for members of the
Selected Reserve.

Modification of requirements regard-
ing routine physical examinations
and immunizations under
CHAMPUS.

Permanent authority to carry out spe-
cialized treatment facility pro-
gram.

Waiver of medicare part B late enroll-
ment penalty and establishment of
special enrollment period for cer-
tain military retirees and depend-
ents.

Sec. 642.

Sec. 643. ex-

Sec. 644.

Sec. 645.

Sec. 646.

Sec. 647.

Sec. 648.

Sec. 649.

Sec.

Sec. 702.

Sec. 703.

Sec. 704.

Sec. 705.
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Subtitle B—TRICARE Program

Sec. 711. Definition of TRICARE program and
other terms.

Sec. 712. Provision of TRICARE uniform bene-
fits by uniformed services treat-
ment facilities.

Sec. 713. Sense of Senate on access of medicare
eligible beneficiaries of
CHAMPUS to health care under
TRICARE.

Sec. 714. Pilot program of individualized resi-
dential mental health services.

Subtitle C—Uniformed Services Treatment
Facilities

Sec. 721. Delay of termination of status of cer-
tain facilities as uniformed serv-
ices treatment facilities.

Sec. 722. Applicability of Federal Acquisition
Regulation to participation agree-
ments with uniformed services
treatment facilities.

Sec. 723. Applicability of CHAMPUS payment
rules in certain cases.

Subtitle D—Other Changes to Existing Laws
Regarding Health Care Management

Sec. 731. Investment incentive for managed
health care in medical treatment
facilities.

732. Revision and codification of limita-
tions on physician payments
under CHAMPUS.

Personal services contracts for medical
treatment facilities of the Coast
Guard.

Disclosure of information in medicare
and medicaid coverage data bank
to improve collection from respon-
sible parties for health care serv-
ices furnished under CHAMPUS.

Subtitle E—Other Matters

TriService nursing research.

Fisher House trust funds.

Applicability of limitation on prices of
pharmaceuticals  procured for
Coast Guard.

Report on effect of closure of
Fitzsimons Army Medical Center,
Colorado, on provision of care to
military personnel and depend-
ents experiencing health difficul-
ties associated with Persian Gulf
Syndrome.

TITLE VIII—ACQUISITION POLICY, ACQUI-
SITION MANAGEMENT, AND RELATED
MATTERS

Subtitle A—Acquisition Reform

Sec. 801. Waivers from cancellation of funds.

Sec. 802. Procurement notice posting thresholds

and subcontracts for ocean trans-

portation services.

Sec.

Sec. 733.

Sec. 734.

741.
742.
743.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 744.

Sec. 803. Prompt resolution of audit rec-
ommendations.

Sec. 804. Test program for negotiation of com-
prehensive subcontracting plans.

Sec. 805. Naval salvage facilities.

Sec. 806. Authority to delegate contracting au-
thority.

Sec. 807. Coordination and communication of
defense research activities.

Sec. 808. Procurement of items for experimental
or test purposes.

Sec. 809. Quality control in procurements of
critical aircraft and ship spare
parts.

Sec. 810. Use of funds for acquisition of designs,
processes, technical data, and
computer software.

Sec. 811. Independent cost estimates for major
defense acquisition programs.

Sec. 812. Fees for certain testing services.

Sec. 813. Construction, repair, alteration, fur-
nishing, and equipping of naval
vessels.

Sec. 814. Civil Reserve Air Fleet.

Sec. 815. Cost and pricing data.

816. Procurement notice technical amend-
ments.

817. Repeal of duplicative authority for
simplified acquisition purchases.

Micro-purchases without competitive
quotations.

Restriction on reimbursement of costs.

Subtitle B—Other Matters

Procurement technical assistance pro-
grams.

Treatment of Department of Defense
cable television franchise agree-
ments.

823. Preservation of ammunition industrial

base.

TITLE IX—DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
ORGANIZATION AND MANAGEMENT
Sec. 901. Redesignation of the position of As-
sistant to the Secretary of Defense

for Atomic Energy.

TITLE X—GENERAL PROVISIONS
Subtitle A—Financial Matters

1001. Transfer authority.

1002. Disbursing and certifying officials.

1003. Defense modernization account.

1004. Authorization of prior emergency

supplemental appropriations for

fiscal year 1995.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec. 818.

Sec. 819.

Sec. 821.

Sec. 822.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 1005. Limitation on use of authority to pay
for emergency and extraordinary
expenses.

Sec. 1006. Transfer authority regarding funds
available for foreign currency
fluctuations.

Sec. 1007. Report on budget submission regard-
ing reserve components.

Subtitle B—Naval Vessels

Sec. 1011. lowa class battleships.

Sec. 1012. Transfer of naval vessels to certain
foreign countries.

Sec. 1013. Naming amphibious ships.

Subtitle C—Counter-Drug Activities
Sec. 1021. Revision and clarification of author-

ity for Federal support of drug
interdiction and counter-drug ac-
tivities of the National Guard.

Sec. 1022. National Drug Intelligence Center.

Sec. 1023. Assistance to Customs Service.

Subtitle D—Department of Defense Education

Programs

Sec. 1031. Continuation of the Uniformed Serv-
ices University of the Health
Sciences.

Additional graduate schools and pro-
grams at the Uniformed Services
University of the Health Sciences.

Funding for basic adult education
programs for military personnel
and dependents outside the Unit-
ed States.

Scope of education programs of Com-
munity College of the Air Force.
Date for annual report on Selected
Reserve Educational Assistance

Program.

Establishment of Junior ROTC units

in Indian reservation schools.

Subtitle E—Cooperative Threat Reduction
With States of the Former Soviet Union

Sec. 1041. Cooperative Threat Reduction pro-
grams defined.

Sec. 1042. Funding matters.

Sec. 1043. Limitation relating to offensive bio-
logical warfare program of Rus-
sia.

Sec. 1044. Limitation on use of funds for coop-
erative threat reduction.

Subtitle F—Matters Relating to Other Nations

Sec. 1051. Cooperative research and develop-
ment agreements with NATO or-
ganizations.

Sec. 1052. National security implications of
United States export control pol-
icy.

Sec. 1032.

Sec. 1033.

1034.

Sec.

Sec. 1035.

Sec. 1036.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
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1053.
1054.

1055.

1056.

1057.

1058.

1059.

1060.

1061.

1062.

1063.
1064.

. 1071.

1072.

1073.

1074.

1075.

1076.

1077.

1081.

1082.

1083.

1084.

1085.

1086.

1087.

1088.

1089.

1090.

1091.

1092.

1093.

1094.

1095.

1096.

1097.
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Defense export loan guarantees.

Landmine clearing assistance pro-
gram.

Strategic cooperation between the
United States and Israel.

Support services for the Navy at the
Port of Haifa, Israel.

Prohibition on assistance to terrorist
countries.

International military education and
training.

Repeal of limitation regarding Amer-
ican diplomatic facilities in Ger-

many.

Implementation of arms control
agreements.

Sense of Congress on limiting the

placing of United States forces
under United Nations command or
control.

Sense of Senate on protection of
United States from ballistic missile
attack.

Iran and Irag arms nonproliferation.

Reports on arms export control and
military assistance.

Subtitle G—Repeal of Certain Reporting

Requirements

Reports required by title 10, United
States Code.

Reports required by title 37, United
States Code, and related provi-
sions of defense authorization
Acts.

Reports required by other defense au-
thorization and appropriations
Acts.

Reports required by other national
security laws.

Reports required by other provisions
of the United States Code.

Reports required by other provisions
of law.

Reports required by Joint Committee
on Printing.

Subtitle H—Other Matters

Global positioning system.

Limitation on retirement or dis-
mantlement of strategic nuclear
delivery systems.

National Guard civilian youth oppor-
tunities pilot program.

Report on Department of Defense
boards and commissions.

Revision of authority for providing
Army support for the National
Science Center for Communica-
tions and Electronics.

Authority to suspend or terminate
collection actions against de-
ceased members.

Damage or loss to personal property
due to emergency evacuation or
extraordinary circumstances.

Check cashing and exchange trans-
actions for dependents of United
States Government personnel.

Travel of disabled veterans on mili-
tary aircraft.

Transportation of crippled children
in Pacific Rim region to Hawaii
for medical care.

Student information for recruiting
purposes.
State recognition of military advance

medical directives.

Report on personnel requirements for
control of transfer of certain
weapons.

Sense of Senate regarding Ethics
Committee investigation.

Sense of Senate regarding Federal
spending.

Associate Director of Central
ligence for Military Support.

Review of national policy on protect-
ing the national information in-
frastructure against strategic at-
tacks.

Intel-
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Sec. 1098. Judicial assistance to the Inter-
national Tribunal for Yugoslavia
and to the International Tribunal
for Rwanda.

1099. Landmine use moratorium.

1099A. Extension of pilot outreach pro-
gram.

Sense of Senate on Midway Islands.

Study on chemical weapons stock-
pile.

Designation of National Maritime
Center.

Operational Support Airlift Aircraft
Fleet.

Sense of the Senate on Chemical
Weapons Convention and START
Il Treaty ratification.

TITLE XI—TECHNICAL AND CLERICAL

AMENDMENTS

Sec. 1101. Amendments related to Reserve Offi-
cer Personnel Management Act.
Amendments related to Federal Ac-
quisition Streamlining Act of 1994.

Amendments to reflect name change
of Committee on Armed Services of
the House of Representatives.

Miscellaneous amendments to title 10,
United States Code.

Miscellaneous amendments to annual
defense authorization Acts.

Miscellaneous amendments to Federal
acquisition laws.

Miscellaneous amendments to other
laws.

Sec. 1108. Coordination with other amendments.

DIVISION B—MILITARY CONSTRUCTION
AUTHORIZATIONS

Sec. 2001. Short title.
TITLE XXI—ARMY

Sec.
Sec.

1099B.
1099C.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec. 1099D.
Sec. 1099E.

Sec. 1099F.

Sec. 1102.

Sec. 1103.

Sec. 1104.

Sec. 1105.
Sec. 1106.

Sec. 1107.

Sec. 2101. Authorized Army construction and
land acquisition projects.

Sec. 2102. Family housing.

Sec. 2103. Improvements to military family
housing units.

Sec. 2104. Authorization of appropriations,
Army.

Sec. 2105. Reduction in amounts authorized to
be appropriated for fiscal year
1992 military construction
projects.

TITLE XXII—NAVY

Sec. 2201. Authorized Navy construction and
land acquisition projects.

Sec. 2202. Family housing.

Sec. 2203. Improvements to military family
housing units.

Sec. 2204. Authorization of appropriations,
Navy.

Sec. 2205. Revision of fiscal year 1995 author-
ization of appropriations to clar-
ify availability of funds for Large
Anechoic  Chamber, Patuxent
River Naval Warfare Center,
Maryland.

Sec. 2206. Authority to carry out land acquisi-
tion project, Norfolk Naval Base,
Virginia.

Sec. 2207. Acquisition of land, Henderson Hall,
Arlington, Virginia.

TITLE XXI11—AIR FORCE

Sec. 2301. Authorized Air Force construction
and land acquisition projects.

Sec. 2302. Family housing.

Sec. 2303. Improvements to military family
housing units.

Sec. 2304. Authorization of appropriations, Air
Force.

Sec. 2305. Reduction in amounts authorized to
be appropriated for fiscal year
1992 military construction
projects.

TITLE XXIV—DEFENSE AGENCIES
Sec. 2401. Authorized Defense Agencies con-

struction and
projects.

land acquisition
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Sec. 2402. Military housing private investment.

Sec. 2403. Improvements to military family
housing units.

Sec. 2404. Energy conservation projects.

Sec. 2405. Authorization of appropriations, De-
fense Agencies.

Sec. 2406. Modification of authority to carry
out fiscal year 1995 projects.

Sec. 2407. Reduction in amounts authorized to

be appropriated for prior year
military construction projects.
TITLE XXV—NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY
ORGANIZATION INFRASTRUCTURE

Sec. 2501. Authorized NATO construction and
land acquisition projects.
Sec. 2502. Authorization of appropriations,
NATO.
TITLE XXVI—GUARD AND RESERVE
FORCES FACILITIES

Sec. 2601. Authorized Guard and Reserve con-
struction and land acquisition
projects.

Sec. 2602. Reduction in amount authorized to
be appropriated for fiscal year
1994 Air National Guard projects.

TITLE XXVII—EXPIRATION AND
EXTENSION OF AUTHORIZATIONS

Sec. 2701. Expiration of authorizations and
amounts required to be specified
by law.

Sec. 2702. Extension of authorizations of cer-
tain fiscal year 1993 projects.

Sec. 2703. Extension of authorizations of cer-
tain fiscal year 1992 projects.

Sec. 2704. Effective date.

TITLE XXVIII—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Subtitle A—Military Construction Program
and Military Family Housing Changes

Sec. 2801. Special threshold for unspecified
minor construction projects to cor-
rect life, health, or safety defi-
ciencies.

2802. Clarification of scope of unspecified
minor construction authority.

2803. Temporary waiver of net floor area
limitation for family housing ac-
quired in lieu of construction.

2804. Reestablishment of authority to
waive net floor area limitation on
acquisition by purchase of certain
military family housing.

2805. Temporary waiver of limitations on
space by pay grade for military
family housing units.

Increase in number of family housing
units subject to foreign country
maximum lease amount.

2807. Expansion of authority for limited
partnerships for development of
military family housing.

. 2808. Clarification of scope of report re-
quirement on cost increases under
contracts for military family
housing construction.

2809. Authority to convey damaged or dete-

riorated military family housing.

Energy and water conservation sav-
ings for the Department of De-
fense.

2811. Alternative authority for construc-
tion and improvement of military
housing.

2812. Permanent authority to enter into
leases of land for special oper-
ations activities.

2813. Authority to use funds for certain
educational purposes.

Subtitle B—Defense Base Closure and
Realignment

2821. In-kind consideration for leases at in-
stallations to be closed or re-
aligned.

2822. Clarification of authority regarding
contracts for community services
at installations being closed.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec. 2806.

Sec.

Sec.

2810.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
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Clarification of funding for environ-
mental restoration at installations
approved for closure or realign-
ment in 1995.

Authority to lease property requiring
environmental remediation at in-
stallations approved for closure.

Final funding for Defense Base Clo-
sure and Realignment Commis-
sion.

Improvment of base closure and re-
alignment process.

Exercise of authority delegated by the
Administrator of General Services.

Lease back of property disposed from
installations approved for closure
or realignment.

Proceeds of leases at installations ap-
proved for closure or realignment.

2830. Consolidation of disposal of property

and facilities at Fort Holabird,
Maryland.
2830A. Land conveyance, property under-
lying Cummins Apartment Com-
plex, Fort Holabird, Maryland.
2830B. Interim leases of property approved
for closure or realignment.

2830C. Sense of the Congress regarding

Fitzsimons Army Medical Center,

Colorado.

Subtitle C—Land Conveyances

2831. Land acquisition or exchange, Shaw
Air Force Base, South Carolina.

2832. Authority for Port Authority of State
of Mississippi to use certain Navy
property in Gulfport, Mississippi.

Conveyance of resource recovery fa-
cility, Fort Dix, New Jersey.

Conveyance of water and wastewater
treatment plants, Fort Gordon,
Georgia.

Conveyance of water treatment plant,
Fort Pickett, Virginia.

Conveyance of electric power dis-
tribution system, Fort Irwin, Cali-
fornia.

Land exchange, Fort Lewis, Wash-
ington.

Land conveyance,
Warfare Center,
nessee.

Land conveyance, Radar Bomb Scor-
ing Site, Forsyth, Montana.

Land conveyance, Radar Bomb Scor-
ing Site, Powell, Wyoming.

Report on disposal of property, Fort
Ord Military Complex, California.

Land conveyance, Navy property,
Fort Sheridan, Illinois.

Land conveyance, Army Reserve
property, Fort Sheridan, Illinois.

Land conveyance, Naval Communica-
tions Station, Stockton, Califor-
nia.

Land conveyance, William Langer
Jewel Bearing Plant, Rolla, North
Dakota.

2846. Land exchange, United States Army
Reserve Center, Gainesville, Geor-
gia.

Subtitle D—Transfer of Jurisdiction and Es-
tablishment of Midewin National Tallgrass
Prairie

Sec. 2851. Short title.

Sec. 2852. Definitions.

Sec. 2853. Establishment of Midewin National
Tallgrass Prairie.

2854. Transfer of management responsibil-
ities and jurisdiction over Arse-
nal.

Disposal for industrial parks, a coun-
ty landfill, and a national veter-
ans cemetery and to the Adminis-
trator of General Services.

2856. Continuation of responsibility and li-
ability of the Secretary of the
Army for environmental cleanup.

Degree of environmental cleanup.

Sec. 2823.

Sec. 2824.

Sec. 2825.

Sec. 2826.

Sec. 2827.

Sec. 2828.

Sec. 2829.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec. 2833.

Sec. 2834.

Sec. 2835.

Sec. 2836.

Sec. 2837.

2838. Naval Surface

Memphis, Ten-

Sec.

Sec. 2839.

Sec. 2840.
Sec. 2841.
Sec. 2842.
Sec. 2843.

Sec. 2844.

Sec. 2845.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec. 2855.

Sec.

Sec. 2857.
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Subtitle E—Other Matters

Department of Defense laboratory re-
vitalization demonstration pro-
gram.

Prohibition on joint civil aviation use
of Miramar Naval Air Station,
California.

Report on agreement relating to con-
veyance of land, Fort Belvoir,
Virginia.

Residual value report.

Renovation of the Pentagon Reserva-
tion.

DIVISION C—DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
NATIONAL SECURITY AUTHORIZATIONS

AND OTHER AUTHORIZATIONS
TITLE XXXI—DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
NATIONAL SECURITY PROGRAMS
Subtitle A—National Security Programs
Authorizations

3101. Weapons activities.

3102. Environmental restoration and waste
management.

Other defense activities.

Defense nuclear waste disposal.

Payment of penalties assessed against
Rocky Flats Site.

Standardization of ethics and report-
ing requirements affecting the De-
partment of Energy with Govern-
ment-wide standards.

Sec. 3107. Certain environmental restoration re-

quirements.

Sec. 3108. Amending the hydronuclear provi-

sions of this Act.

Subtitle B—Recurring General Provisions

Sec. 2861.
Sec. 2862.
Sec. 2863.

2864.
2865.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

3103.
3104.
3105.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 3106.

Sec. 3121. Reprogramming.

Sec. 3122. Limits on general plant projects.

Sec. 3123. Limits on construction projects.

Sec. 3124. Fund transfer authority.

Sec. 3125. Authority for conceptual and con-
struction design.

Sec. 3126. Authority for emergency planning,
design, and construction activi-
ties.

Sec. 3127. Funds available for all national secu-
rity programs of the Department
of Energy.

Sec. 3128. Availability of funds.

Subtitle C—Program Authorizations,
Restrictions, and Limitations

Sec. 3131. Tritium production.

Sec. 3132. Fissile materials disposition.

Sec. 3133. Tritium recycling.

Sec. 3134. Manufacturing infrastructure for
refabrication and certification of
enduring nuclear weapons stock-
pile.

Sec. 3135. Hydronuclear experiments.

Sec. 3136. Fellowship program for development
of skills critical to the Department
of Energy nuclear weapons com-
plex.

Sec. 3137. Education program for development
of personnel critical to the De-
partment of Energy nuclear weap-
ons complex.

Sec. 3138. Limitation on use of funds for certain
research and development pur-
poses.

Sec. 3139. Processing of high level nuclear
waste and spent nuclear fuel rods.

Sec. 3140. Department of Energy Declassifica-
tion Productivity Initiative.

Sec. 3141. Authority to reprogram funds for dis-
position of certain spent nuclear
fuel.

Sec. 3142. Protection of workers at nuclear

weapons facilities.
Subtitle D—Review of Department of Energy
National Security Programs.

Sec. 3151. Review of Department of Energy na-

tional security programs.
Subtitle E—Other Matters

Sec. 3161. Responsibility for Defense Programs

Emergency Response Program.
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Sec. 3162. Requirements for Department of En-
ergy weapons activities budgets
for fiscal years after fiscal year
1996.

Report on proposed purchases of trit-
ium from foreign suppliers.

Report on hydronuclear testing.

Plan for the certification and stew-
ardship of the enduring nuclear
weapons stockpile.

Applicability of Atomic Energy Com-
munity Act of 1955 to Los Alamos,
New Mexico.

Sense of Senate on negotiations re-
garding shipments of spent nu-
clear fuel from naval reactors.

TITLE XXXII—DEFENSE NUCLEAR
FACILITIES SAFETY BOARD

3201. Authorization.

TITLE XXXI1I—NAVAL PETROLEUM

RESERVES
3301. Sale of Naval Petroleum Reserve
Numbered 1 (Elk Hills).
3302. Future of naval petroleum reserves
(other than Naval Petroleum Re-
serve Numbered 1).
TITLE XXXIV—NATIONAL DEFENSE
STOCKPILE

3401. Authorized uses of stockpile funds.

3402. Disposal of obsolete and excess mate-
rials contained in the National
Defense Stockpile.

Disposal of chromite and manganese
ores and chromium ferro and
manganese metal electrolytic.

Restrictions on disposal of manganese
ferro.

Excess defense-related materials:
transfer to stockpile and disposal.

TITLE XXXV—PANAMA CANAL
COMMISSION

Sec. 3501. Short title.

Sec. 3502. Authorization of expenditures.

DIVISION D—INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY

MANAGEMENT REFORM

Short title.

Findings.

Purposes.

Sec. 4004. Definitions.

Sec. 4005. Applications of exclusions.

TITLE XLI—RESPONSIBILITY FOR ACQUI-

SITIONS OF INFORMATION TECH-
NOLOGY

Subtitle A—General Authority

Sec. 4101. Authority of heads of executive agen-
cies.

Sec. 3163.

3164.
3165.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 3166.

Sec. 3167.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 3403.

Sec. 3404.

Sec. 3405.

4001.
4002.
4003.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 4102. Repeal of central authority of the

Administrator of General Services.
Subtitle B—Director of the Office of
Management and Budget

Sec. 4121. Responsibility of Director.

Sec. 4122. Capital planning and investment
control.

Sec. 4123. Performance-based and results-based
management.

Sec. 4124. Integration with information resource
management responsibilities.

Subtitle C—Executive Agencies

Sec. 4131. Responsibilities.

Sec. 4132. Capital planning and investment
control.

Sec. 4133. Performance and results-based man-
agement.

