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The House met at 9 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore [Mr. DEAL].
f

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
September 19, 1995.

I hereby designate the Honorable NATHAN
DEAL to act as Speaker pro tempore on this
day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

f

MORNING BUSINESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of May 12,
1995, the Chair will now recognize
Members from lists submitted by the
majority and minority leaders for
morning hour debates. The Chair will
alternate recognition between the par-
ties, with each party limited to not to
exceed 25 minutes, and each Member
except the majority and minority lead-
er limited to not to exceed 5 minutes,
but in no event shall debate continue
beyond 9:50 a.m.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON] for
5 minutes.

f

OPEN DEBATE ON NATIONAL PARK
SYSTEM

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I
call the attention of my colleagues to
the votes today on the Suspension Cal-
endar. On the Committee on Resources,
as the ranking member of Public
Lands, Shenandoah Valley National
Battlefields partnership Act, a good
bill that deserves support, the Alaskan
Native Claims Settlement Act, the
same, a good bill that deserves support,

and the Presidio bill, a good piece of
legislation, all of these are bipartisan.
But I have to call attention to my col-
leagues to one bill that deserves rejec-
tion, H.R. 260, and that is the park clo-
sure bill, a bill that would threaten 198
of the smallest parks in the National
Park System, and I will be inserting in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD a list of
those parks and many are in many of
my colleagues’ districts.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
pay close attention to this list because
it represents the potential first draft of
the new park closure list which will
undoubtedly result from the rec-
ommendations of the Park Closure
Commission created by H.R. 260, a bill
that is opposed by every environmental
organization and is opposed by the
Clinton administration, the Depart-
ment of the Interior, and many others.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 260’s Parks Closure
Commission would have the authority
to recommend to Congress specific
units of the park system for closure,
privatization, or sale to the highest
bidder. Many of the proponents of this
bill claim that it is the same one that
we passed unanimously last year. H.R.
260 is not the same bill we passed last
year. This is how.

First, H.R. 260 puts the decision of a
Park Closure Commission at the front
of the train. It takes the statutory au-
thority Congress currently has and
places it in the hands of a politically
appointed commission.

Second, H.R. 260 sends a strong signal
to the American people that Congress
does not have the political will to
carry out its responsibilities of over-
sight over the National Park Service,
and H.R. 260 exempts the 54 national
park units from closure, leaving the
less visited, smaller budgeted parks at
the mercy of the Park Closure Com-
mission.

Unfortunately, national treasures,
such as Valley Forge, Mount Rush-

more, the Statue of Liberty, the Wash-
ington, Lincoln, and Jefferson Memori-
als, and the Martin Luther King Na-
tional Historic Site could find them-
selves on the chopping block.

As my colleagues, Mr. COLEMAN and
Mr. PALLONE, stated so eloquently yes-
terday on the House floor, why does the
bill only exempt the national park
units from the Park Closure Commis-
sion? Are supporters of H.R. 260 making
some sort of value judgment on the dif-
ferent units of the park system? Are we
thinking that some units of the system
are more deserving of protection and
enjoyment than others?

Mr. Speaker, if the bill exempts na-
tional park units, shouldn’t it also ex-
empt national monuments, historic
battlefields, historic sites, and national
battlefield parks? If the bill sponsors
are so concerned about an honest, ob-
jective review of the entire system,
why did they not leave every unit on
the chopping block and subject to the
recommendations of the Park Closure
Commission?

I had planned to offer amendments to
H.R. 260 and had made note of my in-
tention to—in a ‘‘Dear Colleague’’ let-
ter to everyone in this body this sum-
mer. Despite my stated intentions and
the distinct impression I had from the
committee leadership that I would be
able to offer these amendments as I did
in subcommittee, H.R. 260 is being
rammed through the House without
the opportunity for full discussion and
debate. There has been a lot of talk re-
cently about accountability, yet it ap-
pears that business as usual continues
here in the House.

H.R. 260 is opposed by the League of
Conservation Voters. In fact, they have
issued a letter declaring that this orga-
nization is going to consider this vote
when considering its 1995 environ-
mental voting scoring rating.
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Environmental groups oppose this

bill. The National Parks and Conserva-
tion Association, the Wilderness Soci-
ety, the American Hiking Society, De-
fenders of Wildlife, Environmental Ac-
tion Foundation, Sierra Club, Friends
of the Earth and the Izaak Walton
League of America. Editorials against
H.R. 260 have appeared in newspapers
around the country, the New York
Times, the Salt Lake Tribune, the
Miami Herald, the Philadelphia
Enquirer, the St. Louis Post Dispatch,
the Las Vegas Sun, and the Wichita
Eagle.

The administration has issued a
strongly worded condemnation of this
bill. National Park Service Director
Roger Kennedy has been direct and
straightforward with Congress in enu-
merating the reasons to oppose this
bill.

Mr. Speaker, all I am asking is that
this bill be returned to the Rules Com-
mittee. Let it come up next week under
a closed rule where amendments offer-
ing alternatives, which I would offer
with several other colleagues on a bi-
partisan basis that would deal with fi-
nancing the parks through a changed
fee system, a trust fund, and a change
in the concessions policy is a far more
Democratic way to deal with this issue.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on
H.R. 260 today.
f

PRESERVING AND PROTECTING
MEDICARE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. TIAHRT] is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, I wanted
to spend a few minutes this morning
talking about a very important issue of
preserving and protecting Medicare. I
want to quote from the Los Angeles
Times who printed just a week ago,
‘‘the House GOP plan to save Medicare
is a sensible start toward fixing a pro-
gram whose costs are out of control.’’
The Democrats are wrong to balk at
the restraining of soaring costs of the
popular Medicare Program. The cur-
rent path doubles the program’s budget
every 7 years. It is not sustainable and
they know it.

Mr. Speaker, I am not an expert on
Medicare, and so I went back into my
district during the August district
work period and I got together 33 mem-
bers of the health care industry, of peo-
ple who were concerned about preserv-
ing and protecting Medicare, of people
who were involved in taxpayer groups,
the AARP, United Seniors Associates,
and we got together and we met all
morning at Wichita State University
about what problems we were facing
with Medicare and how we could best
preserve and protect it, and today I
have with me a copy of the draft report
that we submitted and that I also used
to testify before members of the Com-
mittee on Commerce; it is the sub-
committee for the Committee on Ways

and Means, in coming up with some so-
lutions for preserving and protecting
Medicare.

Some of the ideas that we had that
came out of the Fourth District of
Kansas are now being implemented
into the legislation. These members of
this task force came to this meeting
with three methods of preserving and
protecting Medicare. We went around
the room and we discussed each one of
these solutions in depth.

Mr. Speaker, I was expecting them to
come scared because a lot of the rhet-
oric that has been said right here on
the floor of the House, a lot that has
been printed across through the elite
media, and so I was somewhat anxious
about the meeting, but when I got
there, the people of America were not
scared about losing Medicare. They
were concerned, but they came with ex-
cellent ideas. They wanted to give the
best ideas of Kansas to have them
brought here, and some of the ideas
came right out of the work force.

A gentleman named Zim Zimmer-
man, who works for Evcon industries
in Wichita, KS, one of the leading air-
conditioner suppliers across the Na-
tion. He was just 90 days away from re-
tirement and he said, if I could just
take my health care insurance as pro-
vided at Evcon and carry it on into re-
tirement, I would be completely satis-
fied. Other seniors wanted to have the
same system that is available to them
now, Medicare. Some wanted a type of
system that is a managed care system
because it provided more alternatives
to them, and some wanted medical sav-
ings accounts.

Mr. Speaker, the legislation that is
currently being drafted does keep our
Nation’s commitment to Medicare and
it remains as an option to seniors, with
no increase to copayments or
deductibles. We also, in the legislation
that we are right now pushing forward,
allowing seniors the same health care
choices that are available to others
like Zim Zimmerman and other seniors
in the Fourth District, and we came up
with some good ideas on how to root
out waste and fraud and abuse so that
we can maximize the health care dol-
lars that we are spending.