Sec. 4134. Specific authority.

Sec. 4135. Agency chief information officer.

Sec. 4136. Accountability.

Sec. 4137. Significant failures.

Sec. 4138. Interagency support.

Subtitle D—Chief Information Officers
Council
Sec. 4141. Establishment of Chief Information
Officers Council.
Subtitle E—Interagency Functional Groups
Sec. 4151. Establishment.
Sec. 4152. Specific functions.
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Subtitle F—Other Responsibilities
Sec. 4161. Responsibilities under the Computer
Security Act of 1987.
Subtitle G—Sense of Congress
Sec. 4171. Sense of Congress.

TITLE XLII—PROCESS FOR ACQUISITIONS
OF INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY
Subtitle A—Procedures

Sec. 4201. Procurement procedures.

Sec. 4202. Incremental acquisition of informa-
tion technology.

4203. Task and delivery order contracts.

Subtitle B—Acquisition Management

Sec. 4221. Acquisition management team.

Sec. 4222. Oversight of acquisitions.

TITLE XLIII—INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY
ACQUISITION PILOT PROGRAMS
Subtitle A—Conduct of Pilot Programs
Sec. 4301. Authorization to conduct pilot pro-

grams.
Evaluation criteria and plans.
Report.

Sec.

Sec. 4302.
Sec. 4303.
Sec. 4304. Recommended legislation.
Sec. 4305. Rule of construction.

Subtitle B—Specific Pilot Programs

Sec. 4321. Share-in-savings pilot program.
Sec. 4322. Solutions-based contracting pilot pro-
gram.

TITLE XLIV—OTHER INFORMATION
RESOURCES MANAGEMENT REFORM

Sec. 4401. On-line multiple award schedule con-
tracting.
Sec. 4402. Disposal of excess computer equip-
ment.
Sec. 4403. Leasing information technology.
TITLE XLV—PROCUREMENT PROTEST AU-
THORITY OF THE COMPTROLLER GEN-
ERAL

Sec. 4501. Period for processing protests.

Sec. 4502. Definition.

Sec. 4503. Exclusivity of administrative
edies.

TITLE XLVI—RELATED TERMINATIONS,
CONFORMING AMENDMENTS, AND CLER-
ICAL AMENDMENTS

Subtitle A—Conforming Amendments

4601. Amendments to title 10, United States
Code.

Amendments to title 28, United States
Code.

Amendments to title 31, United States
Code.

Amendments to title 38, United States
Code.

Provisions of title 44, United States
Code, relating to paperwork re-
duction.

Amendment to title 49, United States
Code.

Other laws.

Access of certain information in in-
formation systems to the directory
and system of access established
under section 4101 of title 44,
United States Code.

4609. Rule of construction relating to the

provisions of title 44, United
States Code.

Subtitle B—Clerical Amendment
Sec. 4621. Amendment to title 38, United States
Code.
TITLE XLVII—SAVINGS PROVISIONS
Sec. 4701. Savings provisions.
TITLE XLVIII—EFFECTIVE DATES
Sec. 4801. Effective dates.
SEC. 3. CONGRESSIONAL DEFENSE COMMITTEES
DEFINED.

For purposes of this Act, the term ‘‘congres-
sional defense committees’” means—

(1) the Committee on Armed Services and the
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate; and

rem-

Sec.
Sec. 4602.
Sec. 4603.
Sec. 4604.

Sec. 4605.

Sec. 4606.

4607.
4608.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
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(2) the Committee on National Security and
the Committee on Appropriations of the House
of Representatives.

DIVISION A—DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
AUTHORIZATIONS
TITLE I—PROCUREMENT
Subtitle A—Authorization of Appropriations
SEC. 101. ARMY.

Funds are hereby authorized to be appro-
priated for fiscal year 1996 for procurement for
the Army as follows:

(1) For aircraft, $1,396,451,000.

(2) For missiles, $894,430,000.

(3) For weapons and tracked combat vehicles,
$1,547,964,000.

(4) For ammunition, $1,120,115,000.

(5) For other procurement, $2,771,101,000.

SEC. 102. NAVY AND MARINE CORPS.

(a) NAvY.—Funds are hereby authorized to be
appropriated for fiscal year 1996 for procure-
ment for the Navy as follows:

(1) For aircraft, $4,916,588,000.

(2) For weapons, including missiles and tor-
pedoes, $1,771,421,000.

(3) For shipbuilding
$7,111,935,000.

(4) For other procurement, $2,471,861,000.

(b) MARINE CORPS.—Funds are hereby author-
ized to be appropriated for fiscal year 1996 for
procurement for the Marine Corps in the
amount of $683,416,000.

SEC. 103. AIR FORCE.

Funds are hereby authorized to be appro-
priated for fiscal year 1996 for procurement for
the Air Force as follows:

(1) For aircraft, $6,318,586,000.

(2) For missiles, $3,597,499,000.

(3) For other procurement, $6,546,001,000.

SEC. 104. DEFENSE-WIDE ACTIVITIES.

Funds are hereby authorized to be appro-
priated for fiscal year 1996 for Defense-wide pro-
curement in the amount of $2,118,324,000.

SEC. 105. RESERVE COMPONENTS.

Funds are hereby authorized to be appro-
priated for fiscal year 1996 for procurement of
aircraft, vehicles, communications equipment,
and other equipment for the reserve components
of the Armed Forces as follows:

(1) For the Army National Guard, $209,400,000.

(2) For the Air National Guard, $137,000,000.

(3) For the Army Reserve, $62,000,000.

(4) For the Naval Reserve, $74,000,000.

(5) For the Air Force Reserve, $240,000,000.

(6) For the Marine Corps Reserve, $55,000,000.
SEC. 106. DEFENSE INSPECTOR GENERAL.

Funds are hereby authorized to be appro-
priated for fiscal year 1996 for procurement for
the Inspector General of the Department of De-
fense in the amount of $1,000,000.

SEC. 107. CHEMICAL DEMILITARIZATION PRO-
GRAM.

There is hereby authorized to be appropriated
for fiscal year 1996 the amount of $671,698,000
for—

(1) the destruction of lethal chemical weapons
and munitions in accordance with section 1412
of the Department of Defense Authorization
Act, 1986 (50 U.S.C. 1521); and

(2) the destruction of chemical warfare mate-
rial of the United States that is not covered by
section 1412 of such Act.

SEC. 108. DEFENSE HEALTH PROGRAM.

Funds are hereby authorized to be appro-
priated for fiscal year 1996 for the Department
of Defense for procurement for carrying out
health care programs, projects, and activities of
the Department of Defense in the total amount
of $288,033,000.

Subtitle B—Army Programs

111. AH-64D LONGBOW APACHE ATTACK
HELICOPTER.

The Secretary of the Army may, in accordance

with section 2306b of title 10, United States

Code, enter into multiyear procurement con-

and conversion,

SEC.
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tracts for procurement of AH-64D Longbow
Apache attack helicopters.
SEC. 112. OH-58D AHIP SCOUT HELICOPTER.

The prohibition in section 133(a)(2) of the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Years 1990 and 1991 (Public Law 101-189; 103
Stat. 1383) does not apply to the obligation of
funds in amounts not to exceed $125,000,000 for
the procurement of not more than 20 OH-58D
AHIP Scout aircraft from funds appropriated
for fiscal year 1996 pursuant to section 101.

SEC. 113. HYDRA 70 ROCKET.

(a) LIMITATION.—Funds appropriated or oth-
erwise made available for the Department of De-
fense for fiscal year 1996 may not be obligated to
procure Hydra 70 rockets until the Secretary of
the Army submits to Congress a document that
contains the certifications described in sub-
section (b)(1) together with a discussion of the
matter described in subsection (b)(2).

(b) CONTENT OF SuBMISSION.—(1) A document
submitted under subsection (a) satisfies the cer-
tification requirements of that subsection if it
contains the certifications of the Secretary
that—

(A) the specific technical cause of Hydra 70
Rocket failures has been identified;

(B) the technical corrections necessary for
eliminating premature detonations of such rock-
ets have been validated;

(C) the total cost of making the necessary cor-
rections on all Hydra 70 rockets that are in the
Army inventory or are being procured under
any contract in effect on the date of the enact-
ment of this Act does not exceed the amount
equal to 15 percent of the nonrecurring costs
that would be incurred by the Army for acquisi-
tion of improved rockets, including commercially
developed nondevelopmental systems, to replace
the Hydra 70 rockets; and

(D) a nondevelopmental composite rocket sys-
tem has been fully reviewed for, or has received
operational and platform certifications for, full
qualification of an alternative composite rocket
motor and propellant.

(2) The document shall also contain a discus-
sion of whether the existence of the system re-
ferred to in the certification under paragraph
(1)(D) will result in—

(A) early and continued availability of train-
ing rockets to meet the requirements of the Army
for such rockets; and

(B) the attainment of competition in future
procurements of training rockets to meet such
requirements.

(c) WAIVER AUTHORITY.—The Secretary of De-
fense may waive the requirement in subsection
(a) for the Secretary to submit the document de-
scribed in that subsection before procuring
Hydra 70 rockets if the Secretary determines
that a delay in procuring the rockets pending
compliance with the requirement would result in
a significant risk to the national security of the
United States. Any such waiver may not take
effect until the Secretary submits to Congress a
notification of that determination together with
the reasons for the determination.

SEC. 114. REPORT ON AH-64D ENGINE UPGRADES.

No later than February 1, 1996, the Secretary
of the Army shall submit to Congress a report on
plans to procure T700-701C engine upgrade Kits
for Army AH-64D helicopters. The report shall
include—

(1) a plan to provide for the upgrade of all
Army AH-64D helicopters with T700-701C engine
Kits commencing in fiscal year 1996.

(2) detailed timeline and funding requirements
for the engine upgrade program described in
paragraph (1).

Subtitle C—Navy Programs
121. SEAWOLF AND NEW ATTACK SUB-
MARINE PROGRAMS.

(a) FUNDING.—(1) Of the amount authorized
to be appropriated under section 102(a)(3)—

(A) $1,507,477,000 shall be available for the
final Seawolf attack submarine (SSN-23); and
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(B) $814,498,000 shall be available for design
and advance procurement in fiscal year 1996 for
the lead submarine and the second submarine
under the New Attack Submarine program, of
which—

(i) $10,000,000 shall be available only for par-
ticipation of Newport News Shipbuilding in the
New Attack Submarine design; and

(ii) $100,000,000 shall be available only for ad-
vance procurement and design of the second
submarine under the New Attack Submarine
program.

(2) Of amounts authorized under any provi-
sion of law to be appropriated for procurement
for the Navy for fiscal year 1997 for shipbuilding
and conversion, $802,000,000 shall be available
for design and advance procurement in fiscal
year 1997 for the lead submarine and the second
submarine under the New Attack Submarine
program, of which—

(A) $75,000,000 shall be available only for par-
ticipation by Newport News Shipbuilding in the
New Attack Submarine design; and

(B) $427,000,000 shall be available only for ad-
vance procurement and design of the second
submarine under the New Attack Submarine
program.

(38) Of the amount authorized to be appro-
priated under section 201(2), $455,398,000 shall
be available for research, development, test, and
evaluation for the New Attack Submarine pro-

ram.

9 (b) COMPETITION REQUIRED.—Funds referred
to in subsection (c) may not be obligated until
the Secretary of the Navy certifies in writing to
the Committee on Armed Services of the Senate
and the Committee on National Security of the
House of Representatives that—

(1) the Secretary has restructured the New At-
tack Submarine program in accordance with
this section so as to provide for—

(A) procurement of the lead vessel under the
New Attack Submarine program from the Elec-
tric Boat Division beginning in fiscal year 1998,
if the price offered by Electric Boat Division is
determined by the Secretary as being fair and
reasonable;

(B) procurement of the second vessel under
the New Attack Submarine program from New-
port News Shipbuilding beginning in fiscal year
1999, if the price offered by Newport News Ship-
building is determined by the Secretary as being
fair and reasonable; and

(C) procurement of other vessels under the
New Attack Submarine program under one or
more contracts that are entered into after com-
petition between potential competitors (as de-
fined in subsection (i)) in which the Secretary
shall solicit competitive proposals and award
the contract or contracts on the basis of price;
and

(2) the Secretary has directed, as set forth in
detail in such certification, that no action pro-
hibited in subsection (d) will be taken to impair
the design, engineering, construction, and main-
tenance competencies of either Electric Boat Di-
vision or Newport News Shipbuilding to con-
struct the New Attack Submarine.

(c) CoveRED FUNDS.—The funds referred to in
subsection (b) are as follows:

(1) Funds available to the Navy for any fiscal
year after fiscal year 1995 for procurement of
the final Seawolf attack submarine (SSN-23)
pursuant to this Act or any Act enacted after
the date of the enactment of this Act.

(2) Funds available to the Navy for any such
fiscal year for research, development, test, and
evaluation or for procurement (including design
and advance procurement) for the New Attack
Submarine program pursuant to this Act or any
Act enacted after the date of the enactment of
this Act.

(d) LIMITATION ON CERTAIN ACTIONS.—In
order to ensure that Electric Boat Division and
Newport News Shipbuilding retain the technical
competencies to construct the New Attack Sub-
marine, the following actions are prohibited:

(1) A termination of or failure to extend, ex-
cept by reason of a breach of contract by the
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contractor or an
tions—

(A) the existing Planning Yard contract for
the Trident class submarines; or

(B) the existing Planning Yard contract for
the SSN-688 Los Angeles class submarines.

(2) A termination of any existing Lead Design
Yard contract for the SSN-21 Seawolf class sub-
marines or for the SSN-688 Los Angeles class
submarines, except by reason of a breach of con-
tract by the contractor or an insufficiency of
appropriations.

(3) A failure of, or refusal by, the Department
of the Navy to permit both Electric Boat Divi-
sion and Newport News Shipbuilding to have
access to sufficient information concerning the
design of the New Attack Submarine to ensure
that each is capable of constructing the New At-
tack Submarine.

(e) LIMITATION ON EXPENDITURE OF FUNDS
FOR SEAWOLF PROGRAM.—Of the funds referred
to in subsection (c)(1)—

(1) not more than $700,000,000 may be ex-
pended in fiscal year 1996;

(2) not more than an additional $200,000,000
may be expended in fiscal year 1997;

(3) not more than an additional $200,000,000
may be expended in fiscal year 1998; and

(4) not more than an additional $407,477,000
may be expended in fiscal year 1999.

(f) LIMITATION ON EXPENDITURE OF FUNDS
FOR NEW ATTACK SUBMARINE PROGRAM.—Funds
referred to in subsection (c)(2) that are available
for the lead and second vessels under the New
Attack Submarine program may not be expended
during fiscal year 1996 for the lead vessel under
that program (other than for class design) un-
less funds are obligated or expended during
such fiscal year for a contract in support of pro-
curement of the second vessel under the pro-
gram.

(9) REPORTS REQUIRED.—Not later than No-
vember 1, 1995, and every six months thereafter
through November 1, 1998, the Secretary of the
Navy shall submit to the Committee on Armed
Services of the Senate and the Committee on Na-
tional Security of the House of Representatives
a report setting forth the obligations and ex-
penditures of funds for—

(1) the procurement of the final Seawolf at-
tack submarine (SSN-23); and

(2) research, development, test, and evalua-
tion or for procurement (including design and
advance procurement) for the lead and second
vessels under the New Attack Submarine pro-
gram.

(h) REFERENCES TO CONTRACTORS.—For pur-
poses of this section—

(1) the contractor referred to as ‘“‘Electric Boat
Division”” is General Dynamics Corporation
Electric Boat Division; and

(2) the contractor referred to as ‘‘Newport
News Shipbuilding’ is Newport News Shipbuild-
ing and Drydock Company.

(i) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) The term ‘“‘potential competitor’”” means
any source to which the Secretary of the Navy
has awarded, within 10 years before the date of
the enactment of this Act, a contract or con-
tracts to construct one or more nuclear attack
submarines.

(2) The term *“*“New Attack Submarine’” means
any submarine planned or programmed by the
Navy as a class of submarines the lead ship of
which is planned by the Navy, as of the date of
the enactment of this Act, for procurement in
fiscal year 1998.

SEC. 122. REPEAL OF PROHIBITION ON BACKFIT
OF TRIDENT SUBMARINES.

Section 124 of the National Defense Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Year 1995 (Public Law
103-337; 108 Stat. 2683) is repealed.

SEC. 123. ARLEIGH BURKE CLASS DESTROYER
PROGRAM.

(&) FIRST INCREMENT FUNDING.—Of the
amount authorized to be appropriated under
section 102(a)(3), $650,000,000 shall be available

insufficiency of appropria-
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in accordance with section 7315 of title 10, Unit-
ed States Code (as added by section 124), as the
first increment of funding for two Arleigh Burke
class destroyers.

(b) FINAL INCREMENT FUNDING.—It is the
sense of Congress that the Secretary of the Navy
should plan for and request the final increment
of funding for the two destroyers for fiscal year
1997 in accordance with section 7315 of title 10,
United States Code (as added by section 124).
SEC. 124. SPLIT FUNDING FOR CONSTRUCTION

OF NAVAL VESSELS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 633 of title 10, Unit-
ed States Code is amended by adding at the end
the following:

“§7315. Planning for funding construction

‘“(2) PLANNING FOR SPLIT FUNDING.—The Sec-
retary of Defense may provide in the future-
years defense program for split funding of con-
struction of new naval vessels satisfying the re-
quirements of subsection (d).

““(b) SPLIT FUNDING REQUESTS.—In the case of
construction of a new naval vessel satisfying the
requirements of subsection (d), the Secretary of
the Navy shall—

‘(1) determine the total amount that is nec-
essary for construction of the vessel, including
an allowance for future inflation; and

““(2) request funding for construction of the
vessel in two substantially equal increments.

““(c) CONTRACT AUTHORIZED UPON FUNDING
OF FIRST INCREMENT.—(1) The Secretary of the
Navy may enter into a contract for the construc-
tion of a new naval vessel upon appropriation
of a first increment of funding for construction
of the vessel.

““(2) A contract entered into in accordance
with paragraph (1) shall include a liquidated
damages clause for any termination of the con-
tract for the convenience of the Government
that occurs before the remainder of the amount
necessary for full funding of the contract is ap-
propriated.

““(d) APPLICABILITY.—This section applies to
construction of a naval vessel—

‘(1) that is in a class of vessels for which the
design is mature and there is sufficient con-
struction experience for the costs of construction
to be well understood and predictable; and

““(2) for which—

““(A) provision is made in the future-years de-
fense program; or

‘“(B) the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, in consultation with the Secretary of the
Navy, has otherwise determined that there is a
valid military requirement.”.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of sec-
tions at the beginning of chapter 633 of such
title is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing:

“7315. Planning for funding construction.”.
SEC. 125. SEAWOLF SUBMARINE PROGRAM.

(a) LIMITATION OF CosTs.—Except as provided
in subsection (b), the total amount obligated or
expended for procurement of the SSN-21, SSN-
22, and SSN-23 Seawolf class submarines may
not exceed $7,223,659,000.

(b) AUTOMATIC INCREASE OF LIMITATION
AMOUNT.—The amount of the limitation set
forth in subsection (a) is increased after fiscal
year 1995 by the following amounts:

(1) The amounts of outfitting costs and post-
delivery costs incurred for the submarines re-
ferred to in such subsection.

(2) The amounts of increases in costs attrib-
utable to economic inflation after fiscal year
1995.

(3) The amounts of increases in costs attrib-
utable to compliance with changes in Federal,
State, or local laws enacted after fiscal year
1995.

SEC. 126. CRASH ATTENUATING SEATS ACQUISI-
TION PROGRAM.

(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.—The Secretary of
the Navy may establish a program to procure
for, and install in, H-53E military transport hel-
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icopters commercially developed, energy absorb-
ing, crash attenuating seats that the Secretary
determines are consistent with military speci-
fications for seats for such helicopters.

(b) FUNDING.—To the extent provided in ap-
propriations Acts, of the unobligated balance of
amounts appropriated for the Legacy Resource
Management Program pursuant to the author-
ization of appropriations in section 301(5) of the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 1995 (Public Law 103-337; 108 Stat. 2706),
not more than $10,000,000 shall be available to
the Secretary of the Navy, by transfer to the ap-
propriate accounts, for carrying out the pro-
gram authorized in subsection (a).

Subtitle D—Other Programs
SEC. 131. TIER Il PREDATOR UNMANNED AERIAL
VEHICLE PROGRAM.

Funds appropriated or otherwise made avail-
able for the Department of Defense for fiscal
year 1996 for procurement or for research, devel-
opment, test, and evaluation may not be obli-
gated or expended for the Tier Il Predator un-
manned aerial vehicle program.

SEC. 132. PIONEER UNMANNED AERIAL VEHICLE
PROGRAM.

Not more than % of the amount appropriated
pursuant to this Act for the activities and oper-
ations of the Unmanned Aerial Vehicle Joint
Program Office (UAV-JPO), and none of the
unobligated balances of funds appropriated for
fiscal years before fiscal year 1996 for the activi-
ties and operations of such office, may be obli-
gated until the Secretary of the Navy certifies to
the Committee on Armed Services of the Senate
and the Committee on National Security of the
House of Representatives that the nine Pioneer
Unmanned Aerial Vehicle systems have been
equipped with the Common Automatic Landing
and Recovery System (CARS).

SEC. 133. JOINT PRIMARY AIRCRAFT TRAINING
SYSTEM PROGRAM.

Of the amount authorized to be appropriated
under section 103(1), $54,968,000 shall be avail-
able for the Joint Primary Aircraft Training
System program for procurement of up to eight
aircraft.

TITLE II—RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT,

TEST, AND EVALUATION

Subtitle A—Authorization of Appropriations
SEC. 201. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

Funds are hereby authorized to be appro-
priated for fiscal year 1996 for the use of the De-
partment of Defense for research, development,
test, and evaluation as follows:

(1) For the Army, $4,845,097,000.

(2) For the Navy, $8,624,230,000.

(3) For the Air Force, $13,087,389,000.

(4) For Defense-wide activities, $9,533,148,000,
of which—

(A) $239,341,000 is authorized for the activities
of the Director, Test and Evaluation;

(B) $22,587,000 is authorized for the Director
of Operational Test and Evaluation; and

(C) $475,470,000 is authorized for Other Thea-
ter Missile Defense, of which up to $25,000,000
may be made available for the operation of the
Battlefield Integration Center.

SEC. 202. AMOUNT FOR BASIC RESEARCH AND EX-
PLORATORY DEVELOPMENT.

(a) FiIscAL YEAR 1996.—Of the amounts au-
thorized to be appropriated by section 201,
$4,076,580,000 shall be available for basic re-
search and exploratory development projects.

(b) BASIC RESEARCH AND EXPLORATORY DE-
VELOPMENT DEFINED.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘basic research and exploratory
development” means work funded in program
elements for defense research and development
under Department of Defense category 6.1 or
6.2.

Subtitle B—Program Requirements,
Restrictions, and Limitations
SEC. 211. A/F117X LONG-RANGE, MEDIUM ATTACK
AIRCRAFT.

Of the amount authorized to be appropriated
by section 201(2) for the Joint Advanced Strike
Technology program—
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(1) $25,000,000 shall be available for the con-
duct, during fiscal year 1996, of a 6-month pro-
gram definition phase for the A/F117X, an F-117
fighter aircraft modified for use by the Navy as
a long-range, medium attack aircraft; and

(2) $150,000,000 shall be available for engineer-
ing and manufacturing development of the
A/F117X aircraft, except that none of such
amount may be obligated until the Secretary of
the Navy, after considering the results of the
program definition phase, approves proceeding
into engineering and manufacturing develop-
ment of the A/F117X aircraft.

SEC. 212. NAVY MINE COUNTERMEASURES PRO-
GRAM.

Section 216(a) of the National Defense, Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993
(Public Law 102-190; 105 Stat. 1317) is amend-
ed—

(1) by striking out ‘“‘Director, Defense Re-
search and Engineering”’ and inserting in lieu
thereof ““Under Secretary of Defense for Acqui-
sition and Technology’’; and

(2) by striking out ‘“fiscal years 1995 through
1999”” and inserting in lieu thereof “‘fiscal years
1997 through 1999’’.

SEC. 213. MARINE CORPS SHORE FIRE SUPPORT.

Of the amount appropriated pursuant to sec-
tion 201(2) for the Tomahawk Baseline Improve-
ment Program, not more than 50 percent of that
amount may be obligated until the Secretary of
the Navy certifies to the Committee on Armed
Services of the Senate and the Committee on Na-
tional Security of the House of Representatives
that the Secretary has structured, and planned
for full funding of, a program leading to a live-
fire test of an Army Extended Range Multiple
Launch Rocket from an Army Multiple Launch
Rocket Launcher on a Navy ship before October
1, 1997.

SEC. 214. SPACE AND MISSILE TRACKING SYSTEM
PROGRAM.

(a) DEVELOPMENT AND DEPLOYMENT PLAN.—
The Secretary of the Air Force shall structure
the development schedule for the Space and
Missile Tracking System so as to achieve a first
launch of a user operation evaluation system
(UOES) satellite in fiscal year 2001, and to at-
tain initial operational capability (10C) of a full
constellation of user operation evaluation sys-
tems and objective system satellites in fiscal year
2003.

(b) MANAGEMENT OVERSIGHT.—In exercising
the responsibility for the Space and Missile
Tracking System program, the Secretary of the
Air Force shall first obtain the concurrence of
the Director of the Ballistic Missile Defense Or-
ganization before implementing any decision
that would have any of the following results re-
garding the program:

(1) A reduction in funds available for obliga-
tion or expenditure for the program for a fiscal
year below the amount specifically authorized
and appropriated for the program for that fiscal
year.

(2) An increase in the total program cost.

(3) A delay in a previously established devel-
opment or deployment schedule.

(4) A modification in the performance param-
eters or specifications.

(c) AUTHORIZATION.—Of the amount author-
ized to be appropriated under section 201(3) for
fiscal year 1996, $249,824,000 shall be available
for the Space and Missile Tracking System
(SMTS) program.

SEC. 215. PRECISION GUIDED MUNITIONS.

(a) ANALYSIS REQUIRED.—The Secretary of
Defense shall perform an analysis of the full
range of precision guided munitions in produc-
tion and in research, development, test, and
evaluation in order to determine the following:

(1) The numbers and types of precision guided
munitions that are needed to provide a com-
plementary capability against each target class.

(2) The feasibility of carrying out joint devel-
opment and procurement of additional munition
types by more than one of the Armed Forces.
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(3) The feasibility of integrating a particular
precision guided munition on multiple service
platforms.

(4) The economy and effectiveness of continu-
ing acquisition of—

(A) interim precision guided munitions; or

(B) precision guided munitions that, as a re-
sult of being procured in decreasing numbers to
meet decreasing quantity requirements, have in-
creased in cost per unit by more than 50 percent
over the cost per unit for such munitions as of
December 1, 1991.

(b) REPORT.—(1) Not later than February 1,
1996, the Secretary shall submit to Congress a
report on the findings and other results of the
analysis.

(2) The report shall include a detailed discus-
sion of the process by which the Department of
Defense—

(A) approves the development of new precision
guided munitions;

(B) avoids duplication and redundancy in the
precision guided munitions programs of the
Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps;

(C) ensures rationality in the relationship be-
tween the funding plans for precision guided
munitions modernization for fiscal years follow-
ing fiscal year 1996 and the costs of such mod-
ernization for those fiscal years; and

(D) identifies by name and function each per-
son responsible for approving each new preci-
sion guided munition for initial low-rate pro-
duction.

(c) FUNDING LIMITATION.—Funds authorized
to be appropriated by this Act may not be ex-
pended for research, development, test, and
evaluation or procurement of interim precision
guided munitions until the Secretary of Defense
submits the report under subsection (b).

(d) INTERIM PRECISION GUIDED MUNITION DE-
FINED.—For purposes of paragraph (1), a preci-
sion guided munition is an interim precision
guided munition if the munition is being pro-
cured in fiscal year 1996, but funding is not pro-
posed for additional procurement of the muni-
tion in the fiscal years after fiscal year 1996 in
the future years defense program submitted to
Congress in 1995 under section 221(a) of title 10,
United States Code.

SEC. 216. DEFENSE NUCLEAR AGENCY PRO-
GRAMS.

(a) AGENCY FUNDING.—Of the amounts au-
thorized to be appropriated to the Department of
Defense in section 201, $252,900,000 shall be
available for the Defense Nuclear Agency.

(b) TUNNEL CHARACTERIZATION AND NEUTRAL-
1IZATION PROGRAM.—Of the amount available
under subsection (a), $3,000,000 shall be avail-
able for a tunnel characterization and neutral-
ization program to be managed by the Defense
Nuclear Agency as part of the
counterproliferation activities of the Department
of Defense.

(c) LONG-TERM RADIATION TOLERANT MICRO-
ELECTRONICS PROGRAM.—(1) Of the amount
available under subsection (a), $6,000,000 shall
be available for the establishment of a long-term
radiation tolerant microelectronics program to
be managed by the Defense Nuclear Agency for
the purposes of—

(A) providing for the development of afford-
able and effective hardening technologies and
for incorporation of such technologies into sys-
tems;

(B) sustaining the supporting industrial base;
and

(C) ensuring that a use of a nuclear weapon
in regional threat scenarios does not interrupt
or defeat the continued operability of systems of
the Armed Forces exposed to the combined ef-
fects of radiation emitted by the weapon.

(2) Not later than 120 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of De-
fense shall submit to Congress a report on how
the long-term radiation tolerant microelectronics
program is to be conducted and funded in the
fiscal years after fiscal year 1996 that are cov-
ered by the future-years defense program sub-
mitted to Congress in 1995.
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217. COUNTERPROLIFERATION SUPPORT
PROGRAM.

(a) FUNDING.—Of the funds authorized to be
appropriated to the Department of Defense
under section 201(4), $144,500,000 shall be avail-
able for the Counterproliferation Support Pro-
gram, of which—

(1) $30,000,000 shall be available for a tactical
antisatellite technologies program; and

(2) $6,300,000 shall be available for research
and development of technologies for Special Op-
erations Command (SOCOM) counterprolifer-
ation activities.

(b) ADDITIONAL AUTHORITY TO TRANSFER AU-
THORIZATIONS.—(1) In addition to the transfer
authority provided in section 1003, upon deter-
mination by the Secretary of Defense that such
action is necessary in the national interest, the
Secretary may transfer amounts of authoriza-
tions made available to the Department of De-
fense in this division for fiscal year 1996 to
counterproliferation programs, projects, and ac-
tivities identified as areas for progress by the
Counterproliferation Program Review Committee
established by section 1605 of the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1994
(Public Law 103-160). Amounts of authoriza-
tions so transferred shall be merged with and be
available for the same purposes as the author-
ization to which transferred.

(2) The total amount of authorizations that
the Secretary may transfer under the authority
of this subsection may not exceed $50,000,000.

(3) The authority provided by this subsection
to transfer authorizations—

(A) may only be used to provide authority for
items that have a higher priority than the items
from which authority is transferred; and

(B) may not be used to provide authority for
an item that has been denied authorization by
Congress.

(4) A transfer made from one account to an-
other under the authority of this subsection
shall be deemed to increase the amount author-
ized for the account to which the amount is
transferred by an amount equal to the amount
transferred.

(5) The Secretary of Defense shall promptly
notify Congress of transfers made under the au-
thority of this subsection.

SEC. 218. NONLETHAL WEAPONS PROGRAM.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM OFFICE.—
The Secretary of Defense shall establish in the
Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Ac-
quisition and Technology a Program Office for
Nonlethal Systems and Technologies to conduct
research, development, testing, and evaluation
of nonlethal weapons applicable to forces en-
gaged in both traditional and nontraditional
military operations.

(b) FUNDING.—Of the amount authorized to be
appropriated under section 201(4), $37,200,000
shall be available for the Program Office for
Nonlethal Systems and Technologies.

SEC. 219. FEDERALLY FUNDED RESEARCH AND
DEVELOPMENT CENTERS.

(a) CENTERs COVERED.—Funds appropriated
or otherwise made available for the Department
of Defense for fiscal year 1996 pursuant to an
authorization of appropriations in section 201
may be obligated to procure work from a feder-
ally funded research and development center
only in the case of a center named in the report
required by subsection (b) and, in the case of
such a center, only in an amount not in excess
of the amount of the proposed funding level set
forth for that center in such report.

(b) REPORT ON ALLOCATIONS FOR CENTERS.—
(1) Not later than 30 days after the date of the
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Defense
shall submit to the Committee on Armed Services
of the Senate and the Committee on National
Security of the House of Representatives a re-
port containing—

(A) the name of each federally funded re-
search and development center from which work
is proposed to be procured for the Department of
Defense for fiscal year 1996; and

SEC.
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(B) for each such center, the proposed fund-
ing level and the estimated personnel level for
fiscal year 1996.

(2) The total of the proposed funding levels set
forth in the report for all federally funded re-
search and development centers may not exceed
the amount set forth in subsection (d).

(c) LIMITATION PENDING SUBMISSION OF RE-
PORT.—No funds appropriated or otherwise
made available for the Department of Defense
for fiscal year 1996 may be obligated to procure
work from a federally funded research and de-
velopment center until the Secretary of Defense
submits the report required by subsection (b).

(d) FUNDING.—Of the amounts authorized to
be appropriated by section 201, not more than a
total of $1,162,650,000 may be obligated to pro-
cure services from the federally funded research
and development centers named in the report re-
quired by subsection (b).

(e) AUTHORITY TO WAIVE FUNDING LIMITA-
TION.—The Secretary of Defense may waive the
limitation regarding the maximum funding
amount that applies under subsection (a) to a
federally funded research and development cen-
ter. Whenever the Secretary proposes to make
such a waiver, the Secretary shall submit to the
Committee on Armed Services of the Senate and
the Committee on National Security of the
House of Representatives notice of the proposed
waiver and the reasons for the waiver. The
waiver may then be made only after the end of
the 60-day period that begins on the date on
which the notice is submitted to those commit-
tees, unless the Secretary determines that it is
essential to the national security that funds be
obligated for work at that center in excess of
that limitation before the end of such period
and notifies the Committee on Armed Services of
the Senate and the Committee on National Secu-
rity of the House of Representatives of that de-
termination and the reasons for the determina-
tion.

(f) UNDISTRIBUTED REDUCTION.—The total
amount authorized to be appropriated for re-
search, development, test, and evaluation in sec-
tion 201 is hereby reduced by $90,000,000.

SEC. 220. STATES ELIGIBLE FOR ASSISTANCE
UNDER DEFENSE EXPERIMENTAL
PROGRAM TO STIMULATE COMPETI-
TIVE RESEARCH.

Subparagraph (A) of section 257(d)(2) of the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 1995 (Public Law 103-337; 108 Stat. 2705; 10
U.S.C. 2358 note) is amended to read as follows:

“(A) the amount of all Department of Defense
obligations for science and engineering research
and development that were in effect with insti-
tutions of higher education in the State for the
fiscal year preceding the fiscal year for which
the designation is effective or for the last fiscal
year for which statistics are available is less
than the amount determined by multiplying 60
percent times %o of the total amount of all De-
partment of Defense obligations for science and
engineering research and development that were
in effect with institutions of higher education in
the United States for such preceding or last fis-
cal year, as the case may be (to be determined
in consultation with the Secretary of De-
fense);”.

SEC. 221. NATIONAL DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY AND
INDUSTRIAL BASE, DEFENSE REIN-
VESTMENT, AND CONVERSION.

(a) REPEAL OF CERTAIN AUTHORITIES AND RE-
QUIREMENTS.—Chapter 148 of title 10, United
States Code, is amended—

(1) in section 2491—

(A) by striking out paragraphs (12), (13), (14),
and (15); and

(B) by redesignating paragraph (16) as para-
graph (12);

(2) in section 2501—

(A) by striking out subsection (b); and

(B) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-
section (b); and

(3) by striking out sections 2512, 2513, 2516,
2520, 2523, and 2524.
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(b) CRITERIA FOR SELECTION OF DEFENSE AD-
VANCED MANUFACTURING TECHNOLOGY PART-
NERSHIPS.—Subsection (d) of section 2522 of such
title is amended to read as follows:

““(d) SELECTION CRITERIA.—The criteria for
the selection of proposed partnerships for estab-
lishment under this section shall be the criteria
specified in section 2511(f) of this title.”’.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—(1) Section
2516(b) of such title is amended—

(A) by inserting “‘and’” at the end of para-
graph (2);

(B) by striking out ‘“; and” at the end of
paragraph (3) and inserting in lieu thereof a pe-
riod; and

(C) by striking out paragraph (4).

(2) Section 2524 of such title is amended—

(A) in subsection (@), by striking out “‘and the
defense reinvestment, diversification, and con-
version program objectives set forth in section
2501(b) of this title’’; and

(B) in subsection (f), by striking out “‘and the
reinvestment, diversification, and conversion
program objectives set forth in section 2501(b) of
this title”.

(d) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—(1) The table of
sections at the beginning of subchapter 111 of
chapter 148 of title 10, United States Code, is
amended by striking out the items relating to
sections 2512, 2513, 2516, and 2520.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of
subchapter 1V of such chapter is amended by
striking out the items relating to sections 2523
and 2524.
SEC. 222. REVISIONS OF MANUFACTURING
SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY PRO-
GRAM.

(a) PARTICIPATION OF DOD LABORATORIES IN
ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.—Subsection (a) of
section 2525 of title 10, United States Code, is
amended by inserting after the first sentence the
following: “The Secretary shall use the manu-
facturing science and technology joint planning
process of the directors of the Department of De-
fense laboratories in establishing the program.””.

(b) PARTICIPATION OF EQUIPMENT MANUFAC-
TURERS IN PROJECTS.—Subsection (c) of such
section is amended—

(1) by inserting ““(1)"" after
““(c) EXECUTION.—""; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

““(2) The Secretary shall seek, to the extent
practicable, the participation of manufacturers
of manufacturing equipment in the projects
under the program.”’.

SEC. 223. PREPAREDNESS OF THE DEPARTMENT
OF DEFENSE TO RESPOND TO MILI-
TARY AND CIVIL DEFENSE EMER-
GENCIES RESULTING FROM A CHEM-
ICAL, BIOLOGICAL, RADIOLOGICAL,
OR NUCLEAR ATTACK.

(a) REPORT.—Not later than February 28,
1996, the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary
of Energy, in consultation with the Director of
the Federal Emergency Management Agency,
shall jointly submit to Congress a report on the
plans and programs of the Department of De-
fense to prepare for and respond to military and
civil defense emergencies resulting from a chemi-
cal, biological, radiological, or nuclear attack
on the United States.

(b) CONTENT OF REPORT.—The report shall
contain the following:

(1) A discussion of—

(A) the consequences of an attack for which
the Department of Defense has a responsibility
to provide a primary response; and

(B) the plans and programs for preparing for
and providing that response.

(2) A discussion of—

(A) the consequences of an attack for which
the Department of Defense has a responsibility
to provide a supporting response; and

(B) the plans and programs for preparing for
and providing that response.

(3) Any actions and recommended legislation
that the Secretary considers necessary for im-
proving the preparedness of the Department of
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Defense to respond effectively to the con-

sequences of a chemical, biological, radiological,

or nuclear attack on the United States.

SEC. 224. JOINT SEISMIC PROGRAM AND GLOBAL
SEISMIC NETWORK.

To the extent provided in appropriations Acts,
$9,500,000 of the unobligated balance of funds
available to the Air Force for research, develop-
ment, test, and evaluation for fiscal year 1995
shall be available for continuation of the Joint
Seismic Program and Global Seismic Network.
SEC. 225. DEPRESSED ALTITUDE GUIDED GUN

ROUND SYSTEM.

Of the amount authorized to be appropriated
under section 201(1), $5,000,000 is authorized to
be appropriated for continued development of
the depressed altitude guided gun round system.
SEC. 226. ARMY ECHELON ABOVE CORPS COMMU-

NICATIONS.

Of the amount authorized to be appropriated
under section 201(3), $40,000,000 is hereby trans-
ferred to the authorization of appropriations
under section 101(5) for procurement of commu-
nications equipment for Army echelons above
corps.

SEC. 227. TESTING OF THEATER MISSILE DE-
FENSE INTERCEPTORS.

(a) The Secretary of Defense may not approve
a theater missile defense interceptor program
proceeding beyond the low-rate initial produc-
tion acquisition stage until the Secretary cer-
tifies to the congressional defense committees
that such program has successfully completed
initial operational test and evaluation, and is
found to be a suitable and effective system.

(b) In order to be certified under subsection
(a) as having been successfully completed, the
initial operational test and evaluation con-
ducted with respect to an interceptor program
must have included flight tests—

(1) that were conducted with multiple inter-
ceptors and multiple targets in the presence of
realistic countermeasures; and

(2) the results of which demonstrate the
achievement by the interceptors of the baseline
performance thresholds.

(c) For purposes of this section, the baseline
performance thresholds with respect to a pro-
gram are the weapons systems performance
thresholds specified in the baseline description
for the system established (pursuant to section
2435(a)(1) of title 10, United States Code) before
the program entered the engineering and manu-
facturing development stage.

(d) The number of flight tests described in
subsection (b) that are required in order to make
the certification under subsection (a) shall be a
number determined by the Director of Oper-
ational Test and Evaluation to be sufficient for
the purposes of this section.

(e) The Secretary may augment flight testing
to demonstrate weapons system performance
goals for purposes of the certification under sub-
section (a) through the use of modeling and sim-
ulation that is validated by ground and flight
testing.

(f) The Director of Operational Test and Eval-
uation and Ballistic Missile Defense Organiza-
tion shall include in their annual reports to
Congress plans to adequately test theater missile
defense interceptor programs throughout the ac-
quisition process. As these theater missile de-
fense systems progress through the acquisition
process, the Director of Operational Test and
Evaluation and Ballistic Missile Defense Orga-
nization shall include in their annual reports to
Congress an assessment of how these programs
satisfy planned test objectives.

Subtitle C—Missile Defense
SEC. 231. SHORT TITLE.

This subtitle may be cited as the ‘“‘Missile De-
fense Act of 1995,

SEC. 232. FINDINGS.

Congress makes the following findings:
(1) The threat that is posed to the national se-
curity of the United States by the proliferation
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of ballistic and cruise missiles is significant and
growing, both quantitatively and qualitatively.

(2) The deployment of effective Theater Mis-
sile Defense systems can deny potential adver-
saries the option of escalating a conflict by
threatening or attacking United States forces,
coalition partners of the United States, or allies
of the United States with ballistic missiles armed
with weapons of mass destruction to offset the
operational and technical advantages of the
United States and its coalition partners and al-
lies.

(3) The intelligence community of the United
States has estimated that (A) the missile pro-
liferation trend is toward longer range and more
sophisticated ballistic missiles, (B) North Korea
may deploy an intercontinental ballistic missile
capable of reaching Alaska or beyond within 5
years, and (C) although a new indigenously de-
veloped ballistic missile threat to the continental
United States is not forecast within the next 10
years there is a danger that determined coun-
tries will acquire intercontinental ballistic mis-
siles in the near future and with little warning
by means other than indigenous development.

(4) The deployment by the United States and
its allies of effective defenses against ballistic
missiles of all ranges, as well as against cruise
missiles, can reduce the incentives for countries
to acquire such missiles or to augment existing
missile capabilities.

(5) The Cold War distinction between strategic
ballistic missiles and nonstrategic ballistic mis-
siles and, therefore, the ABM Treaty’s distinc-
tion between strategic defense and nonstrategic
defense, has changed because of technological
advancements and should be reviewed.

(6) The concept of mutual assured destruction,
which was one of the major philosophical ra-
tionales for the ABM Treaty, is now question-
able as a basis for stability in a multipolar
world in which the United States and the states
of the former Soviet Union are seeking to nor-
malize relations and eliminate Cold War atti-
tudes and arrangements.

(7) Theater and national missile defenses can
contribute to the maintenance of stability as
missile threats proliferate and as the United
States and the former Soviet Union significantly
reduce the number of strategic nuclear forces in
their respective inventories.

(8) Although technology control regimes and
other forms of international arms control can
contribute to nonproliferation, such measures
alone are inadequate for dealing with missile
proliferation, and should not be viewed as alter-
natives to missile defenses and other active and
passive defenses.

(9) Due to limitations in the ABM Treaty
which preclude deployment of more than 100
ground-based ABM interceptors at a single site,
the United States is currently prohibited from
deploying a national missile defense system ca-
pable of defending the continental United
States, Alaska, and Hawaii against even the
most limited ballistic missile attacks.

SEC. 233. MISSILE DEFENSE POLICY.