We also have in this legislation ways
of placing financial responsibility on
those who can best afford it and try to
provide the benefits to those who are
truly in need without great demands
on their financial responsibility. We
also want to set up a guaranteed sol-
vency through a budgetary fail-safe
provision.

As the task force discussed some of
these problems, particularly in waste,
fraud, and abuse, it was very apparent
that fear has been used all across the
Nation. In our report that was given to
us by a gentleman who is administer-
ing a hospital in Halstead, KS, his
name is Jeffrey Feeney, he used to
work in a Florida hospital, and a physi-
cian came to him and said, I would like
to use a room to talk with some of the
seniors. And he says, well, what were

you going to use the room for? He ex-
plained that the doctor was talking to
the seniors about an autologous blood
process by which he was parlaying the
fear of seniors, the fear of contracting
AIDS or other social STD or HIV in-
fected blood through the process when
they had surgery. They have to use
others’ bloods, so this autologous blood
process, they would take their own
blood, he would store it for them at no
cost to them, and then in the future, in
the event they needed blood, it would
be available to them.

Many of them would never need this
blood. They would never have surgery,
but yet he was being paid by Medicare
on a daily basis for storing this blood.
So he parlayed this fear into bilking
the system out of hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars.

Mr. Speaker, when I think about
what has happened here recently, even
for my own parents, when people try to
come in and try to use scare tactics, in
Kansas we call that scams, and this is
not Mediscam. We are talking about
preserving and protecting Medicare.

So, Mr. Speaker, as we submit this
report and as we proceed with Medicare
legislation, I hope that the American
public will see that the loss of credibil-
ity for using scare tactics is more and
more apparent and that the plans that
we have forwarded as represented by
the Los Angeles Times are going to be
effective in preserving and protecting
Medicare.
f

MEDICARE SAVINGS DOUBTED
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
DOGGETT] is recognized during morning
business for 5 minutes.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, as this
House was concluding its business last
night, I was discussing the concerns
that every senior across this country
should have about what is about to
occur on Medicare, and indeed, listen-
ing to the remarks of my colleague
from Kansas just now, I would say that
if seniors are not scared, they ought to
at least be very concerned about what
is happening on Medicare, and I would
think that any senior who has been ob-
serving closely what is occurring with
reference to Medicare would be very
near scared at the consequences that
are about to befall them.

You know, we have awaited a Repub-
lican plan and now another day has
passed. It is September 19, and we have
yet to have any member of the Repub-
lican Party come to the floor of this
House and spell out the details of their
plan. All that American seniors know
about this Republican plan is that it
boils down to: Pay more, get less. That
is what the Republican plan is, the pay
more, get less plan.

Mr. Speaker, it was curious that the
gentleman from Kansas just now would
refer to the Washington Times because
yesterday’s Washington Times, the
banner first page story was: Republican
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Medicare Savings Doubted. And it re-
fers to the gaping budgetary hole in
the Republican plan. It talks about the
fact that it is gimmickry, that over a
third of the so-called savings the Re-
publicans have in their pay more, get
less plan has not yet been spelled out.

Of course, instead of being candid
with the American people and telling
them how far they are going to reach
into the pockets of seniors in reform-
ing, as they call it, Medicare, instead
of explaining the details of the hit on
America’s seniors, on America’s dis-
abled population, our Republican col-
leagues come back and say, ‘‘Well,
where is your plan? If you don’t like
our pay more, get less plan, why don’t
the Democrats come forward with a
plan?’’

I would say that if what they are
waiting for is a plan from the Demo-
cratic Party to take $270 billion in cuts
from Medicare, they are going to wait
forever because we are not going to
have that kind of plan. If what they are
waiting for is a plan from the Demo-
crats to take money out of Medicare in
order to fund tax cuts, tax breaks for
the most privileged people in our soci-
ety, they can wait a long time because
we are not going to have that kind of
plan.