It is the policy of the United States to—

(1) deploy as soon as possible affordable and
operationally effective theater missile defenses
capable of countering existing and emerging
theater ballistic missiles;

(2)(A) develop for deployment a multiple-site
national missile defense system that: (i) is af-
fordable and operationally effective against lim-
ited, accidental, and unauthorized ballistic mis-
sile attacks on the territory of the United States,
and (ii) can be augmented over time as the
threat changes to provide a layered defense
against limited, accidental, or unauthorized bal-
listic missile threats;

(B) initiate negotiations with the Russian
Federation as necessary to provide for the na-
tional missile defense systems specified in sec-
tion 235; and

(C) consider, if those negotiations fail, the op-
tion of withdrawing from the ABM Treaty in
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accordance with the provisions of Article XV of
the Treaty, subject to consultations between the
President and the Senate;

(3) ensure congressional review, prior to a de-
cision to deploy the system developed for deploy-
ment under paragraph (2), of: (A) the afford-
ability and operational effectiveness of such a
system; (B) the threat to be countered by such
a system; and (C) ABM Treaty considerations
with respect to such a system.

(4) improve existing cruise missile defenses
and deploy as soon as practical defenses that
are affordable and operationally effective
against advanced cruise missiles;

(5) pursue a focused research and develop-
ment program to provide follow-on ballistic mis-
sile defense options;

(6) employ streamlined acquisition procedures
to lower the cost and accelerate the pace of de-
veloping and deploying theater missile defenses,
cruise missile defenses, and national missile de-
fenses;

(7) seek a cooperative transition to a regime
that does not feature mutual assured destruc-
tion and an offense-only form of deterrence as
the basis for strategic stability; and

(8) carry out the policies, programs, and re-
quirements of subtitle C of title Il of this Act
through processes specified within, or consistent
with, the ABM Treaty, which anticipates the
need and provides the means for amendment to
the Treaty.

SEC. 234. THEATER MISSILE DEFENSE ARCHITEC-
TURE.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF CORE PROGRAM.—ToO
implement the policy established in section 233,
the Secretary of Defense shall establish a top
priority core theater missile defense program
consisting of the following systems:

(1) The Patriot PAC-3 system, with a first
unit equipped (FUE) in fiscal year 1998.

(2) The Navy Lower Tier (Area) system, with
a user operational evaluation system (UOES)
capability in fiscal year 1997 and an initial
operational capability (10C) in fiscal year 1999.

(3) The Theater High-Altitude Area Defense
(THAAD) system, with a user operational eval-
uation system (UOES) capability in fiscal year
1997 and an initial operational capability (10C)
no later than fiscal year 2002.

(4) The Navy Upper Tier (Theater Wide) sys-
tem, with a user operational evaluation system
(UOES) capability in fiscal year 1999 and an
initial operational capability (IOC) in fiscal
year 2001.

(b) INTEROPERABILITY AND SUPPORT OF CORE
SYSTEMS.—To maximize effectiveness and flexi-
bility, the Secretary of Defense shall ensure that
core theater missile defense systems are
interoperable and fully capable of exploiting ex-
ternal sensor and battle management support
from systems such as the Navy’s Cooperative
Engagement Capability (CEC), the Army’s Bat-
tlefield Integration Center (BIC), air and space-
based sensors including, in particular, the Space
and Missile Tracking System (SMTS).

(c) TERMINATION OF PROGRAMS.—The Sec-
retary of Defense shall terminate the Boost
Phase Interceptor (BPI) program.

(d) FOLLOW-ON SYSTEMS.—(1) The Secretary
of Defense shall develop an affordable develop-
ment plan for follow-on theater missile defense
systems which leverages existing systems, tech-
nologies, and programs, and focuses investments
to satisfy military requirements not met by the
core program.

(2) Before adding new theater missile defense
systems to the core program from among the fol-
low-on activities, the Secretary of Defense shall
submit to the congressional defense committees a
report describing—

(A) the requirements for the program and the
specific threats to be countered;

(B) how the new program will relate to, sup-
port, and leverage off existing core programs;

(C) the planned acquisition strategy; and

(D) a preliminary estimate of total program
cost and budgetary impact.
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(e) REPORT.—(1) Not later than the date on
which the President submits the budget for fis-
cal year 1997 under section 1105 of title 31, Unit-
ed States Code, the Secretary of Defense shall
submit to the congressional defense committees a
report detailing the Secretary’s plans for imple-
menting the guidance specified in this section.

(2) For each deployment date for each system
described in subsection (a), the report required
by paragraph (1) of this subsection shall include
the funding required for research, development,
testing, evaluation, and deployment for each fis-
cal year beginning with fiscal year 1997 through
the end of the fiscal year in which deployment
is projected under subsection (a).

SEC. 235. NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE SYSTEM
ARCHITECTURE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—To implement the policy es-
tablished in section 233, the Secretary of De-
fense shall develop an affordable and operation-
ally effective national missile defense system to
counter a limited, accidental, or unauthorized
ballistic missile attack, and which is capable of
attaining initial operational capability (I10C) by
the end of 2003. Such system shall include the
following:

(1) Ground-based interceptors capable of being
deployed at multiple sites, the locations and
numbers of which are to be determined so as to
optimize the defensive coverage of the continen-
tal United States, Alaska, and Hawaii against
limited, accidental, or unauthorized ballistic
missile attacks.

(2) Fixed ground-based radars and space-
based sensors, including the Space and Missile
Tracking system, the mix, siting and numbers of
which are to be determined so as to optimize
sensor support and minimize total system cost.

(3) Battle management, command, control,
and communications (BM/C3).

(b) INTERIM OPERATIONAL CAPABILITY.—TO
provide a hedge against the emergence of near-
term ballistic missile threats against the United
States and to support the development and de-
ployment of the objective system specified in
subsection (a), the Secretary of Defense shall
develop an interim national missile defense plan
that would give the United States the ability to
field a limited operational capability by the end
of 1999 if required by the threat. In developing
this plan the Secretary shall make use of—

(1) developmental, or user operational evalua-
tion system (UOES) interceptors, radars, and
battle management, command, control, and com-
munications (BM/C3), to the extent that such
use directly supports, and does not significantly
increase the cost of, the objective system speci-
fied in subsection (a);

(2) one or more of the sites that will be used
as deployment locations for the objective system
specified in subsection (a);

(3) upgraded early warning radars; and

(4) space-based sensors.

(c) USE OF STREAMLINED ACQUISITION PROCE-
DURES.—The Secretary of Defense shall pre-
scribe and use streamlined acquisition proce-
dures to—

(1) reduce the cost and increase the efficiency
of developing the national missile defense sys-
tem specified in subsection (a); and

(2) ensure that any interim national missile
defense capabilities developed pursuant to sub-
section (b) are operationally effective and on a
path to fulfill the technical requirements and
schedule of the objective system.

(d) ADDITIONAL COST SAVING MEASURES.—In
addition to the procedures prescribed pursuant
to subsection (c), the Secretary of Defense shall
employ cost saving measures that do not de-
crease the operational effectiveness of the sys-
tems specified in subsections (a) and (b), and
which do not pose unacceptable technical risk.
The cost saving measures should include the fol-
lowing:

(1) The use of existing facilities and infra-
structure.

(2) The use, where appropriate, of existing or
upgraded systems and technologies, except that
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Minuteman boosters may not be used as part of
a National Missile Defense architecture.

(3) Development of systems and components
that do not rely on a large and permanent in-
frastructure and are easily transported, em-
placed, and moved.

(e) REPORT ON PLAN FOR DEPLOYMENT.—Not
later than the date on which the President sub-
mits the budget for fiscal year 1997 under sec-
tion 1105 of title 31, United States Code, the Sec-
retary of Defense shall submit to the congres-
sional defense committees a report containing
the following matters:

(1) The Secretary’s plan for carrying out this
section.

(2) For each deployment date in subsections
(a) and (b), the report shall include the funding
required for research, development, testing,
evaluation, and deployment for each fiscal year
beginning with fiscal year 1997 through the end
of the fiscal year in which deployment is pro-
jected under subsection (a) or (b). The report
shall also describe the specific threat to be coun-
tered and provide the Secretary’s assessment as
to whether deployment is affordable and oper-
ationally effective.

(3) An analysis of options for supplementing
or modifying the national missile defense archi-
tecture specified in subsection (a) before attain-
ing initial operational capability, or evolving
such architecture in a building block manner
after attaining initial operational capability, to
improve the cost-effectiveness or the operational
effectiveness of such system by adding one or a
combination of the following:

(A) Additional ground-based interceptors at
existing or new sites.

(B) Sea-based missile defense systems.

(C) Space-based kinetic energy interceptors.

(D) Space-based directed energy systems.

SEC. 236. CRUISE MISSILE DEFENSE INITIATIVE.

(@) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Defense
shall undertake an initiative to coordinate and
strengthen the cruise missile defense programs,
projects, and activities of the military depart-
ments, the Advanced Research Projects Agency
and the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization
to ensure that the United States develops and
deploys affordable and operationally effective
defenses against existing and future cruise mis-
sile threats.

(b) ACTIONS OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE.—
In carrying out subsection (a), the Secretary of
Defense shall ensure that—

(1) to the extent practicable, the ballistic mis-
sile defense and cruise missile defense efforts of
the Department of Defense are coordinated and
mutually reinforcing;

(2) existing air defense systems are adequately
upgraded to provide an affordable and oper-
ationally effective defense against existing and
near-term cruise missile threats; and

(3) the Department of Defense undertakes a
high priority and well coordinated technology
development program to support the future de-
ployment of systems that are affordable and
operationally effective against advanced cruise
missiles, including cruise missiles with low ob-
servable features.

(c) IMPLEMENTATION PLAN.—Not later than
the date on which the President submits the
budget for fiscal year 1997 under section 1105 of
title 31, United States Code, the Secretary of De-
fense shall submit to the congressional defense
committees a detailed plan, in unclassified and
classified forms, as necessary, for carrying out
this section. The plan shall include an assess-
ment of—

(1) the systems that currently have cruise mis-
sile defense capabilities, and existing programs
to improve these capabilities;

(2) the technologies that could be deployed in
the near- to mid-term to provide significant ad-
vances over existing cruise missile defense capa-
bilities, and the investments that would be re-
quired to ready the technologies for deployment;

(3) the cost and operational tradeoffs, if any,
between upgrading existing air and missile de-
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fense systems and accelerating follow-on sys-
tems with significantly improved capabilities
against advanced cruise missiles; and

(4) the organizational and management
changes that would strengthen and further co-
ordinate the cruise missile defense efforts of the
Department of Defense, including the disadvan-
tages, if any, of implementing such changes.
SEC. 237. POLICY REGARDING THE ABM TREATY.

(a) Congress makes the following findings:

(1) Article X111 of the ABM Treaty envisions
“‘possible changes in the strategic situation
which have a bearing on the provisions of this
treaty”.

(2) Articles X111 and X1V of the ABM Treaty
establish means for the Parties to amend the
Treaty, and the Parties have employed these
means to amend the Treaty.

(3) Article XV of the ABM Treaty establishes
the means for a party to withdraw from the
Treaty, upon 6 months notice, ““if it decides that
extraordinary events related to the subject mat-
ter of this treaty have jeopardized its supreme
interests”.

(4) The policies, programs, and requirements
of subtitle C of title Il of this Act can be accom-
plished through processes specified within, or
consistent with, the ABM Treaty, which antici-
pates the need and provides the means for
amendment to the Treaty.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—In light of the find-
ings and policies provided in this subtitle, it is
the sense of Congress that—

(1) Given the fundamental responsibility of
the Government of the United States to protect
the security of the United States, the increas-
ingly serious threat posed to the United States
by the proliferation of weapons of mass destruc-
tion and ballistic missile technology, and the ef-
fect this threat could have on the options of the
United States to act in a time of crisis—

(A) it is in the vital national security interest
of the United States to defend itself from the
threat of a limited, accidental, or unauthorized
ballistic missile attack, whatever its source; and

(B) the deployment of a national missile de-
fense system, in accord with section 233, to pro-
tect the territory of the United States against a
limited, accidental, or unauthorized missile at-
tack can strengthen strategic stability and de-
terrence; and

(2)(A) the Senate should undertake a com-
prehensive review of the continuing value and
validity of the ABM Treaty with the intent of
providing additional policy guidance on the fu-
ture of the ABM Treaty during the second ses-
sion of the One Hundred Fourth Congress; and

(B) upon completion of the review, the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, in consultation
with the Committee on Armed Services and other
appropriate committees, should report its find-
ings to the Senate.

SEC. 238. PROHIBITION ON FUNDS TO IMPLE-
MENT AN INTERNATIONAL AGREE-
MENT CONCERNING THEATER MIS-
SILE DEFENSE SYSTEMS.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the following
findings:

(1) Section 234 of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1994 provides
that the ABM Treaty does not apply to or limit
research, development, testing, or deployment of
missile defense systems, system upgrades, or sys-
tem components that are designed to counter
modern theater ballistic missiles, regardless of
the capabilities of such missiles, unless those
systems, system upgrades, or system components
are tested against or have demonstrated capa-
bilities to counter modern strategic ballistic mis-
siles.

(2) Section 232 of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1995 provides
that the United States shall not be bound by
any international agreement that would sub-
stantially modify the ABM Treaty unless the
agreement is entered into pursuant to the treaty
making power of the President under the Con-
stitution.
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(3) the demarcation standard described in sub-
section (b)(1) is based upon current technology.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) unless a missile defense system, system up-
grade, or system component, including one that
exploits data from space-based or other external
sensors, is flight tested against a ballistic missile
target that exceeds a range of 3,500 kilometers or
a velocity of 5 kilometers per second, such mis-
sile defense system, system upgrade, or system
component has not been tested in an ABM mode
nor deemed to have been given capabilities to
counter strategic ballistic missiles, and

(2) any international agreement that would
limit the research, development, testing, or de-
ployment of missile defense systems, system up-
grades, or system components that are designed
to counter modern theater ballistic missiles in a
manner that would be more restrictive than the
criteria in paragraph (1) should be entered into
only pursuant to the treaty making powers of
the President under the Constitution.

(c) PROHIBITION ON FUNDING.—Funds appro-
priated or otherwise made available to the De-
partment of Defense for fiscal year 1996 may not
be obligated or expended to implement an agree-
ment with any of the independent states of the
former Soviet Union entered into after January
1, 1995 that would establish a demarcation be-
tween theater missile defense systems and anti-
ballistic missile systems for purposes of the ABM
Treaty or that would restrict the performance,
operation, or deployment of United States thea-
ter missile defense systems except: (1) to the ex-
tent provided in an Act enacted subsequent to
this Act; (2) to implement that portion of any
such agreement that implements the criteria in
subsection (b)(1); or (3) to implement any such
agreement that is entered into pursuant to the
treaty making power of the President under the
Constitution.

SEC. 239. BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE PROGRAM
ELEMENTS.

(a) ELEMENTS SPECIFIED.—In the budget jus-
tification materials submitted to Congress in
support of the Department of Defense budget for
any fiscal year after fiscal year 1996 (as submit-
ted in the budget of the President under section
1105(a) of title 31, United States Code), the
amount requested for activities of the Ballistic
Missile Defense Organization shall be set forth
in accordance with the following program ele-
ments:

(1) The Patriot system.

(2) The Navy Lower Tier (Area) system.

(3) The Theater High-Altitude Area Defense
(THAAD) system.

(4) The Navy Upper Tier (Theater Wide) sys-
tem.

(5) Other Theater Missile Defense Activities.

(6) National Missile Defense.

(7) Follow-On and Support Technologies.

(b) TREATMENT OF NON-CORE TMD IN OTHER
THEATER MISSILE DEFENSE ACTIVITIES ELE-
MENT.—Funding for theater missile defense pro-
grams, projects, and activities, other than core
theater missile defense programs, shall be cov-
ered in the ““Other Theater Missile Defense Ac-
tivities’” program element.

(c) TREATMENT OF CORE THEATER MISSILE DE-
FENSE PROGRAMS.—Funding for core theater
missile defense programs specified in section 234,
shall be covered in individual, dedicated pro-
gram elements and shall be available only for
activities covered by those program elements.

(d) BM/C3l PROGRAMS.—Funding for pro-
grams, projects, and activities involving battle
management, command, control, communica-
tions, and intelligence (BM/C3I) shall be covered
in the ““Other Theater Missile Defense Activi-
ties”” program element or the ‘“National Missile
Defense’” program element, as determined on the
basis of the primary objectives involved.

(e) MANAGEMENT AND SUPPORT.—Each pro-
gram element shall include requests for the
amounts necessary for the management and
support of the programs, projects, and activities
contained in that program element.
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SEC. 240. ABM TREATY DEFINED.

For purposes of this subtitle, the term ‘“ABM
Treaty”” means the Treaty Between the United
States of America and the Union of Soviet So-
cialist Republics on the Limitation of Anti-Bal-
listic Missiles, signed at Moscow on May 26,
1972, and includes the Protocols to that Treaty,
signed at Moscow on July 3, 1974.

SEC. 241. REPEAL OF MISSILE DEFENSE PROVI-
SIONS.

The following provisions of law are repealed:

(1) The Missile Defense Act of 1991 (part C of
title 1l of Public Law 102-190; 10 U.S.C. 2431
note).

(2) Section 237 of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1994 (Public Law
103-160).

(3) Section 242 of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1994 (Public Law
103-160).

(4) Section 222 of the Department of Defense
Authorization Act, 1986 (Public Law 99-145; 99
Stat. 613; 10 U.S.C. 2431 note).

(5) Section 225 of the Department of Defense
Authorization Act, 1986 (Public Law 99-145; 99
Stat. 614).

(6) Section 226 of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Years 1988 and 1989
(Public Law 100-180; 101 Stat. 1057; 10 U.S.C.
2431 note).

(7) Section 8123 of the Department of Defense
Appropriations Act, 1989 (Public Law 100-463;
102 Stat. 2270-40).

(8) Section 8133 of the Department of Defense
Appropriations Act, 1992 (Public Law 102-172;
105 Stat. 1211).

(9) Section 234 of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1994 (Public Law
103-160; 107 Stat. 1595; 10 U.S.C. 2431 note).

(10) Section 235 of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1995 (Public Law
103-337; 108 Stat. 2701; 10 U.S.C. 221 note).

SEC. 242. SENSE OF SENATE ON THE DIRECTOR
OF OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVAL-
UATION.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the follow-
ing findings:

(1) The Office of the Director of Operational
Test and Evaluation of the Department of De-
fense was created by Congress to provide an
independent validation and verification on the
suitability and effectiveness of new weapons,
and to ensure that the United States military
departments acquire weapons that are proven in
an operational environment before they are pro-
duced and used in combat.

(2) The office is currently making significant
contributions to the process by which the De-
partment of Defense acquires new weapons by
providing vital insights on operational weapons
tests to be used in this acquisition process.

(3) The office provides vital services to Con-
gress in providing an independent certification
on the performance of new weapons that have
been operationally tested.

(4) A provision of H.R.1530, an Act entitled
“An Act to authorize appropriations for fiscal
year 1996 for military activities of the Depart-
ment of Defense, for military construction, and
for defense activities of the Department of En-
ergy, to prescribe personnel strengths for such
fiscal year for the Armed Forces, and for other
purposes’, agreed to by the House of Represent-
atives on June 15, 1995, contains a provision
that could substantially diminish the authority
and responsibilities of the office and perhaps
cause the elimination of the office and its func-
tions.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense of
the Senate that—

(1) the authority and responsibilities of the
Office of the Director of Operational Test and
Evaluation of the Department of Defense should
not be diminished or eliminated; and

(2) the conferees on H.R.1530, an Act entitled
“An Act to authorize appropriations for fiscal
year 1996 for military activities of the Depart-
ment of Defense, for military construction, and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

for defense activities of the Department of En-
ergy, to prescribe personnel strengths for such
fiscal year for the Armed Forces, and for other
purposes’” should not propose to Congress a con-
ference report on that Act that would either di-
minish or eliminate the Office of the Director of
Operational Test and Evaluation or its func-
tions.

SEC. 243. BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE TECH-

NOLOGY CENTER.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Director of the Bal-
listic Missile Defense Organization shall estab-
lish a Ballistic Missile Defense Technology Cen-
ter within the Space and Strategic Defense Com-
mand of the Army.

(b) MissioN.—The missions of the Center are
as follows:

(1) To maximize common application of ballis-
tic missile defense component technology pro-
grams, target test programs, functional analysis
and phenomenology investigations.

(2) To store data from the missile defense tech-
nology programs of the Armed Forces using com-
puter facilities of the Missile Defense Data Cen-
ter.

(c) TECHNOLOGY PROGRAM COORDINATION
WITH CENTER.—The Secretary of Defense, act-
ing through the Director of the Ballistic Missile
Defense Organization, shall require the head of
each element or activity of the Department of
Defense beginning a new missile defense pro-
gram referred to in subsection (b)(1) to first co-
ordinate the program with the Ballistic Missile
Defense Technology Center in order to prevent
duplication of effort.

TITLE 111—OPERATION AND
MAINTENANCE
Subtitle A—Authorization of Appropriations
SEC. 301. OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE FUND-
ING.

Funds are hereby authorized to be appro-
priated for fiscal year 1996 for the use of the
Armed Forces and other activities and agencies
of the Department of Defense for expenses, not
otherwise provided for, for operation and main-
tenance, in amounts as follows:

(1) For the Army, $18,073,206,000.

(2) For the Navy, $21,343,960,000.

(3) For the Marine Corps, $2,405,711,000.

(4) For the Air Force, $18,224,893,000.

(5) For Defense-wide activities, $10,021,162,000.

(6) For the Army Reserve, $1,062,591,000.

(7) For the Naval Reserve, $840,842,000.

(8) For the Marine Corps Reserve, $90,283,000.

(9) For the Air Force Reserve, $1,482,947,000.

(10) For the Army National Guard,
$2,304,108,000.

(11) For the Air National Guard,
$2,734,221,000.

(12) For the Defense Inspector General,

$138,226,000.

(13) For the United States Court of Appeals
for the Armed Forces, $6,521,000.

(14) For Environmental Restoration, Defense,
$1,601,800,000.

(15) For Drug Interdiction and Counter-drug
Activities, Defense-wide, $680,432,000.

(16) For Medical Programs,
$9,943,825,000.

(17) For support for the 1996 Summer Olym-
pics, $15,000,000.

(18) For Cooperative Threat Reduction pro-
grams, $365,000,000.

(19) For Overseas Humanitarian,
and Civic Aid programs, $60,000,000.
The amount authorized to be appropriated by
section 301(5) is hereby reduced by $40,000,000.
SEC. 302. WORKING CAPITAL FUNDS.