Mr. Speaker, they have talked so
much about a trustees’ report and how
they have to secure Medicare from
bankruptcy, and yet the premium in-
creases that they are proposing, what
they have never told the American peo-
ple, they are going to raise the cost of
health care in their pay more, get less
plan in part B, but not one penny of the
premium increases that they propose is
going to be contributed to the Medi-
care trust fund that they seem so con-
cerned about. Not one penny of those
premium increases that they ask
America’s seniors, that they ask Amer-
ica’s disabled population to contribute
in escalating health care costs, not one
penny is going to secure or prevent any
troubles with the Medicare trust fund.

The Democrats are ready to come to-
gether to secure the trust fund. We
were ready last year in that regard,
certainly my colleagues. I was not here
at that time, but they worked to se-
cure the trust fund. What did the Re-
publicans do? What has been their con-
tribution to secure and prevent the
bankruptcy of the trust fund?

In their so-called Contract With
America, they made the trust fund less
secure. They took revenues that would
go into the trust fund, that were con-
tributed by the most wealthy of our
seniors, and they took those revenues
in the contract bill out of the trust
fund so that it will be less secure if
their proposals are adopted than if we
keep on the existing law.

I believe that we need bipartisan sup-
port to have genuine reform with Medi-
care. The gentleman from Kansas re-
ferred to waste and fraud in the sys-
tem, and there are seniors all over this
country that can point to examples of
mismanagement in the program. We

need to ferret that out. We need to find
ways to improve the efficiency of the
system. But you do not begin that
process by setting some imaginary $270
billion figure that you need in order to
fulfill campaign promises. You do not
begin there. You begin in a bipartisan,
respectful manner consulting with our
Nation’s seniors, consulting with the
experts and trying to reach a balanced
proposal designed to improve Medicare,
not to destroy it.

It is a lot like a fellow that got lost
over in east Texas and he was looking
around and trying to get directions and
he said, ‘‘How do you get from here to
Oklahoma?’’ And the farmer that he
came onto said, ‘‘Well, I don’t know
the precise path to get there but I sure
wouldn’t start from here.’’

The Democrats are saying, do not
start from the premise that you need
to take $270 billion out of the pockets
of American seniors. Do not start from
the premise that you need to take
money from Medicare in order to fund
a tax break for America’s privileged
few. Start from the premise that we
need to improve and strengthen Medi-
care so that we will be there for gen-
erations to come, so that it can serve
the next generation of Americans in
just the way it has protected America’s
seniors for the last 30 years since Lyn-
don Johnson signed it into law, a sys-
tem that is one of the grandest accom-
plishments of this Congress that is out
there delivering health care to 99 per-
cent of Americans today. Let us pre-
serve and protect that plan. As Ameri-
ca’s seniors find out about it, it is up-
side down, but so is their plan. The pay
more, get less Republican plan must be
rejected.
f

SLOWING THE GROWTH OF
MEDICARE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. STEARNS] is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I would
say to the gentleman from Texas, if he
wishes a copy of the plan, he certainly
can read about it in the Wall Street
Journal, he can read about it in the
Washington Post or the Washington
Times. Furthermore, the slowing of the
growth in Medicare is what has been
proposed by Republicans, it is pretty
much what President Clinton proposed
last year in his health care bill. So
what we are all trying to do here is to
slow the growth down and save the pro-
gram.

Mr. Speaker, this morning I am here
to talk about Medicare and Medicaid
together, the program for our elderly,
disabled, and low-income women and
children, but I am here to talk again
about waste, fraud, and abuse in this
program.

The spending on these programs, as
my colleagues know, has gone up at
10.5 percent In the private sector, it
has gone up at 4.5 percent. We need to

bring the spending down, but part of
the reason the spending has gone up so
high is because of the waste, fraud, and
abuse in these programs. Some people
estimate this waste, fraud, and abuse
at 12 percent of these two programs, or
$30 billion, as high as $44 billion for the
two programs combined.

An indication of how pervasive this
program is was summed up recently by
a Clinton high official. This person was
the Human Services Inspector General,
June Gibbs Brown, and this is what she
said, Mr. Speaker: ‘‘The basic structure
of the current health care system is al-
most as if it had been designed for the
very purpose of promoting waste,
fraud, and abuse.’’ Now, that is a star-
tling admission.

The truth is that such behavior is not
restricted to just one segment. Provid-
ers and beneficiaries alike seem guilty
of bilking the system for personal gain.
Examples of these have been recounted
in numerous hearings on the Commit-
tee on Commerce on which I serve and
the Health Care Subcommittee. How-
ever, today I will share with you sev-
eral examples that have been reported
in the Reader’s Digest.

I was heartened by the fact that this
wonderful publication has presented
this because so many readers subscribe
and purchase the Reader’s Digest, and
so they too will be able to identify the
waste, fraud, and abuse from these ar-
ticles.

The first step is to identify the
sources of abuse and then to put the
mechanism into place that will correct
the situation and prevent such abuse in
the future. We, in our plan, do that.

One such scheme that was reported
in the Reader’s Digest dealt with a doc-
tor. His wife and his 14-year-old daugh-
ter were working together. The doctor
assigned his 14-year-old daughter the
task of taking and reading the x rays.
On a good day, the office submitted 180
claims. The take was $4.5 million over
the year for this particular doctor, his
wife, and his daughter. They submitted
these fraudulent claims to some 40 in-
surance companies. What finally fin-
ished this lucrative and costly scam
was that the Customs officials became
suspicious when, during the course of
investigating drug money laundering,
they noticed that the doctor’s check
cashing patterns were strange. It
makes one wonder why this was not de-
tected by the Health Care Financing
Administration. Are they not the body
that is supposed to detect this?

Mr. Speaker, earlier this year, one of
HCFA’s contractors suspended five
computer-alert programs that had
saved taxpayers $4 million in just 3
months. Why was this done? The vol-
ume of suspicious claims had become
impossible for the staff to review. In
fact, the General Accounting Office
found that half of Medicare fraud and
abuse complaints are not even inves-
tigated. The GAO told Congress,
‘‘HCFA needs to guard a thousand
doors, but has the resources for only a
couple doors.’’
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Perhaps the most egregious account

that was cited involved the National
Medical Enterprise, which was a $3.9
billion New York Stock Exchange com-
pany that owned psychiatric hospitals,
which operated 86 psychiatric hospitals
nationwide. Sadly enough, witnesses
testified before the State legislators
that social workers, school counselors,
probation officers, and even ministers
served as, quote, ‘‘headhunters’’ and
were paid bounties for referring indi-
viduals to some of these hospitals.

In Texas, a Texas State senator led
the investigation of this in his State
and stated, quote, ‘‘people were locked
up against their will. Then they were
miraculously cured when their insur-
ance benefits ran out.’’

My own State of Florida also has its
share of con artists. In fact, in March
of this year, Florida Medicaid found
that at least six taxicab companies and
two individuals were ripping off the
Medicaid Program designed to give
needy patients free rides to the doc-
tors. In the course of 317 days, one
company received $1,134,164 for driving
patients over 1 million miles. As one
investigator wryly noted, ‘‘That is
enough to travel 41 times around the
Earth at the equator.’’

My colleagues, the Republican plan
includes ways to stop waste, fraud, and
abuse and it is important we address
this matter immediately. No matter
which party you represent, which side
of the aisle you are on, we can all agree
that waste, fraud, and abuse is some-
thing that bothers most Americans and
we need to stop it now.
f

DEMOCRACY IN THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentlewoman from the Dis-
trict of Columbia [Ms. NORTON] is rec-
ognized during morning business for 5
minutes.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, many are
new to Congress this year and the Re-
publican majority is altogether new in
having the obligation to get 13 appro-
priations through the House of Rep-
resentatives. The District of Columbia
appropriation is the only one remain-
ing.

The District of Columbia appropria-
tion is a PILOT, a payment in lieu of
taxes, like those in virtually every
State in the Union. It is not a grant.
We are paid because the Federal Gov-
ernment preempts much of the prime
land in the District and we cannot de-
velop on that land and because we can-
not develop above a certain height.

Unlike last year, there is plenty of
reason to vote for the District budget
this year. We had a very severe strug-
gle last year, but on the merits this
year, the budget went through appro-
priation hearings without controversy.
Why? Because there is a control board
in place that keeps things in check, be-
cause employees have given a whopping
12-percent give-back, and because the

District has downsized 20 percent,
twice as many positions as the Con-
gress asked for.