Funds are hereby authorized to be appro-
priated for fiscal year 1996 for the use of the
Armed Forces and other activities and agencies
of the Department of Defense for providing cap-
ital for working capital and revolving funds in
amounts as follows:

(1) For the Defense Business Operations
Fund, $878,700,000.

(2) For the National Defense Sealift Fund,
$1,084,220,000.

Defense,

Disaster,
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SEC. 303. ARMED FORCES RETIREMENT HOME.

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS TO
TRUST FUND.—There is hereby authorized to be
appropriated to the Armed Forces Retirement
Home Trust Fund the sum of $45,000,000, to re-
main available until expended.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS FROM
TRUST FUND.—There is hereby authorized to be
appropriated for fiscal year 1996 from the Armed
Forces Retirement Home Trust Fund the sum of
$59,120,000 for the operation of the Armed
Forces Retirement Home, including the United
States Soldiers’ and Airmen’s Home and the
Naval Home.

SEC. 304. TRANSFER FROM NATIONAL DEFENSE
STOCKPILE TRANSACTION FUND.

(a) TRANSFER AUTHORITY.—To the extent pro-
vided in appropriations Acts, not more than
$150,000,000 is authorized to be transferred from
the National Defense Stockpile Transaction
Fund to operation and maintenance accounts
for fiscal year 1996 in amounts as follows:

(1) For the Army, $50,000,000.

(2) For the Navy, $50,000,000.

(3) For the Air Force, $50,000,000.

(b) TREATMENT OF TRANSFERS.—Amounts
transferred under this section—

(1) shall be merged with, and be available for
the same purposes and the same period as, the
amounts in the accounts to which transferred;
and

(2) may not be expended for an item that has
been denied authorization of appropriations by
Congress.

(c) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER TRANSFER AU-
THORITY.—The transfer authority provided in
this section is in addition to the transfer author-
ity provided in section 1001.

SEC. 305. INCREASE IN FUNDING FOR THE CIVIL
AIR PATROL.

(@) INCREASE.—(1) The amount of funds au-
thorized to be appropriated by this Act for oper-
ation and maintenance of the Air Force for the
Civil Air Patrol Corporation is hereby increased
by $5,000,000.

(2) The amount authorized to be appropriated
for operation and maintenance for the Civil Air
Patrol Corporation under paragraph (1) is in
addition to any other funds authorized to be ap-
propriated under this Act for that purpose.

(b) OFFSETTING REDUCTION.—The amount au-
thorized to be appropriated under this Act for
Air Force support of the Civil Air Patrol is here-
by reduced by $2,900,000. The amount of the re-
duction shall be allocated among funds author-
ized to be appropriated for Air Force personnel
supporting the Civil Air Patrol and for Air
Force operation and maintenance support for
the Civil Air Patrol.

Subtitle B—Depot-Level Maintenance and

Repair
SEC. 311. POLICY REGARDING PERFORMANCE OF
DEPOT-LEVEL MAINTENANCE AND
REPAIR FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF
DEFENSE.

(a) REQUIREMENT FOR PoLicy.—Not later
than March 31, 1996, the Secretary of Defense
shall develop and report to the Committee on
Armed Services of the Senate and the Committee
on National Security of the House of Represent-
atives a comprehensive policy on the perform-
ance of depot-level maintenance and repair for
the Department of Defense.

(b) PRIMARY OBJECTIVE OF PoLicY.—In devel-
oping the policy, it shall be the primary objec-
tive of the Secretary to ensure a ready and con-
trolled source of technical competence and re-
pair and maintenance capabilities necessary for
national security across a full range of current
and projected training and operational require-
ments, including requirements in peacetime,
contingency operations, mobilization, and other
emergencies.

(c) CONTENT OF PoLIicy.—The policy shall—

(1) define, in terms of the requirements of the
Department of Defense for performance of main-
tenance and repair, the purpose for having pub-
lic depots for performing those functions;
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(2) provide for performance of core depot-level
maintenance and repair capabilities in facilities
owned and operated by the United States;

(3) provide for the core capabilities to include
sufficient skilled personnel, equipment, and fa-
cilities to achieve the objective set forth in sub-
section (b);

(4) address environmental liability;

(5) in the case of depot-level maintenance and
repair workloads in excess of the workload re-
quired to be performed by Department of De-
fense depots, provide for competition for those
workloads between public and private entities
when there is sufficient potential for realizing
cost savings based on adequate private sector
competition and technical capabilities;

(6) provide for selection on the basis of merit
whenever the workload of a Department of De-
fense depot is changed;

(7) provide transition provisions appropriate
for persons in the Department of Defense depot-
level workforce; and

(8) address issues concerning exchange of
technical data between the Federal Government
and the private sector, environmental liability,
efficient and effective performance of depot
functions, and adverse effects of the policy on
the Federal Government work force.

(d) CoNSIDERATION.—In developing the policy,
the Secretary shall take into consideration the
capabilities of the public depots and the capa-
bilities of businesses in the private sector to per-
form the maintenance and repair work required
by the Department of Defense.

(e) REPEAL OF 60/40 REQUIREMENT AND RE-
QUIREMENT RELATING TO COMPETITION.—(1) Sec-
tions 2466 and 2469 of title 10, United States
Code, are repealed.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of
chapter 146 of such title is amended by striking
out the items relating to sections 2466 and 2469.

(3) The amendments made by paragraphs (1)
and (2) shall take effect on the date (after the
date of the enactment of this Act) on which leg-
islation is enacted that contains a provision
that specifically states one of the following:

(A) “The policy on the performance of depot-
level maintenance and repair for the Depart-
ment of Defense that was submitted by the Sec-
retary of Defense to the Committee on Armed
Services of the Senate and the Committee on Na-
tional Security of the House of Representatives
pursuant to section 311 of the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996 is ap-
proved.”’; or

(B) “The policy on the performance of depot-
level maintenance and repair for the Depart-
ment of Defense that was submitted by the Sec-
retary of Defense to the Committee on Armed
Services of the Senate and the Committee on Na-
tional Security of the House of Representatives
pursuant to section 311 of the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996 is ap-
proved with the following modifications:” (with
the modifications being stated in matter appear-
ing after the colon).

(f) REVIEW BY THE GENERAL ACCOUNTING OF-
FICE.—(1) The Secretary shall make available to
the Comptroller General of the United States all
information used by the Department in develop-
ing the policy under subsections (a) through (d)
of this section.

(2) Not later than 45 days after the Secretary
submits to Congress the report required by sub-
section (@), the Comptroller General shall trans-
mit to Congress a report containing a detailed
analysis of the Secretary’s proposed policy as
reported under subsection (a).

SEC. 312. EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY FOR AVIA-
TION DEPOTS AND NAVAL SHIP-
YARDS TO ENGAGE IN DEFENSE-RE-
LATED PRODUCTION AND SERVICES.

Section 1425(e) of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991 (Public Law
101-510; 104 Stat. 1684), as amended by section
370(b) of Public Law 103-160 (107 Stat. 1634) and
section 386(b) of Public Law 103-337 (108 Stat.
2742), is further amended by striking out ‘‘Sep-
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tember 30, 1995 and inserting in lieu thereof
‘“‘September 30, 1996°".
Subtitle C—Environmental Provisions
SEC. 321. REVISION OF REQUIREMENTS FOR
AGREEMENTS FOR SERVICES UNDER
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION
PROGRAM.

(a) REQUIREMENTS.—(1) Section 2701(d) of title
10, United States Code, is amended to read as
follows:

““(d) SERVICES OF OTHER AGENCIES.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2),
the Secretary may enter into agreements on a
reimbursable or other basis with any other Fed-
eral agency, or with any State or local govern-
ment agency, to obtain the services of the agen-
cy to assist the Secretary in carrying out any of
the Secretary’s responsibilities under this sec-
tion. Services which may be obtained under this
subsection include the identification, investiga-
tion, and cleanup of any off-site contamination
resulting from the release of a hazardous sub-
stance or waste at a facility under the Sec-
retary’s jurisdiction.

““(2) LIMITATION ON REIMBURSABLE AGREE-
MENTS.—AN agreement with an agency under
paragraph (1) may provide for reimbursement of
the agency only for technical or scientific serv-
ices obtained from the agency.”.

(2)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph
(B), the total amount of funds available for re-
imbursements under agreements entered into
under section 2710(d) of title 10, United States
Code, as amended by paragraph (1), in fiscal
year 1996 may not exceed $5,000,000.

(B) The Secretary of Defense may pay in fis-
cal year 1996 an amount for reimbursements
under agreements referred to in subparagraph
(A) in excess of the amount specified in that
subparagraph for that fiscal year if—

(i) the Secretary certifies to Congress that the
payment of the amount under this subpara-
graph is essential for the management of the De-
fense Environmental Restoration Program under
chapter 160 of title 10, United States Code; and

(ii) a period of 60 days has expired after the
date on which the certification is received by
Congress.

(b) REPORT ON SERVICES OBTAINED.—The Sec-
retary of Defense shall include in the report
submitted to Congress with respect to fiscal year
1998 under section 2706(a) of title 10, United
States Code, information on the services, if any,
obtained by the Secretary during fiscal year
1996 pursuant to each agreement on a reimburs-
able basis entered into with a State or local gov-
ernment agency under section 2701(d) of title 10,
United States Code, as amended by subsection
(a). The information shall include a description
of the services obtained under each agreement
and the amount of the reimbursement provided
for the services.

SEC. 322. DISCHARGES FROM VESSELS OF THE
ARMED FORCES.

(a) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this section
are to—

(1) enhance the operational flexibility of ves-
sels of the Armed Forces domestically and inter-
nationally;

(2) stimulate the development of innovative
vessel pollution control technology; and

(3) advance the development by the United
States Navy of environmentally sound ships.

(b) UNIFORM NATIONAL DISCHARGE STANDARDS
DEVELOPMENT.—Section 312 of the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1322) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

““(n) UNIFORM NATIONAL DISCHARGE STAND-
ARDS FOR VESSELS OF THE ARMED FORCES.—

‘(1) APPLICABILITY.—This subsection shall
apply to vessels of the Armed Forces and dis-
charges, other than sewage, incidental to the
normal operation of a vessel of the Armed
Forces, unless the Secretary of Defense finds
that compliance with this subsection would not
be in the national security interests of the Unit-
ed States.
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““(2) DETERMINATION OF DISCHARGES REQUIRED
TO BE CONTROLLED BY MARINE POLLUTION CON-
TROL DEVICES.—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator and the
Secretary of Defense, after consultation with
the Secretary of the department in which the
Coast Guard is operating, the Secretary of Com-
merce, and interested States, shall jointly deter-
mine the discharges incidental to the normal op-
eration of a vessel of the Armed Forces for
which it is reasonable and practicable to require
use of a marine pollution control device to miti-
gate adverse impacts on the marine environ-
ment. Notwithstanding subsection (a)(1) of sec-
tion 553 of title 5, United States Code, the Ad-
ministrator and the Secretary of Defense shall
promulgate the determinations in accordance
with the section.

““(B) CONSIDERATIONS.—INn making a deter-
mination under subparagraph (A), the Adminis-
trator and the Secretary of Defense shall take
into consideration—

‘(i) the nature of the discharge;

“(ii) the environmental effects of the dis-
charge;

““(iii) the practicability of using the marine
pollution control device;

“(iv) the effect that installation or use of the
marine pollution control device would have on
the operation or operational capability of the
vessel;

“‘(v) applicable United States law;

“‘(vi) applicable international standards; and

““(vii) the economic costs of the installation
and use of the marine pollution control device.

““(83) PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR MARINE
POLLUTION CONTROL DEVICES.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—For each discharge for
which a marine pollution control device is deter-
mined to be required under paragraph (2), the
Administrator and the Secretary of Defense, in
consultation with the Secretary of the depart-
ment in which the Coast Guard is operating, the
Secretary of State, the Secretary of Commerce,
other interested Federal agencies, and interested
States, shall jointly promulgate Federal stand-
ards of performance for each marine pollution
control device required with respect to the dis-
charge. Notwithstanding subsection (a)(1) of
section 553 of title 5, United States Code, the
Administrator and the Secretary of Defense
shall promulgate the standards in accordance
with the section.

“(B) CONSIDERATIONS.—In promulgating
standards under this paragraph, the Adminis-
trator and the Secretary of Defense shall take
into consideration the matters set forth in para-
graph (2)(B).

““(C) CLASSES, TYPES, AND SIZES OF VESSELS.—
The standards promulgated under this para-
graph may—

“(i) distinguish among classes, types,
sizes of vessels;

‘(i) distinguish between new and existing
vessels; and

““(iii) provide for a waiver of the applicability
of the standards as necessary or appropriate to
a particular class, type, age, or size of vessel.

““(4) REGULATIONS FOR USE OF MARINE POLLU-
TION CONTROL DEVICES.—The Secretary of De-
fense, after consultation with the Administrator
and the Secretary of the department in which
the Coast Guard is operating, shall promulgate
such regulations governing the design, construc-
tion, installation, and use of marine pollution
control devices on board vessels of the Armed
Forces as are necessary to achieve the standards
promulgated under paragraph (3).

‘‘(5) DEADLINES; EFFECTIVE DATE.—

““(A) DETERMINATIONS.—The Administrator
and the Secretary of Defense shall—

“(i) make the initial determinations under
paragraph (2) not later than 2 years after the
date of enactment of this subsection; and

““(ii) every 5 years—

“(1) review the determinations; and

“(I1) if necessary, revise the determinations
based on significant new information.

and
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““(B) STANDARDS.—The Administrator and the
Secretary of Defense shall—

‘(i) promulgate standards of performance for
a marine pollution control device under para-
graph (3) not later than 2 years after the date
of a determination under paragraph (2) that the
marine pollution control device is required; and

““(ii) every 5 years—

“(1) review the standards; and

“(I1) if necessary, revise the standards, con-
sistent with paragraph (3)(B) and based on sig-
nificant new information.

““(C) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary of Defense
shall promulgate regulations with respect to a
marine pollution control device under para-
graph (4) as soon as practicable after the Ad-
ministrator and the Secretary of Defense pro-
mulgate standards with respect to the device
under paragraph (3), but not later than 1 year
after the Administrator and the Secretary of De-
fense promulgate the standards. The regulations
promulgated by the Secretary of Defense under
paragraph (4) shall become effective upon pro-
mulgation unless another effective date is speci-
fied in the regulations.

‘(D) PETITION FOR REVIEW.—The Governor of
any State may submit a petition requesting that
the Secretary of Defense and the Administrator
review a determination under paragraph (2) or
a standard under paragraph (3), if there is sig-
nificant new information, not considered pre-
viously, that could reasonably result in a
change to the particular determination or stand-
ard after consideration of the matters set forth
in paragraph (2)(B). The petition shall be ac-
companied by the scientific and technical infor-
mation on which the petition is based. The Ad-
ministrator and the Secretary of Defense shall
grant or deny the petition not later than 2 years
after the date of receipt of the petition.

““(6) EFFECT ON OTHER LAWS.—

““(A) PROHIBITION ON REGULATION BY STATES
OR POLITICAL SUBDIVISIONS OF STATES.—Begin-
ning on the effective date of—

‘(i) a determination under paragraph (2) that
it is not reasonable and practicable to require
use of a marine pollution control device regard-
ing a particular discharge incidental to the nor-
mal operation of a vessel of the Armed Forces;
or

‘(i) regulations promulgated by the Secretary
of Defense under paragraph (4);
except as provided in paragraph (7), neither a
State nor a political subdivision of a State may
adopt or enforce any statute or regulation of the
State or political subdivision with respect to the
discharge or the design, construction, installa-
tion, or use of any marine pollution control de-
vice required to control the discharge.

“(B) FEDERAL LAWS.—This subsection shall
not affect the application of section 311 to dis-
charges incidental to the normal operation of a
vessel.

““(7) ESTABLISHMENT OF STATE NO-DISCHARGE
ZONES.—

““(A) STATE PROHIBITION.—

“(i) IN GENERAL.—After the effective date of—

“(1) a determination under paragraph (2) that
it is not reasonable and practicable to require
use of a marine pollution control device regard-
ing a particular discharge incidental to the nor-
mal operation of a vessel of the Armed Forces;
or

“(I1) regulations promulgated by the Sec-
retary of Defense under paragraph (4);
if a State determines that the protection and en-
hancement of the quality of some or all of the
waters within the State require greater environ-
mental protection, the State may prohibit 1 or
more discharges incidental to the normal oper-
ation of a vessel, whether treated or not treated,
into the waters. No prohibition shall apply until
the Administrator makes the determinations de-
scribed in subclauses (1) and (I11) of subpara-
graph (B)(i).

“‘(if) DOCUMENTATION.—To0 the extent that a
prohibition under this paragraph would apply
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to vessels of the Armed Forces and not to other
types of vessels, the State shall document the
technical or environmental basis for the distinc-
tion.

*“(B) PROHIBITION BY THE ADMINISTRATOR.—

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Upon application of a
State, the Administrator shall by regulation pro-
hibit the discharge from a vessel of 1 or more
discharges incidental to the normal operation of
a vessel, whether treated or not treated, into the
waters covered by the application if the Admin-
istrator determines that—

“(I) the protection and enhancement of the
quality of the specified waters within the State
require a prohibition of the discharge into the
waters;

“(I11) adequate facilities for the safe and sani-
tary removal of the discharge incidental to the
normal operation of a vessel are reasonably
available for the waters to which the prohibition
would apply; and

“(111) the prohibition will not have the effect
of discriminating against a vessel of the Armed
Forces by reason of the ownership or operation
by the Federal Government, or the military
function, of the vessel.

‘(i) APPROVAL OR DISAPPROVAL.—The Ad-
ministrator shall approve or disapprove an ap-
plication submitted under clause (i) not later
than 90 days after the date on which the appli-
cation is submitted to the Administrator. Not-
withstanding clause (i)(11), the Administrator
shall not disapprove an application for the sole
reason that there are not adequate facilities to
remove any discharge incidental to the normal
operation of a vessel from vessels of the Armed
Forces.

““(C) APPLICABILITY TO FOREIGN FLAGGED VES-
SELS.—A prohibition under this paragraph—

(i) shall not impose any design, construction,
manning, or equipment standard on a foreign
flagged vessel engaged in innocent passage un-
less the prohibition implements a generally ac-
cepted international rule or standard; and

““(ii) that relates to the prevention, reduction,
and control of pollution shall not apply to a for-
eign flagged vessel engaged in transit passage
unless the prohibition implements an applicable
international regulation regarding the discharge
of oil, oily waste, or any other noxious sub-
stance into the waters.

‘“(8) PROHIBITION RELATING TO VESSELS OF THE
ARMED FORCES.—After the effective date of the
regulations promulgated by the Secretary of De-
fense under paragraph (4), it shall be unlawful
for any vessel of the Armed Forces subject to the
regulations to—

‘“(A) operate in the navigable waters of the
United States or the waters of the contiguous
zone, if the vessel is not equipped with any re-
quired marine pollution control device meeting
standards established under this subsection; or

““(B) discharge overboard any discharge inci-
dental to the normal operation of a vessel in wa-
ters with respect to which a prohibition on the
discharge has been established under paragraph

).

““(9) ENFORCEMENT.—This subsection shall be
enforceable, as provided in subsections (j) and
(k), against any agency of the United States re-
sponsible for vessels of the Armed Forces not-
withstanding any immunity asserted by the
agency.”.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) DEFINITIONS.—Section 312(a) of the Fed-
eral Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C.
1322(a)) is amended—

(A) in paragraph (8)—

(i) by striking “‘or’’; and

(i) by inserting ‘“‘or agency of the United
States’” after ‘‘association,’’;

(B) in paragraph (11), by striking the period
at the end and inserting a semicolon; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

““(12) *discharge incidental to the normal oper-
ation of a vessel’—

““(A) means a discharge, including—

‘(i) graywater, bilge water, cooling water,
weather deck runoff, ballast water, oil water
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separator effluent, and any other pollutant dis-
charge from the operation of a marine propul-
sion system, shipboard maneuvering system,
crew habitability system, or installed major
equipment, such as an aircraft carrier elevator
or a catapult, or from a protective, preservative,
or absorptive application to the hull of the ves-
sel; and

‘(i) a discharge in connection with the test-
ing, maintenance, and repair of a system de-
scribed in clause (i) whenever the vessel is wa-
terborne; and

““(B) does not include—

““(i) a discharge of rubbish, trash, garbage, or
other such material discharged overboard;

“(ii) an air emission resulting from the oper-
ation of a vessel propulsion system, motor driven
equipment, or incinerator; or

““(iii) a discharge that is not covered by part
122.3 of title 40, Code of Federal Regulations (as
in effect on the date of enactment of subsection

));

““(13) ‘marine pollution control device’ means
any equipment or management practice, for in-
stallation or use on board a vessel of the Armed
Forces, that is—

““(A) designed to receive, retain, treat, control,
or discharge a discharge incidental to the nor-
mal operation of a vessel; and

““(B) determined by the Administrator and the
Secretary of Defense to be the most effective
equipment or management practice to reduce the
environmental impacts of the discharge consist-
ent with the considerations set forth in sub-
section (n)(2)(B); and

““(14) “vessel of the Armed Forces’ means—

“(A) any vessel owned or operated by the De-
partment of Defense, other than a time or voy-
age chartered vessel; and

““(B) any vessel owned or operated by the De-
partment of Transportation that is designated
by the Secretary of the department in which the
Coast Guard is operating as a vessel equivalent
to a vessel described in subparagraph (A).”.

(2) ENFORCEMENT.—The first sentence of sec-
tion 312(j) of the Federal Water Pollution Con-
trol Act (33 U.S.C. 1322(j)) is amended—

(A) by striking “‘of this section or’’ and insert-
ing a comma; and

(B) by striking ‘‘of this section shall’” and in-
serting ‘*, or subsection (n)(8) shall’’.

(3) OTHER DEFINITIONS.—Subparagraph (A) of
the second sentence of section 502(6) of the Fed-
eral Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C.
1362(6)) is amended by striking ‘‘ ‘sewage from
vessels’”” and inserting ‘‘sewage from vessels or
a discharge incidental to the normal operation
of a vessel of the Armed Forces™.

(d) COOPERATION IN STANDARDS DEVELOP-
MENT.—The Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency and the Secretary of Defense
may, by mutual agreement, with or without re-
imbursement, provide for the use of information,
reports, personnel, or other resources of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency or the Depart-
ment of Defense to carry out section 312(n) of
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (as
added by subsection (b)), including the use of
the resources to—

(1) determine—

(A) the nature and environmental effect of
discharges incidental to the normal operation of
a vessel of the Armed Forces;

(B) the practicability of using marine pollu-
tion control devices on vessels of the Armed
Forces; and

(C) the effect that installation or use of ma-
rine pollution control devices on vessels of the
Armed Forces would have on the operation or
operational capability of the vessels; and

(2) establish performance standards for marine
pollution control devices on vessels of the Armed
Forces.

SEC. 323. REVISION OF AUTHORITIES RELATING
TO RESTORATION ADVISORY
BOARDS.

(a) REGULATIONS.—Paragraph (2) of sub-
section (d) of section 2705 of title 10, United
States Code, is amended to read as follows:
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“(2)(A) The Secretary shall prescribe regula-
tions regarding the establishment of restoration
advisory boards pursuant to this subsection.

““(B) The regulations shall set forth the fol-
lowing matters:

‘(i) The functions of the boards.

““(ii) Funding for the boards.

““(iii) Accountability of the boards for expend-
itures of funds.

““(iv) The routine administrative expenses that
may be paid pursuant to paragraph (3).

“(C) The issuance of regulations under sub-
paragraph (A) shall not be a precondition to the
establishment of restoration advisory boards
under this subsection.”.

(b) FUNDING FOR ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—
Paragraph (3) of such subsection is amended to
read as follows:

““(3) The Secretary may authorize the com-
mander of an installation to pay routine admin-
istrative expenses of a restoration advisory
board established for that installation. Such
payments shall be made from funds available
under subsection (g).”".

(c) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—Such section is
further amended by striking out subsection (e)
and inserting in lieu thereof the following new
subsection (e):

““(e) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—(1) The Sec-
retary may authorize the commander of an in-
stallation, upon the request of the technical re-
view committee or restoration advisory board for
the installation, to obtain for the committee or
advisory board, as the case may be, from private
sector sources technical assistance for interpret-
ing scientific and engineering issues with regard
to the nature of environmental hazards at the
installation and the restoration activities pro-
posed for or conducted at the installation. The
commander of an installation shall use funds
made available under subsection (g) for obtain-
ing assistance under this paragraph.

“(2) The commander of an installation may
obtain technical assistance under paragraph (1)
for a technical review committee or restoration
advisory board only if—

“(A) the technical review committee or res-
toration advisory board demonstrates that the
Federal, State, and local agencies responsible
for overseeing environmental restoration at the
installation, and available Department of De-
fense personnel, do not have the technical ex-
pertise necessary for achieving the objective for
which the technical assistance is to be obtained;

““(B) the technical assistance is likely to con-
tribute to the efficiency, effectiveness, or timeli-
ness of environmental restoration activities at
the installation; and

““(C) the technical assistance is likely to con-
tribute to community acceptance of environ-

mental restoration activities at the installa-
tion.”".
(d) FUNDING.—(1) Such section is further

amended by adding at the end the following:

““(g) FUNDING.—The Secretary shall, to the ex-
tent provided in appropriations Acts, make
funds available under subsections (d)(3) and
(e)(1) using funds in the following accounts:

“(1) In the case of a military installation not
approved for closure pursuant to a base closure
law, the Defense Environmental Restoration Ac-
count established under section 2703(a) of this
title.

“(2) In the case of an installation approved
for closure pursuant to such a law, the Depart-
ment of Defense Base Closure Account 1990 es-
tablished under section 2906(a) of the Defense
Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (part
A of title XXIX of Public Law 101-510; 10 U.S.C.
2687 note).”’.

(2)(A) Subject to subparagraph (B), the total
amount of funds made available under section
2705(g) of title 10, United States Code, as added
by paragraph (1), for fiscal year 1996 may not
exceed $4,000,000.

(B) Amounts may not be made available under
subsection (g) of such section 2705 after March
1, 1996, unless the Secretary of Defense pre-
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scribes the regulations required under sub-
section (d) of such section, as amended by sub-
section (a).

(e) DEFINITION.—Such section is further
amended by adding at the end the following:

““(h) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term
‘base closure law’ means the following:

“(1) Title Il of the Defense Authorization
Amendments and Base Closure and Realignment
Act (Public Law 100-526; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note).

““(2) The Defense Base Closure and Realign-
ment Act of 1990 (part A of title XXIX of Public
Law 101-510; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note).

*“(3) Section 2687 of this title.””.

(f) REPORTS ON ACTIVITIES OF TECHNICAL RE-
VIEW COMMITTEES AND RESTORATION ADVISORY
BOARDS.—Section 2706(a)(2) of title 10, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the end
the following:

“(J) A statement of the activities, if any, of
the technical review committee or restoration
advisory board established for the installation
under section 2705 of this title during the pre-
ceding fiscal year.””.

Subtitle D—Civilian Employees
SEC. 331. MINIMUM NUMBER OF MILITARY RE-
SERVE TECHNICIANS.

For each of fiscal years 1996 and 1997, the
minimum number of personnel employed as mili-
tary reserve technicians (as defined in section
8401(30) of title 5, United States Code) for re-
serve components as of the last day of such fis-
cal year shall be as follows:

(1) For the Army National Guard, 25,750.

(2) For the Army Reserve, 7,000.

(3) For the Air National Guard, 23,250.

(4) For the Air Force Reserve, 10,000.

SEC. 332. EXEMPTION OF DEPARTMENT OF DE-
FENSE FROM PERSONNEL CEILINGS
FOR CIVILIAN PERSONNEL.

Section 129 of title 10, United States Code, is
amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by striking out ‘“‘man-
year constraint or limitation”” and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘‘constraint or limitation in terms of
man years, end strength, full-time equivalent
(FTE) employees, or maximum number of em-
ployees’; and

(2) in subsection (b)(2), by striking out ‘“‘any
end-strength’” and inserting in lieu thereof
““any constraint or limitation in terms of man
years, end strength, full-time equivalent (FTE)
employees, or maximum number of employees’’.
SEC. 333. WEARING OF UNIFORM BY NATIONAL

GUARD TECHNICIANS.

(a) REQUIREMENT.—Section 709(b) of title 32,
United States Code, is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“(b) Except as prescribed by the Secretary
concerned, a technician employed under sub-
section (a) shall, while so employed—

‘(1) be a member of the National Guard;

““(2) hold the military grade specified by the
Secretary concerned for that position; and

““(3) wear the uniform appropriate for the
member’s grade and component of the armed
forces while performing duties as a technician.”’.

(b) UNIFORM ALLOWANCES FOR OFFICERS.—
Section 417 of title 37, United States Code, is
amended by adding at the end the following:

““(d)(1) For purposes of sections 415 and 416 of
this title, a period for which an officer of an
armed force, while employed as a National
Guard technician, is required to wear a uniform
under section 709(b) of title 32 shall be treated
as a period of active duty (other than for train-
ing).

“(2) A uniform allowance may not be paid,
and uniforms may not be furnished, to an offi-
cer under section 1593 of title 10 or section 5901
of title 5 for a period of employment referred to
in paragraph (1) for which an officer is paid a
uniform allowance under section 415 or 416 of
this title.”.

(c) CLOTHING OR ALLOWANCES FOR ENLISTED
MEMBERS.—Section 418 of title 37, United States
Code, is amended—
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(1) by inserting ““(a)”’ before ‘““The President’’;
and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

“(b) In determining the quantity and kind of
clothing or allowances to be furnished pursuant
to regulations prescribed under this section to
persons employed as National Guard techni-
cians under section 709 of title 32, the President
shall take into account the requirement under
subsection (b) of such section for such persons
to wear a uniform.

“(c) A uniform allowance may not be paid,
and uniforms may not be furnished, under sec-
tion 1593 of title 10 or section 5901 of title 5 to
a person referred to in subsection (b) for a pe-
riod of employment referred to in that sub-
section for which a uniform allowance is paid
under section 415 or 416 of this title.”".

SEC. 334. EXTENSION OF TEMPORARY AUTHOR-
ITY TO PAY CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES
WITH RESPECT TO THE EVACUATION
FROM GUANTANAMO, CUBA.

(a) EXTENSION FOR 120 Days.—The authority
provided in section 103 of Public Law 104-6 (109
Stat.79) shall be effective until the end of Janu-
ary 31, 1996.

(b) MONTHLY REPORT.—On the first day of
each month, the Secretary of the Navy shall
transmit to the Committee on Armed Services of
the Senate and the Committee on National Secu-
rity of the House of Representatives a report re-
garding the employees being paid pursuant to
section 103 of Public Law 104-6. The report shall
include the number of the employees, their posi-
tions of employment, the number and location of
the employees’ dependents, and the actions that
the Secretary is taking to eliminate the condi-
tions making the payments necessary.

SEC. 335. SHARING OF PERSONNEL OF DEPART-
MENT OF DEFENSE DOMESTIC DE-
PENDENT SCHOOLS AND DEFENSE
DEPENDENTS’ EDUCATION SYSTEM.

Section 2164(e) of title 10, United States Code,
is amended by adding at the end the following:

“(4)(A) The Secretary may, without regard to
the provisions of any law relating to the num-
ber, classification, or compensation of employ-
ees—

‘(i) transfer civilian employees in schools es-
tablished under this section to schools in the de-
fense dependents’ education system in order to
provide the services referred to in subparagraph
(B) to such system; and

“(ii) transfer employees in such system to
such schools in order to provide such services to
such schools.

““(B) The services referred to in subparagraph
(A) are the following:

““(i) Administrative services.

““(ii) Logistical services.

““(iii) Personnel services.

““(iv) Such other services as the Secretary con-
siders appropriate.

““(C) Transfers under this paragraph shall ex-
tend for such periods as the Secretary considers
appropriate. The Secretary shall provide appro-
priate compensation for employees so trans-
ferred.

“(D) The Secretary may provide that the
transfer of any employee under this paragraph
occur without reimbursement of the school or
system concerned.

“(E) In this paragraph, the term ‘defense de-
pendents’ education system’ means the program
established and operated under section 1402(a)
of the Defense Dependents’ Education Act of
1978 (20 U.S.C. 921(a)).”.

SEC. 336. REVISION OF AUTHORITY FOR AP-
POINTMENTS OF INVOLUNTARILY
SEPARATED  MILITARY RESERVE
TECHNICIANS.

(a) REVISION OF AUTHORITY.—Section 3329 of
title 5, United States Code, as added by section
544 of the National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 1993 (Public Law 102-484; 106
Stat. 2415), is amended—

(1) in subsection (b), by striking out ‘“‘be of-
fered”” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘be provided



S 13226

placement consideration in a position described

in subsection (c) through a priority placement

program of the Department of Defense’’; and

(2) by striking out subsection (c) and inserting
in lieu thereof the following new subsection (c):

“(c)(1) The position to be offered a former
military technician under subsection (b) shall be
a position—

“(A) in either the competitive service or the
excepted service;

““(B) within the Department of Defense; and

““(C) in which the person is qualified to serve,
taking into consideration whether the employee
in that position is required to be a member of a
reserve component of the armed forces as a con-
dition of employment.

““(2) To the maximum extent practicable, the
position shall also be in a pay grade or other
pay classification sufficient to ensure that the
rate of basic pay of the former military techni-
cian, upon appointment to the position, is not
less than the rate of basic pay last received by
the former military technician for technician
service before separation.”.

(b) TECHNICAL AND CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—
(1) The section 3329 of title 5, United States
Code, that was added by section 4431 of the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 1993 (Public Law 102-484; 106 Stat. 2719) is
redesignated as section 3330 of such title.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of
chapter 33 of such title is amended by striking
out the item relating to section 3329, as added by
section 4431(b) of such Act (106 Stat. 2720), and
inserting in lieu thereof the following new item:
“3330. Government-wide list of vacant posi-

tions.”.

SEC. 337. COST OF CONTINUING HEALTH INSUR-
ANCE COVERAGE FOR EMPLOYEES
VOLUNTARILY SEPARATED FROM PO-
SITIONS TO BE ELIMINATED IN A RE-
DUCTION IN FORCE.

Section 8905a(d)(4) of title 5, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A)—

(A) by striking out ““from a position” and in-
serting in lieu thereof ‘‘or voluntary separation
from a surplus position’’; and

(B) by striking out ‘“‘force—"’ and inserting in
lieu thereof ““force or a closure or realignment of
a military installation pursuant to a base clo-
sure law—""; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

“(C) In this paragraph:

“(i) The term ‘surplus position’ means a posi-
tion that, as determined under regulations pre-
scribed by the Secretary of Defense, is identified
during planning for a reduction in force as
being no longer required and is designated for
elimination during the reduction in force.

“(if) The term ‘base closure law’ means the
following:

““(1) Section 2687 of title 10.

“(I1) Title 11 of the Defense Authorization
Amendments and Base Closure and Realignment
Act (Public Law 100-526; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note).

“(111) The Defense Base Closure and Realign-
ment Act of 1990 (part A of title XXIX of Public
Law 101-510; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note).

““(iii) The term ‘military installation’—

“(1) in the case of an installation covered by
section 2687 of title 10, has the meaning given
such term in subsection (e)(1) of such section;

“(I1) in the case of an installation covered by
the Act referred to in subclause (1) of clause
(ii), has the meaning given such term in section
209(6) of such Act;

“(11) in the case of an installation covered by
the Act referred to in subclause (I11) of that
clause, has the meaning given such term in sec-
tion 2910(4) of such Act.”.

SEC. 338. ELIMINATION OF 120-DAY LIMITATION
ON DETAILS OF CERTAIN EMPLOY-
EES.

Subsection (b) of section 3341 of title 5, United
States Code, is amended—

(1) by inserting ““(1)”" after ““(b)”’; and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

(2) by adding at the end the following:

*“(2) Details of employees of the Department of
Defense under subsection (a) of this section may
be made only by written order of the Secretary
of the military department concerned (or by the
Secretary of Defense, in the case of an employee
of the Department of Defense who is not an em-
ployee of a military department) or a designee of
the Secretary. Paragraph (1) does not apply to
the Department of Defense.””.

SEC. 339. REPEAL OF REQUIREMENT FOR PART-
TIME CAREER OPPORTUNITY EM-
PLOYMENT REPORTS.

Section 3407 of title 5, United States Code, is
amended by adding at the end the following:

““(c) This section does not apply to the De-
partment of Defense.”.

SEC. 340. AUTHORITY OF CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES
OF DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE TO
PARTICIPATE VOLUNTARILY IN RE-
DUCTIONS IN FORCE.

Section 3502 of title 5, United States Code, is
amended by adding at the end the following:

“(f)(1) The Secretary of Defense or the Sec-
retary of a military department may—

““(A) release in a reduction in force an em-
ployee who volunteers for the release even
though the employee is not otherwise subject to
release in the reduction in force under the cri-
teria applicable under the other provisions of
this section; and

*“(B) for each employee voluntarily released in
the reduction in force under subparagraph (A),
retain an employee who would otherwise be re-
leased in the reduction in force under such cri-
teria.

““(2) A voluntary release of an employee in a
reduction in force pursuant to paragraph (1)
shall be treated as an involuntary release in the
reduction in force.

““(3) The regulations prescribed under this sec-
tion shall incorporate the authority provided in
this subsection.

‘“(4) The authority under paragraph (1) may
not be exercised after September 30, 1996."".

SEC. 341. AUTHORITY TO PAY SEVERANCE PAY-
MENTS IN LUMP SUMS.

Section 5595 of title 5, United States Code, is
amended by adding at the end the following:

“(i)(1) In the case of an employee of the De-
partment of Defense who is entitled to severance
pay under this section, the Secretary of Defense
or the Secretary of the military department con-
cerned may, upon application by the employee,
pay the total amount of the severance pay to
the employee in one lump sum.

“(2)(A) If an employee paid severance pay in
a lump sum under this subsection is reemployed
by the Government of the United States or the
government of the District of Columbia at such
time that, had the employee been paid severance
pay in regular pay periods under subsection (b),
the payments of such pay would have been dis-
continued under subsection (d) upon such reem-
ployment, the employee shall refund to the De-
partment of Defense (for the military depart-
ment that formerly employed the employee, if
applicable) an amount equal to the amount of
severance pay to which the employee was enti-
tled under this section that would not have been
paid to the employee under subsection (d) by
reason of such reemployment.

““(B) The period of service represented by an
amount of severance pay refunded by an em-
ployee under subparagraph (A) shall be consid-
ered service for which severance pay has not
been received by the employee under this sec-
tion.

“(C) Amounts refunded to an agency under
this paragraph shall be credited to the appro-
priation available for the pay of employees of
the agency for the fiscal year in which received.
Amounts so credited shall be merged with, and
shall be available for the same purposes and the
same period as, the other funds in that appro-
priation.

““(3) This subsection applies with respect to
severance payable under this section for separa-
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tions taking effect on or after the date of the en-

actment of the National Defense Authorization

Act for Fiscal Year 1996 and before October 1,

1999.”.

SEC. 342. HOLIDAYS FOR EMPLOYEES WHOSE
BASIC WORKWEEK IS OTHER THAN
MONDAY THROUGH FRIDAY.

Section 6103(b) of title 5, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking out “‘In-
stead”” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘““Except as
provided in paragraph (3), instead’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

“(3)(A) In the case of an employee of a mili-
tary department or any other employee of the
Department of Defense, subject to the discretion
of the Secretary concerned, instead of a holiday
that occurs on a regular weekly non-workday of
an employee whose basic workweek is other
than Monday through Friday, the legal holiday
for the employee is—

‘(i) the workday of the employee immediately
before the regular weekly non-workday:; or

““(ii) if the holiday occurs on a regular weekly
non-workday administratively scheduled for the
employee instead of Sunday, the next imme-
diately following workday of the employee.

“(B) For purposes of subparagraph (A), the
term ‘Secretary concerned’ has the meaning
given that term in subparagraphs (A), (B), and
(C) of section 101(a)(9) of title 10 and includes
the Secretary of Defense with respect to an em-
ployee of the Department of Defense who is not
an employee of a military department.”.

SEC. 343. COVERAGE OF NONAPPROPRIATED
FUND EMPLOYEES UNDER AUTHOR-
ITY FOR FLEXIBLE AND COM-
PRESSED WORK SCHEDULES.

Paragraph (2) of section 6121 of title 5, United
States Code, is amended to read as follows:

“(2) ‘employee’ has the meaning given the
term in subsection (a) of section 2105 of this
title, except that such term also includes an em-
ployee described in subsection (c) of that sec-
tion;”".

Subtitle E—Defense Financial Management
SEC. 351. FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT TRAINING.

(a) LIMITATION.—Funds authorized by this
Act to be appropriated for the Department of
Defense may not be obligated for a capital lease
for the establishment of a Department of De-
fense financial management training center be-
fore the date that is 90 days after the date on
which the Secretary of Defense submits, in ac-
cordance with subsection (b), a certification of
the need for such a center and a report on fi-
nancial management training for Department of
Defense personnel.

(b) CERTIFICATION AND REPORT.—(1) Before
obligating funds for a Department of Defense fi-
nancial management training center, the Sec-
retary of Defense shall—

(A) certify to the Committee on Armed Services
of the Senate and the Committee on National
Security of the House of Representatives the
need for such a center; and

(B) submit to such committees, with the cer-
tification, a report on financial management
training for Department of Defense personnel.

(2) Any report under paragraph (1) shall con-
tain the following:

(A) The Secretary’s analysis of the require-
ments for providing financial management
training for employees of the Department of De-
fense.

(B) The alternatives considered by the Sec-
retary for meeting those requirements.

(C) A detailed plan for meeting those require-
ments.

(D) A financial analysis of the estimated
short-term and long-term costs of carrying out
the plan.

(E) If, after the analysis referred to in sub-
paragraph (A) and after considering alter-
natives as described in subparagraph (B), the
Secretary determines to meet the requirements
through a financial management training cen-
ter—
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(i) the determination of the Secretary regard-
ing the location for the university; and

(ii) a description of the process used by the
Secretary for selecting that location.

SEC. 352. LIMITATION ON OPENING OF NEW CEN-
TERS FOR DEFENSE FINANCE AND
ACCOUNTING SERVICE.

(a) LIMITATION.—During fiscal year 1996, the
Secretary of Defense may not establish any cen-
ter for the Defense Finance and Accounting
Service that is not operating on the date of the
enactment of this Act.

(b) EXCEPTION.—If the Secretary submits to
Congress not later than March 31, 1996, a report
containing a discussion of the need for estab-
lishing a new center prohibited by subsection
(a), the prohibition in such subsection shall not
apply to the center effective 30 days after the
date on which Congress receives the report.

(c) REEXAMINATION OF NEED REQUIRED.—Be-
fore submitting a report regarding a new center
that the Secretary planned before the date of
the enactment of this Act to establish on or after
that date, the Secretary shall reconsider the
need for establishing that center.

Subtitle F—Miscellaneous Assistance

SEC. 361. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE FUNDING
FOR NATIONAL GUARD PARTICIPA-
TION IN JOINT DISASTER AND EMER-
GENCY ASSISTANCE EXERCISES.

Section 503(a) of title 32, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) by inserting ““(1)”’ after *“(a)’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

““(2) Paragraph (1) includes authority to pro-
vide for participation of the National Guard in
conjunction with the Army or the Air Force, or
both, in joint exercises for instruction to prepare
the National Guard for response to civil emer-
gencies and disasters.”.

SEC. 362. OFFICE OF CIVIL-MILITARY PROGRAMS.

None of the funds authorized to be appro-
priated by this or any other Act may be obli-
gated or expended for the Office of Civil-Mili-
tary Programs within the Office of the Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Reserve Affairs.

SEC. 363. REVISION OF AUTHORITY FOR CIVIL-
MILITARY COOPERATIVE ACTION
PROGRAM.

(a) RESERVE COMPONENTS TO BE USED FOR
COOPERATIVE ACTION.—Section 410 of title 10,
United States Code, is amended in the second
sentence of subsection (a) by inserting ‘“‘of the
reserve components and of the combat support
and combat service support elements of the regu-
lar components’ after ‘‘resources’’.

(b) PROGRAM OBJECTIVES.—Subsection (b) of
such section is amended by striking out para-
graphs (1), (2), (3), (4), (5), and (6) and inserting
in lieu thereof the following:

““(1) To enhance individual and unit training
and morale in the armed forces.

““(2) To encourage cooperation between civil-
ian and military sectors of society.””.

(c) REGULATIONS.—Subsection (d) of such sec-
tion is amended by striking out paragraphs (5)
and (6) and inserting in lieu thereof the follow-
ing:

““(5) Procedures to ensure that Department of
Defense resources are not applied exclusively to
the program.

“(6) A requirement that a commander of a
unit of the armed forces involved in providing
assistance certify that the assistance is consist-
ent with the military missions of the unit.”.

SEC. 364. OFFICE OF HUMANITARIAN AND REFU-
GEE AFFAIRS.

None of the funds authorized to be appro-
priated by this or any other Act may be obli-
gated or expended for the Office of Humani-
tarian and Refugee Affairs within the Office of
the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Special
Operations and Low Intensity Conflict.

SEC. 365. OVERSEAS HUMANITARIAN, DISASTER,
AND CIVIC AID PROGRAMS.

(a) GAO REePORT.—Not later than December
15, 1995, the Comptroller General of the United
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States shall provide to the congressional defense
committees a report on—

(1) existing funding mechanisms available to
cover the costs associated with the Overseas Hu-
manitarian, Disaster, and Civic Assistance ac-
tivities through funds provided to the Depart-
ment of State or the Agency for International
Development, and

(2) if such mechanisms do not exist, actions
necessary to institute such mechanisms, includ-
ing any changes in existing law or regulations.
Subtitle G—Operation of Morale, Welfare, and

Recreation Activities
SEC. 371. DISPOSITION OF EXCESS MORALE, WEL-
FARE, AND RECREATION FUNDS.

Section 2219 of title 10, United States Code, is
amended—

(1) in the first sentence, by striking out ‘‘a
military department” and inserting in lieu
thereof ““an armed force’’;

(2) in the second sentence—

(A) by striking out *‘, department-wide’’; and

(B) by striking out ‘“‘of the military depart-
ment’” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘“‘for that
armed force’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following: ““This
section does not apply to the Coast Guard.”.
SEC. 372. ELIMINATION OF CERTAIN RESTRIC-

TIONS ON PURCHASES AND SALES
OF ITEMS BY EXCHANGE STORES
AND OTHER MORALE, WELFARE, AND
RECREATION FACILITIES.

(a) RESTRICTIONS ELIMINATED.—(1) Sub-
chapter Il of chapter 134 of title 10, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the end
the following new section:

“§2255. Military exchange stores and other
morale, welfare, and recreation facilities:
sale of items

‘(@) AUTHORITY.—The MWR retail facilities
may sell items in accordance with regulations
prescribed by the Secretary of Defense.

““(b) CERTAIN RESTRICTIONS PROHIBITED.—The
regulations may not include any of the follow-
ing restrictions on the sale of items:

‘(1) A restriction on the prices of items offered
for sale, including any requirement to establish
prices on the basis of a specific relationship be-
tween the prices charged for the merchandise
and the cost of the merchandise to the MWR re-
tail facilities concerned.

““(2) A restriction on price of purchase of an
item.

““(3) A restriction on the categories of items
that may be offered for sale.

““(4) A restriction on the size of items that may
be offered for sale.

““(5) A restriction on the basis of—

“(A) whether the item was manufactured,
produced, or mined in the United States; or

““(B) the extent to which the merchandise con-
tains components or materials manufactured,
produced, or mined in the United States.

““(c) MWR RETAIL FACILITY DEFINED.—In this
section, the term ‘MWR retail facilities’ means
exchange stores and other revenue generating
facilities operated by nonappropriated fund ac-
tivities of the Department of Defense for the mo-
rale, welfare, and recreation of members of the
armed forces.”.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of
subchapter Il of chapter 134 of such title is
amended by adding at the end the following:

*“2255. Military exchange stores and other mo-
rale, welfare, and recreation fa-
cilities: sale of items.””.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than June 1, 1996, the
Secretary of Defense shall submit to the Commit-
tee on Armed Services of the Senate and the
Committee on National Security of the House of
Representatives a report that identifies each re-
striction in effect immediately before the date of
the enactment of this Act that is terminated or
made inapplicable by section 2255 of title 10,
United States Code (as added by subsection (a)),
to exchange stores and other revenue generating
facilities operated by nonappropriated fund ac-
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tivities of the Department of Defense for the mo-

rale, welfare, and recreation of members of the

Armed Forces.

SEC. 373. REPEAL OF REQUIREMENT TO CON-
VERT SHIPS’ STORES TO
NONAPPROPRIATED FUND INSTRU-
MENTALITIES.

(a) REPEAL.—Section 371 of the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1994
(Public Law 103-160; 107 Stat. 1634; 10 U.S.C.
7604 note) is amended by striking out sub-
sections (a), (b), and (d).

(b) REPEAL OF RELATED CODIFIED PROVI-
SIONS.—Section 7604 of title 10, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by striking out ““(a) IN
GENERAL.—’; and

(2) by striking out subsections (b) and (c).

Subtitle H—Other Matters

SEC. 381. NATIONAL DEFENSE SEALIFT FUND:
AVAILABILITY FOR THE NATIONAL
DEFENSE RESERVE FLEET.

Section 2218 of title 10, United States Code is
amended—

(1) in subsection (c)(1)—

(A) by striking out ‘““and’’ at the end of sub-
paragraph (C);

(B) by striking out the period at the end of
subparagraph (D) and inserting in lieu thereof
“;and’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

““(E) expenses of the National Defense Reserve
Fleet, as established by section 11 of the Mer-
chant Ship Sales Act of 1946 (50 U.S.C. App.
1744).”’; and

(2) in subsection (i), by striking out ‘““Noth-
ing”” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘Except as
provided in subsection (c)(1)(E), nothing’’.

SEC. 382. AVAILABILITY OF RECOVERED LOSSES
RESULTING FROM CONTRACTOR
FRAUD.

(a) DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE TO RECEIVE 3
PERCENT.—Subchapter | of chapter 134 of title
10, United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following new section:

“§2250. Recoveries of losses and expenses re-

sulting from contractor fraud

‘““(a) RETENTION OF PART OF RECOVERY.—(1)
Notwithstanding any other provision of law, a
portion of the amount recovered by the Govern-
ment in a fiscal year for losses and expenses in-
curred by the Department of Defense as a result
of contractor fraud at military installations
shall be credited to appropriations accounts of
the Department of Defense for that fiscal year
in accordance with allocations made pursuant
to subsection (b).

““(2) The total amount credited to appropria-
tions accounts for a fiscal year pursuant to
paragraph (1) shall be the lesser of—

““(A) the amount equal to three percent of the
amount referred to in such paragraph that is re-
covered in that fiscal year; or

“(B) $500,000.

““(b) ALLOCATION OF RECOVERED FUNDS.—The
Secretary of Defense shall allocate amounts re-
covered in a contractor fraud case through the
Secretary of the military department concerned
to each installation that incurred a loss or ex-
pense as a result of the fraud.

““(c) USE BY MILITARY DEPARTMENTS.—The
Secretary of a military department receiving an
allocation under subsection (b) in a fiscal year
with respect to a contractor fraud case—

““(1) shall credit (for use by each installation
concerned) the amount equal to the costs in-
curred by the military department in carrying
out or supporting an investigation or litigation
of the contractor fraud case to appropriations
accounts of the department for such fiscal year
that are used for paying the costs of carrying
out or supporting investigations or litigation of
contractor fraud cases; and

““(2) may credit to any appropriation account
of the department for that fiscal year (for use by
each installation concerned) the amount, if any,
that exceeds the amount credited to appropria-
tions accounts under paragraph (1).
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““(d) RECOVERIES INCLUDED.—(1) Subject to
paragraph (2)(B), subsection (a) applies to
amounts recovered in civil or administrative ac-
tions (including settlements) as actual damages,
restitution, and investigative costs.

““(2) Subsection (a) does not apply to—

“(A) criminal fines, forfeitures, civil penalties,
and damages in excess of actual damages; or

““(B) recoveries of losses or expenses incurred
by working-capital funds managed through the
Defense Business Operations Fund.”’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of sec-
tions at the beginning of subchapter 1 of such
chapter is amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘2248. Recoveries of losses and expenses result-
ing from contractor fraud.”.
SEC. 383. PERMANENT AUTHORITY FOR USE OF
PROCEEDS FROM THE SALE OF CER-
TAIN LOST, ABANDONED, OR UN-
CLAIMED PROPERTY.

(a) PERMANENT AUTHORITY.—Section 2575 of
title 10 is amended—

(1) by striking out subsection (b) and inserting
in lieu thereof the following:

“(b)(1) In the case of property found on a
military installation, the proceeds from the sale
of the property under this section shall be cred-
ited to the operation and maintenance account
of that installation and used—

“(A) to reimburse the installation for any
costs incurred by the installation to collect,
transport, store, protect, or sell the property;
and

“(B) if all such costs are reimbursed, to sup-
port morale, welfare, and recreation activities
under the jurisdiction of the armed forces con-
ducted for the comfort, pleasure, contentment,
or physical or mental improvement of members
of the armed forces at that installation.

““(2) The net proceeds from the sale of other
property under this section shall be covered into
the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts.”’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

“(d)(1) The owner (or heirs, next of kin, or
legal representative of the owner) of personal
property the proceeds of which are credited to a
military installation under subsection (b)(1) may
file a claim with the Secretary of Defense for the
amount equal to the proceeds (less costs referred
to in subparagraph (A) of such subsection).
Amounts to pay the claim shall be drawn from
the morale, welfare, and recreation account for
the installation that received the proceeds.

““(2) The owner (or heirs, next of kin, or legal
representative of the owner) may file a claim
with the General Accounting Office for proceeds
covered into the Treasury under subsection
®@Q).

““(3) Unless a claim is filed under this sub-
section within 5 years after the date of the dis-
posal of the property to which the claim relates,
the claim may not be considered by a court, the
Secretary of Defense (in the case of a claim filed
under paragraph (1)), or the General Account-
ing Office (in the case of a claim filed under
paragraph (2)).”.

(b) REPEAL OF AUTHORITY FOR DEMONSTRA-
TION PROGRAM.—Section 343 of the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 1992
and 1993 (Public Law 102-190; 105 Stat. 1343) is
repealed.

SEC. 384. SALE OF MILITARY CLOTHING AND SUB-
SISTENCE AND OTHER SUPPLIES OF
THE NAVY AND MARINE CORPS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 651 of title 10, Unit-
ed States Code, is amended by adding at the end
the following new section:

“§7606. Subsistence and other supplies: mem-
bers of armed forces; veterans; executive or
military departments and employees; prices
““(a) The Secretary of the Navy shall procure

and sell, for cash or credit—

““(1) articles designated by the Secretary to
members of the Navy and Marine Corps; and

““(2) items of individual clothing and equip-
ment to members of the Navy and Marine Corps,
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under such restrictions as the Secretary may

prescribe.

An account of sales on credit shall be kept and

the amount due reported to the Secretary. Ex-

cept for articles and items acquired through the

use of working capital funds under section 2208

of this title, sales of articles shall be at cost, and

sales of individual clothing and equipment shall
be at average current prices, including over-
head, as determined by the Secretary.

““(b) The Secretary shall sell subsistence sup-
plies to members of other armed forces at the
prices at which like property is sold to members
of the Navy and Marine Corps.

‘“(c) The Secretary may sell serviceable sup-
plies, other than subsistence supplies, to mem-
bers of other armed forces for the buyers’ use in
the service. The prices at which the supplies are
sold shall be the same prices at which like prop-
erty is sold to members of the Navy and Marine
Corps.

““(d) A person who has been discharged hon-
orably or under honorable conditions from the
Army, Navy, Air Force or Marine Corps and
who is receiving care and medical treatment
from the Public Health Service or the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs may buy subsistence
supplies and other supplies, except articles of
uniform, at the prices at which like property is
sold to members of the Navy and Marine Corps.

‘“(e) Under such conditions as the Secretary
may prescribe, exterior articles of uniform may
be sold to a person who has been discharged
from the Navy or Marine Corps honorably or
under honorable conditions, at the prices at
which like articles are sold to members of the
Navy or Marine Corps. This subsection does not
modify sections 772 or 773 of this title.

“(f) Payment for subsistence supplies sold
under this section shall be made in cash.

““(9)(1) The Secretary may provide for the pro-
curement and sale of stores designated by the
Secretary to such civilian officers and employees
of the United States, and such other persons, as
the Secretary considers proper—

““(A) at military installations outside the Unit-
ed States; and

““(B) subject to paragraph (2), at military in-
stallations inside the United States where the
Secretary determines that it is impracticable for
those civilian officers, employees, and persons to
obtain such stores from commercial enterprises
without impairing the efficient operation of
military activities.

““(2) Sales to civilian officers and employees
inside the United States may be made under
paragraph (1) only to those residing within mili-
tary installations.

““(h) Appropriations for subsistence of the
Navy or Marine Corps may be applied to the
purchase of subsistence supplies for sale to mem-
bers of the Navy and Marine Corps on active
duty for the use of themselves and their fami-
lies.”.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of sec-
tions at the beginning of chapter 651 of such
title is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing:

‘“7606. Subsistence and other supplies: members
of armed forces; veterans; execu-
tive or military departments and
employees; prices.””.

SEC. 385. CONVERSION OF CIVILIAN MARKSMAN-
SHIP PROGRAM TO
NONAPPROPRIATED FUND INSTRU-
MENTALITY AND ACTIVITIES UNDER
PROGRAM.

(a) CONVERSION.—Section 4307 of title 10,
United States Code, is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“8§4307. Promotion of rifle practice and fire-

arms safety: administration

““(a) NONAPPROPRIATED FUND INSTRUMENTAL-
ITY.—On and after October 1, 1995, the Civilian
Marksmanship Program shall be operated as a
nonappropriated fund instrumentality of the
United States within the Department of Defense

September 11, 1995

for the benefit of members of the armed forces
and for the promotion of rifle practice and fire-
arms safety among civilians.

““(b) ADVISORY COMMITTEE.—(1) The Civilian
Marksmanship Program shall be under the gen-
eral supervision of an Advisory Committee for
the Promotion of Rifle Practice and Firearms
Safety, which shall replace the National Board
for the Promotion of Rifle Practice. The Advi-
sory Committee shall be appointed by the Sec-
retary of the Army.

““(2) Members of the Advisory Committee shall
serve without compensation, except that mem-
bers shall be allowed travel expenses, including
per diem in lieu of subsistence, at rates author-
ized for employees of agencies under subchapter
I of chapter 57 of title 5, while away from their
homes or regular places of business in the per-
formance of Advisory Committee services.

““(c) DIRECTOR.—The Secretary of the Army
shall appoint a person to serve as Director of
the Civilian Marksmanship Program.

““(d) FUNDING.—(1) The Advisory Committee
and the Director may solicit, accept, hold, use,
and dispose of, in furtherance of the activities
of the Civilian Marksmanship Program, dona-
tions of money, property, and services received
by gift, devise, bequest, or otherwise. Donations
may be accepted notwithstanding any legal re-
strictions otherwise arising from procurement re-
lationships of the donors with the United States.

““(2) All amounts collected under the Civilian
Marksmanship Program, including the proceeds
from the sale of arms, ammunition, targets, and
other supplies and appliances under section 4308
of this title, shall be credited to the Civilian
Marksmanship Program and shall be available
to carry out the Civilian Marksmanship Pro-
gram. Amounts collected by, and available to,
the National Board for the Promotion of Rifle
Practice before the date of the enactment of this
section from sales programs and from fees in
connection with competitions sponsored by that
Board shall be transferred to the
nonappropriated funds account established for
the Civilian Marksmanship Program and shall
be available to carry out the Civilian Marks-
manship Program.

““(3) Funds held on behalf of the Civilian
Marksmanship Program shall not be construed
to be Government or public funds or appro-
priated funds and shall not be available to sup-
port other nonappropriated fund instrumental-
ities of the Department of Defense. Expenditures
on behalf of the Civilian Marksmanship Pro-
gram, including compensation and benefits for
civilian employees, may not exceed $5,000,000
during any fiscal year. The approval of the Ad-
visory Committee shall be required for any ex-
penditure in excess of $50,000. Notwithstanding
any other provision of law, funds held on behalf
of the Civilian Marksmanship Program shall re-
main available until expended.

““(e) INAPPLICABILITY OF ADVISORY COMMIT-
TEE ACT.—The Federal Advisory Committee Act
(5 U.S.C. App.) does not apply to the Advisory
Committee.

““(f) DEFINITIONS.—In this section and sections
4308 through 4313 of this title:

““(1) The term ‘Civilian Marksmanship Pro-
gram’ means the rifle practice and firearms safe-
ty program carried out under section 4308 of this
title and includes the National Matches and
small-arms firing schools referred to in section
4312 of this title.

““(2) The term ‘Advisory Committee’ means the
Advisory Committee for the Promotion of Rifle
Practice and Firearms Safety.

““(3) The term ‘Director’ means the Director of
the Civilian Marksmanship Program.”’.

(b) AcTiviTiES.—Section 4308 of such title is
amended to read as follows:

“84308. Promotion of rifle practice and fire-
arms safety: activities
““(a) INSTRUCTION, SAFETY, AND COMPETITION
PROGRAMS.—(1) The Civilian Marksmanship
Program shall provide for—
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““(A) the operation and maintenance of indoor
and outdoor rifle ranges and their accessories
and appliances;

““(B) the instruction of citizens of the United
States in marksmanship, and the employment of
necessary instructors for that purpose;

“(C) the promotion of safe and responsible
practice in the use of rifled arms and the main-
tenance and management of matches or competi-
tions in the use of those arms; and

“(D) the award to competitors of trophies,
prizes, badges, and other insignia.

““(2) In carrying out this subsection, the Civil-
ian Marksmanship Program shall give priority
to activities that benefit firearms safety training
and competition for youth and reach as many
youth participants as possible.

““(3) Before a person may participate in any
activity sponsored or supported by the Civilian
Marksmanship Program under this subsection,
the person shall be required to certify that the
person has not violated any Federal or State
firearms laws.

““(b) SALE AND ISSUANCE OF ARMS AND AMMU-
NITION.—(1) The Civilian Marksmanship Pro-
gram may issue, without cost, the arms, ammu-
nition (including caliber .22 and caliber .30 am-
munition), targets, and other supplies and ap-
pliances necessary for activities conducted
under subsection (a). Issuance shall be made
only to gun clubs under the direction of the Di-
rector of the program that provide training in
the use of rifled arms to youth, the Junior Re-
serve Officers’ Training Corps, the Boy Scouts
of America, 4-H Clubs, Future Farmers of Amer-
ica, and other youth-oriented organizations for
training and competition.

““(2) The Director of the Civilian Marksman-
ship Program may sell at fair market value cali-
ber .30 rifles and accoutrements, caliber .22 ri-
fles, and air rifles, and ammunition for such ri-
fles, to gun clubs that are under the direction of
the Director and provide training in the use of
rifled arms. In lieu of sales, the Director may
loan such rifles to such gun clubs.

““(3) The Director of the Civilian Marksman-
ship Program may sell at fair market value
small arms, ammunition, targets, and other sup-
plies and appliances necessary for target prac-
tice to citizens of the United States over 18 years
of age who are members of a gun club under the
direction of the Director.

‘“(4) Before conveying any weapon or ammu-
nition to a person, whether by sale or lease, the
Director shall provide for a criminal records
check of the person with appropriate Federal
and State law enforcement agencies.

““(c) OTHER AUTHORITIES.—The Director shall
provide for—

‘(1) the procurement of necessary supplies,
appliances, trophies, prizes, badges, and other
insignia, clerical and other services, and labor
to carry out the Civilian Marksmanship Pro-
gram; and

““(2) the transportation of employees, instruc-
tors, and civilians to give or to receive instruc-
tion or to assist or engage in practice in the use
of rifled arms, and the transportation and sub-
sistence, or an allowance instead of subsistence,
of members of teams authorized by the Advisory
Committee to participate in matches or competi-
tions in the use of rifled arms.

“(d) FEeES.—The Director, in consultation
with the Advisory Committee, may impose rea-
sonable fees for persons and gun clubs partici-
pating in any program or competition conducted
under the Civilian Marksmanship Program for
the promotion of rifle practice and firearms safe-
ty among civilians.

““(e) RECEIPT OF EXCESS ARMS AND AMMUNI-
TION.—(1) The Secretary of the Army shall re-
serve for the Civilian Marksmanship Program
all remaining M-1 Garand rifles, accoutrements,
and ammunition for such rifles, still held by the
Army. After the date of the enactment of the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 1996, the Secretary of the Army shall cease
demilitarization of remaining M-1 Garand rifles
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in the Army inventory unless such rifles are de-
termined to be irreparable.

““(2) Transfers under this subsection shall be
made without cost to the Civilian Marksman-
ship Program, except for the costs of transpor-
tation for the transferred small arms and ammu-
nition.

““(f) PARTICIPATION CONDITIONS.—(1) All par-
ticipants in the Civilian Marksmanship Program
and activities sponsored or supported by the Ad-
visory Committee shall be required, as a condi-
tion of participation, to sign affidavits stating
that—

““(A) they have never been convicted of a fire-
arms violation under State or Federal law; and

‘“(B) they are not members of any organiza-
tion which advocates the violent overthrow of
the United States Government.

““(2) Any person found to have violated this
subsection shall be ineligible to participate in
the Civilian Marksmanship Program and future
activities.””.

(c) PARTICIPATION OF MEMBERS OF THE
ARMED FORCES IN INSTRUCTION AND COMPETI-
TION.—Section 4310 of such title is amended to
read as follows:

“8§4310. Rifle instruction and competitions:
participation of members

“The commander of a major command of the
armed forces may pay the personnel costs and
travel and per diem expenses of members of an
active or reserve component of the armed forces
who participate in a competition sponsored by
the Civilian Marksmanship Program or who
provide instruction or other services in support
of the Civilian Marksmanship Program.”.

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—(1) Section
4312(a) of such title is amended by striking out
‘“as prescribed by the Secretary of the Army’’
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘as part of the Ci-
vilian Marksmanship Program’’.

(2) Section 4313 of such title is amended—

(A) in subsection (a), by striking out ‘‘Sec-
retary of the Army’’ both places it appears and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘“Advisory Committee’’;
and

(B) in subsection (b), by striking out ‘‘Appro-
priated funds available for the Civilian Marks-
manship Program (as defined in section 4308(e)
of this title) may’” and inserting in lieu thereof
“Nonappropriated funds available to the Civil-
ian Marksmanship Program shall’’.

(e) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—The table of sec-
tions at the beginning of chapter 401 of such
title is amended by striking out the items relat-
ing to sections 4307, 4308, 4309, and 4310 and in-
serting in lieu thereof the following new items:

““4307. Promotion of rifle practice and firearms
safety: administration.

Promotion of rifle practice and firearms
safety: activities.

‘4309. Rifle ranges: availability for use by mem-
bers and civilians.

Rifle instruction and competitions: par-
ticipation of members.”’.

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall take effect on October 1,
1995.

SEC. 386. REPORT ON EFFORTS TO CONTRACT
OUT CERTAIN FUNCTIONS OF DE-
PARTMENT OF DEFENSE.

Not later than March 1, 1996, the Secretary of
Defense shall submit to Congress a report de-
scribing the advantages and disadvantages of
using contractor personnel, rather than civilian
employees of the Department of Defense, to per-
form functions of the Department that are not
essential to the warfighting mission of the
Armed Forces. The report shall specify all legis-
lative and regulatory impediments to contract-
ing those functions for private performance.
SEC. 387. IMPACT AID.

(a) SPECIAL RULE FOR 1994 PAYMENTS.—The
Secretary of Education shall not consider any
payment to a local educational agency by the
Department of Defense, that is available to such

*“4308.

*4310.
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agency for current expenditures and used for
capital expenses, as funds available to such
agency for purposes of making a determination
for fiscal year 1994 under section 3(d)(2)(B)(i) of
the Act of September 30, 1950 (Public Law 874,
81st Congress) (as such Act was in effect on Sep-
tember 30, 1994).

(b) PAYMENTS FOR ELIGIBLE FEDERALLY CON-
NECTED CHILDREN.—Subsection (f) of section
8003 of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 7703) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2)—

(A) in the matter preceding clause (i) of sub-
paragraph (A), by striking “‘only if such agen-
cy’” and inserting “‘if such agency is eligible for
a supplementary payment in accordance with
subparagraph (B) or such agency’’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

“(C) A local educational agency shall only be
eligible to receive additional assistance under
this subsection if the Secretary determines
that—

““(i) such agency is exercising due diligence in
availing itself of State and other financial as-
sistance; and

““(ii) the eligibility of such agency under State
law for State aid with respect to the free public
education of children described in subsection
(a)(1) and the amount of such aid are deter-
mined on a basis no less favorable to such agen-
cy than the basis used in determining the eligi-
bility of local educational agencies for State aid,
and the amount of such aid, with respect to the
free public education of other children in the
State.”’; and

(2) in paragraph (3)—

(A) in subparagraph (A)—

(i) in the matter preceding clause (i), by in-
serting ‘‘(other than any amount received under
paragraph (2)(B))’’ after ‘‘subsection’’;

(ii) in subclause (1) of clause (i), by striking
“‘or the average per-pupil expenditure of all the
States’’;

(iii) by amending clause (ii) to read as follows:

“(if) The Secretary shall next multiply the
amount determined under clause (i) by the total
number of students in average daily attendance
at the schools of the local educational agency.”’;
and

(iv) by amending clause (iii) to read as fol-
lows:

““(iii) The Secretary shall next subtract from
the amount determined under clause (ii) all
funds available to the local educational agency
for current expenditures, but shall not so sub-
tract funds provided—

“(1) under this Act; or

“(11) by any department or agency of the Fed-
eral Government (other than the Department)
that are used for capital expenses.”’; and

(B) by amending subparagraph (B) to read as
follows:

“(B) SPECIAL RULE.—With respect to pay-
ments under this subsection for a fiscal year for
a local educational agency described in clause
(ii) or (iii) of paragraph (2)(A), the maximum
amount of payments under this subsection shall
be equal to—

(i) the product of—

“(I) the average per-pupil expenditure in all
States multiplied by 0.7, except that such
amount may not exceed 125 percent of the aver-
age per-pupil expenditure in all local edu-
cational agencies in the State; multiplied by

“(11) the number of students described in sub-
paragraph (A) or (B) of subsection (a)(1) for
such agency; minus

““(ii) the amount of payments such agency re-
ceives under subsections (b) and (d) for such
year.”.

(c) CURRENT YEAR DATA.—Paragraph (4) of
section 8003(f) of such Act (20 U.S.C. 7703(f)) is
amended to read as follows:

““(4) CURRENT YEAR DATA.—For purposes of
providing assistance under this subsection the
Secretary—

““(A) shall use student and revenue data from
the fiscal year for which the local educational
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agency is applying for assistance under this
subsection; and

“(B) shall derive the per pupil expenditure
amount for such year for the local educational
agency’s comparable school districts by increas-
ing or decreasing the per pupil expenditure data
for the second fiscal year preceding the fiscal
year for which the determination is made by the
same percentage increase or decrease reflected
between the per pupil expenditure data for the
fourth fiscal year preceding the fiscal year for
which the determination is made and the per
pupil expenditure data for such second year.”.
SEC. 388. FUNDING FOR TROOPS TO TEACHERS

PROGRAM AND TROOPS TO COPS
PROGRAM.

(a) FUNDING.—Of the amount authorized to be
appropriated under section 431—

(1) $42,000,000 shall be available for the
Troops-to-Teachers program; and

(2) $10,000,000 shall be available for the
Troops-to-Cops program.

(b) DEFINITION.—In this section:

(1) The term ““Troops-to-Cops program’’ means
the program of assistance to separated members
and former members of the Armed Forces to ob-
tain employment with law enforcement agencies
established, or carried out, under section 1152 of
title 10, United States Code.

(2) The term ‘‘Troops-to-Teachers program’
means the program of assistance to separated
members of the Armed Forces to obtain certifi-
cation and employment as teachers or employ-
ment as teachers’ aides established under sec-
tion 1151 of such title.

SEC. 389. AUTHORIZING THE AMOUNTS RE-
QUESTED IN THE BUDGET FOR JUN-
IOR ROTC.

(@) There is hereby authorized to be appro-
priated $12,295,000 to fully fund the budget re-
quest for the Junior Reserve Officer Training
Corps programs of the Army, Navy, Air Force,
and Marine Corps. Such amount is in addition
to the amount otherwise available for such pro-
grams under section 301.

(b) The amount authorized to be appropriated
by section 101(4) is hereby reduced by
$12,295,000.

SEC. 390. REPORT ON PRIVATE PERFORMANCE OF
CERTAIN FUNCTIONS PERFORMED
BY MILITARY AIRCRAFT.

(a) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than May 1,
1996, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to
Congress a report on the feasibility, including
the costs and benefits, of using private sources
for satisfying, in whole or in part, the require-
ments of the Department of Defense for VIP
transportation by air, airlift for other personnel
and for cargo, in-flight refueling of aircraft,
and performance of such other military aircraft
functions as the Secretary considers appropriate
to discuss in the report.

(b) CONTENT OF REPORT.—The report shall in-
clude a discussion of the following:

(1) Contracting for the performance of the
functions referred to in subsection (a).

(2) Converting to private ownership and oper-
ation the Department of Defense VIP air fleets,
personnel and cargo aircraft, and in-flight re-
fueling aircraft, and other Department of De-
fense aircraft.

(3) The wartime requirements for the various
VIP and transport fleets.

(4) The assumptions used in the cost-benefit
analysis.

(5) The effect on military personnel and facili-
ties of using private sources, as described in
paragraphs (1) and (2), for the purposes de-
scribed in subsection (a).

SEC. 391. ALLEGANY BALLISTICS LABORATORY.

Of the amount authorized to be appropriated
under section 301(2), $2,000,000 shall be available
for the Allegany Ballistics Laboratory for essen-
tial safety functions.

SEC. 392. ENCOURAGEMENT OF USE OF LEASING
AUTHORITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) Chapter 137 of title 10,
United States Code, is amended by inserting
after section 2316 the following new section:
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“§2317. Equipment Leasing

““The Secretary of Defense is authorized to use
leasing in the acquisition of commercial vehicles
when such leasing is practicable and efficient.”.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of
such chapter is amended by adding at the end
the following new item:

*‘2317. Equipment leasing.”’.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 90 days after the
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary of
Defense shall submit a report to the congres-
sional defense committees setting forth changes
in legislation that would be required to facilitate
the use of leases by the Department of Defense
in the acquisition of equipment.

(c) PiLOT PROGRAM.—The Secretary of the
Army may conduct a pilot program for leasing
of commercial utility cargo vehicles as follows:

(1) Existing commercial utility cargo vehicles
may be traded in for credit against new replace-
ment commercial utility cargo vehicle lease
costs;

(2) Quantities of commercial utility cargo ve-
hicles to be traded in and their value to be cred-
ited shall be subject to negotiation between the
parties;

(3) New commercial utility cargo vehicle lease
agreements may be executed with or without op-
tions to purchase at the end of each lease pe-
riod;

(4) New commercial utility cargo vehicle lease
periods may not exceed five years;

(5) Such leasing pilot program shall consist of
replacing no more than forty percent of the vali-
dated requirement for commercial utility cargo
vehicles, but may include an option or options
for the remaining validated requirement which
may be executed subject to the requirements of
subsection (c)(7);

(6) The Army shall enter into such pilot pro-
gram only if the Secretary—

(A) awards such program in accordance with
the provisions of section 2304 of title 10, United
States Code;

(B) has notified the congressional defense
committees of his plans to execute the pilot pro-
gram;

(C) has provided a report detailing the ex-
pected savings in operating and support costs
from retiring older commercial utility cargo ve-
hicles compared to the expected costs of leasing
newer commercial utility cargo vehicles; and

(D) has allowed 30 calendar days to elapse
after such notification.

(7) One year after the date of execution of an
initial leasing contract, the Secretary of the
Army shall submit a report setting forth the sta-
tus of the pilot program. Such report shall be
based upon at least six months of operating ex-
perience. The Secretary may exercise an option
or options for subsequent commercial utility
cargo vehicles only after he has allowed 60 cal-
endar days to elapse after submitting this re-
port.

(8) EXPIRATION OF AUTHORITY.—No lease of
commercial utility cargo vehicles may be entered
into under the pilot program after September 30,
2000.

TITLE IV—MILITARY PERSONNEL
AUTHORIZATIONS
Subtitle A—Active Forces

SEC. 401. END STRENGTHS FOR ACTIVE FORCES.

(a) FIsCAL YEAR 1996.—The Armed Forces are
authorized strengths for active duty personnel
as of September 30, 1996, as follows:

(1) The Army, 495,000, of which not more than
81,300 may be commissioned officers.

(2) The Navy, 428,340, of which not more than
58,870 may be commissioned officers.

(3) The Marine Corps, 174,000, of which not
more than 17,978 may be commissioned officers.

(4) The Air Force, 388,200, of which not more
than 75,928 may be commissioned officers.

(b) FiscaL YEAR 1997.—The Armed Forces are
authorized strengths for active duty personnel
as of September 30, 1997, as follows:
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(1) The Army, 495,000, of which not more than
80,312 may be commissioned officers.

(2) The Navy, 409,740, of which not more than
56,615 may be commissioned officers.

(3) The Marine Corps, 174,000, of which not
more than 17,978 may be commissioned officers.

(4) The Air Force, 385,400, of which not more
than 76,494 may be commissioned officers.

SEC. 402. TEMPORARY VARIATION IN DOPMA AU-
THORIZED END STRENGTH LIMITA-
TIONS FOR ACTIVE DUTY AIR FORCE
AND NAVY OFFICERS IN CERTAIN
GRADES.

(a) AIR FORCE OFFICERS.—(1) In the adminis-
tration of the limitation under section 523(a)(1)
of title 10, United States Code, for fiscal years
1996 and 1997, the numbers applicable to officers
of the Air Force serving on active duty in the
grades of major, lieutenant colonel, and colonel
shall be the numbers set forth for that fiscal
year in paragraph (2) (rather than the numbers
determined in accordance with the table in that
section).

(2) The numbers referred to in paragraph (1)
are as follows:

Number of officers who
may be serving on active
duty in the grade of:

Fiscal year:
Lieu-
Major tenant Cr?é?'
colonel
1996 15,566 9,876 3,609
1997 15,645 9,913 3,627

(b) NAVY OFFICERS.—(1) In the administration
of the limitation under section 523(a)(2) of title
10, United States Code, for fiscal years 1996 and
1997, the numbers applicable to officers of the
Navy serving on active duty in the grades of
lieutenant commander, commander, and captain
shall be the numbers set forth for that fiscal
year in paragraph (2) (rather than the numbers
determined in accordance with the table in that
section).

(2) The numbers referred to in paragraph (1)
are as follows:

Number of officers who
may be serving on active
duty in the grade of:

Fiscal year: Lieu-
tenant  Com-
com-  mand- Ct:;‘i?{
mand- er
er
1996 ... 11,924 7,390 3,234
1997 ... 11,732 7,297 3,188

SEC. 403. CERTAIN GENERAL AND FLAG OFFI-
CERS AWAITING RETIREMENT NOT
TO BE COUNTED.

(a) DISTRIBUTION OF OFFICERS ON ACTIVE
DUTY IN GENERAL AND FLAG OFFICER GRADES.—
Section 525 of title 10, United States Code, is
amended by adding at the end the following:

““(d) An officer continuing to hold the grade
of general or admiral under section 601(b)(4) of
this title after relief from the position of Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Chief of Staff
of the Army, Chief of Naval Operations, Chief of
Staff of the Air Force, or Commandant of the
Marine Corps shall not be counted for purposes
of this section.””.

(b) NUMBER OF OFFICERS ON ACTIVE DUTY IN
GRADE OF GENERAL OR ADMIRAL.—Section
528(b) of title 10, United States Code, is amend-
ed—

(1) by inserting “*(1)”’ after *“(b)”’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

““(2) An officer continuing to hold the grade of
general or admiral under section 601(b)(4) of this
title after relief from the position of Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Chief of Staff of the
Army, Chief of Naval Operations, Chief of Staff
of the Air Force, or Commandant of the Marine
Corps shall not be counted for purposes of this
section.”.
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Subtitle B—Reserve Forces
SEC. 411. END STRENGTHS FOR SELECTED RE-
SERVE.

(a) F1sCAL YEAR 1996.—The Armed Forces are
authorized strengths for Selected Reserve per-
sonnel of the reserve components as of Septem-
ber 30, 1996, as follows:

(1) The Army National Guard of the United
States, 373,000.

(2) The Army Reserve, 230,000.

(3) The Naval Reserve, 98,894.

(4) The Marine Corps Reserve, 42,274.

(5) The Air National Guard of the United
States, 112,707.

(6) The Air Force Reserve, 73,969.

(7) The Coast Guard Reserve, 8,000.

(b) FISCAL YEAR 1997.—The Armed Forces are
authorized strengths for Selected Reserve per-
sonnel of the reserve components as of Septem-
ber 30, 1997, as follows:

(1) The Army National Guard of the United
States, 367,000.

(2) The Army Reserve, 215,000.

(3) The Naval Reserve, 96,694.

(4) The Marine Corps Reserve, 42,682.

(5) The Air National Guard of the United
States, 107,151.

(6) The Air Force Reserve, 73,160.

(7) The Coast Guard Reserve, 8,000.

(c) WAIVER AUTHORITY.—The Secretary of De-
fense may vary the end strength authorized by
subsection (a) or subsection (b) by not more
than 2 percent.

(d) ADJUSTMENTS.—The end strengths pre-
scribed by subsection (a) or (b) for the Selected
Reserve of any reserve component for a fiscal
year shall be proportionately reduced by—

(1) the total authorized strength of units orga-
nized to serve as units of the Selected Reserve of
such component which are on active duty (other
than for training) at the end of the fiscal year,
and

(2) the total number of individual members not
in units organized to serve as units of the Se-
lected Reserve of such component who are on
active duty (other than for training or for un-
satisfactory participation in training) without
their consent at the end of the fiscal year.
Whenever such units or such individual mem-
bers are released from active duty during any
fiscal year, the end strength prescribed for such
fiscal year for the Selected Reserve of such re-
serve component shall be proportionately in-
creased by the total authorized strengths of
such units and by the total number of such indi-
vidual members.

SEC. 412. END STRENGTHS FOR RESERVES ON AC-
TIVE DUTY IN SUPPORT OF THE RE-
SERVES.

(@) FI1scAL YEAR 1996.—Within the end
strengths prescribed in section 411(a), the re-
serve components of the Armed Forces are au-
thorized, as of September 30, 1996, the following
number of Reserves to be serving on full-time ac-
tive duty or, in the case of members of the Na-
tional Guard, full-time National Guard duty for
the purpose of organizing, administering, re-
cruiting, instructing, or training the reserve
components:

(1) The Army National Guard of the United
States, 23,390.

(2) The Army Reserve, 11,575.

(3) The Naval Reserve, 17,587.

(4) The Marine Corps Reserve, 2,559.

(5) The Air National Guard of the United
States, 10,066.

(6) The Air Force Reserve, 628.

(b) FiIscAL YEAR 1997.—Within the end
strengths prescribed in section 411(b), the re-
serve components of the Armed Forces are au-
thorized, as of September 30, 1997, the following
number of Reserves to be serving on full-time ac-
tive duty or, in the case of members of the Na-
tional Guard, full-time National Guard duty for
the purpose of organizing, administering, re-
cruiting, instructing, or training the reserve
components:
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(1) The Army National Guard of the United
States, 23,040.
(2) The Army Reserve, 11,550.
(3) The Naval Reserve, 17,171.
(4) The Marine Corps Reserve, 2,976.
(5) The Air National Guard of the United
States, 9,824.
(6) The Air Force Reserve, 625.
SEC. 413. INCREASE IN NUMBER OF MEMBERS IN
CERTAIN GRADES AUTHORIZED TO
SERVE ON ACTIVE DUTY IN SUPPORT
OF THE RESERVES.
(a) OFFICERS.—The table at the end of section
12011(a) of title 10, United States Code, is
amended to read as follows:

“Grade Army  Navy Fﬁige rir?e-
Corps
Major or Lieutenant
Commander ............. 3,219 1,071 643 140
Lieutenant Colonel or
Commander ............. 1,524 520 672 90
Colonel or Navy Cap-
tain .o 412 188 274 307,

(b) SENIOR ENLISTED MEMBERS.—The table at
the end of section 12012(a) of such title is
amended to read as follows:

“Grade Army  Navy Fﬁitr:e rir?é
Corps

E-9 s 603 202 366 20
E-8 i 2,585 429 890 947,
SEC. 414. RESERVES ON ACTIVE DUTY IN SUP-

PORT OF COOPERATIVE THREAT RE-
DUCTION PROGRAMS NOT TO BE
COUNTED.

Section 115(d) of title 10, United States Code,
is amended by adding at the end the following:

““(8) Members of the Selected Reserve of the
Ready Reserve on active duty for more that 180
days to support programs described in section
1203(b) of the Cooperative Threat Reduction Act
of 1993 (title XI1 of Public Law 103-160; 107 Stat.
1778; 22 U.S.C. 5952(b)).”".

SEC. 415. RESERVES ON ACTIVE DUTY FOR MILI-
TARY-TO-MILITARY CONTACTS AND
COMPARABLE ACTIVITIES NOT TO BE
COUNTED.

Section 168 of title 10, United States Code, is
amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (f) as sub-
section (g); and

(2) by inserting after subsection (e) the follow-
ing new subsection (f):

“(f) ACTIVE DUTY END STRENGTHS.—(1) A
member of a reserve component referred to in
paragraph (2) shall not be counted for purposes
of the following personnel strength limitations:

““(A) The end strength for active-duty person-
nel authorized pursuant to section 115(a)(1) of
this title for the fiscal year in which the member
carries out the activities referred to in para-
graph (2).

““(B) The authorized daily average for mem-
bers in pay grades E-8 and E-9 under section
517 of this title for the calendar year in which
the member carries out such activities.

““(C) The authorized strengths for commis-
sioned officers under section 523 of this title for
the fiscal year in which the member carries out
such activities.

““(2) A member of a reserve component referred
to in paragraph (1) is any member on active
duty under an order to active duty for 180 days
or more who is engaged in activities authorized
under this section.”.

Subtitle C—Military Training Student Loads

SEC. 421. AUTHORIZATION OF TRAINING STU-
DENT LOADS.
(a) Fi1scAaL YEAR 1996.—For fiscal year 1996,
the Armed Forces are authorized average mili-
tary training student loads as follows:
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(1) The Army, 75,013.

(2) The Navy, 44,238.

(3) The Marine Corps, 26,095.

(4) The Air Force, 33,232.

(b) FiscAL YEAR 1997.—For fiscal year 1997,
the Armed Forces are authorized average mili-
tary training student loads as follows:

(1) The Army, 79,275.

(2) The Navy, 44,121.

(3) The Marine Corps, 27,255.

(4) The Air Force, 35,522.

(c) ScorPe.—The average military training stu-
dent load authorized for an armed force for a
fiscal year under subsection (a) or (b) applies to
the active and reserve components of that armed
force for that fiscal year.

(d) ADJIUSTMENTS.—The average military
training student load authorized for a fiscal
year in subsection (a) or (b) shall be adjusted
consistent with the end strengths authorized for
that fiscal year in subtitles A and B. The Sec-
retary of Defense shall prescribe the manner in
which such adjustments shall be apportioned.

Subtitle D—Authorization of Appropriations
SEC. 431. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

FOR MILITARY PERSONNEL.

There is hereby authorized to be appropriated
to the Department of Defense for military per-
sonnel for fiscal year 1996 a total of
$68,896,863,000. The authorization in the preced-
ing sentence supersedes any other authorization
of appropriations (definite or indefinite) for
such purpose for fiscal year 1996.

TITLE V—MILITARY PERSONNEL POLICY

Subtitle A—Officer Personnel Policy
SEC. 501. JOINT OFFICER MANAGEMENT.

(a) CRITICAL JOINT DUTY ASSIGNMENT POSI-
TIONS.—Section 661(d)(2)(A) of title 10, United
States Code, is amended by striking out ““1,000”
and inserting in lieu thereof **500"".

(b) ADDITIONAL QUALIFYING JOINT SERVICE.—
Section 664 of such title is amended by adding at
the end the following:

““(i) JOINT DUTY CREDIT FOR CERTAIN JOINT
TASK FORCE ASSIGNMENTS.—(1) The Secretary of
Defense, in consultation with the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, may credit an officer
with having completed a full tour of duty in a
joint duty assignment upon the officer’s comple-
tion of service described in paragraph (2) or may
grant credit for such service for purposes of de-
termining the cumulative service of the officer in
joint duty assignments. The credit for such serv-
ice may be granted without regard to the length
of the service (except as provided in regulations
pursuant to subparagraphs (A) and (B) of para-
graph (4)) and without regard to whether the
assignment in which the service was performed
is a joint duty 