Yet, there are propositions before the
subcommittee mark this afternoon
that no Republican and no Democrat
can embrace. Some of these propo-
sitions would force law on people, even
though the Congress is not accountable
to those people, because it would force
changes in local law.

It is surely a principle of this House
that only through the ballot can basic
law be changed. Only those who can re-
ject or embrace what you do have a
right to have law made for them. The
governing theme of the 104th Congress,
my colleagues, is devolving power back
to the localities. You cannot have any
credibility with that theme if you
usurp local power here in the District
of Columbia.

Mr. Speaker, many in the majority
find much in this nine-to-one Demo-
cratic city with which to disagree. Yes,
you are Republicans, you are in the
majority. Most of us are Democrats.
Surely you would not want to force Re-
publican change in the manner of con-
gressional dictators. That surely can-
not be your desire.

To be sure, the Constitution gives
you some powers over the District of
Columbia, but James Madison did not
mean for you to overturn local laws.
He meant you to guard the Federal
presence. This is a Democratic city, so
who can be surprised that there is rent
control? Some would take back, over-
turn rent control, and put their own
version of decontrol place instead of
our version of decontrol. Some would
privatize our schools. The Mayor wants
to privatize some of our schools. Many
on the schoolboard want to do that. If
we are not doing it fast enough for you,
wait a while. This is a democracy. This
is America.

Mr. Speaker, for 20 years there have
been high-profile controversial restric-
tions put on our appropriation, but
never has the Congress tried to change
mainstream council legislation. I ask
you in the name of democracy not to
do it today.

What is being proposed is a radical
departure from basic democracy, an in-
vasion into the very body of home rule
itself. I ask you not to do it. I ask you
to be true to your own principles. Put
yourself in my place. Put yourself in
the place of the people whom I rep-
resent. They do not have full help-gov-
erning powers. Please leave them with
what self-government powers they
have. Please remember this afternoon
in the subcommittee, in the full Com-
mittee on Appropriations, and when
our budget comes to this House, that
almost all of that budget is raised in
the District of Columbia.

Above all, remember that this is
America, that you are Americans, and
that we are Americans. The Speaker
himself came to a town meeting in my
district. It was a gutsy and important
and historic moment, and he said be-
fore all the people I represent, I do not

intend to micromanage the affairs of
the District of Columbia, I do not in-
tend that home rule be overturned. I
believe the Speaker. I ask you to follow
the Speaker. I ask you to respect the
rights of the people I represent.

This is the first time that the Dis-
trict of Columbia budget will come be-
fore a Republican majority in 20 years
of home rule. The country is watching;
not just my constituents. The entire
country is watching.

Will the Republican majority force
its will on a Democratic city that is
powerless to fight back, that has no
voting representation on the floor of
this House, that has no representation
whatsoever in the Senate of the United
States, though we are fourth per capita
in income taxes paid in this country
among the 50 States? Please respect
our rights. Please treat the people I
represent as you and your constituents
would be treated.

f

PLAN FOR MEDICARE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from New Jer-
sey [Mr. PALLONE] is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, on Fri-
day, I met in New Jersey again with a
number of senior citizens as part of an
outreach that myself and some of the
other Democratic Congressmen in New
Jersey have been doing on a regular
basis. This time we were in Gloucester
Township in Congressman ANDREWS’
district and we had about 200 or 300
senior citizens who were very con-
cerned about the Republican proposals
to cut Medicare by $270 billion.

Mr. Speaker, the problem that the
seniors had is that they feel very
strongly that they are not getting
enough information about exactly
what the Republican plan is, and the
fact of the matter is, they are right.
We are still not provided with the de-
tails about what Speaker GINGRICH and
the Republican leadership intend to do
with the Medicare Program.

Last Thursday, the Speaker and Sen-
ator DOLE released their so-called plan
to reform Medicare, but unfortunately,
once again, the plan falls far short in
regards to any specific details, and the
plain fact is that the Republicans have
still not offered any substantive Medi-
care plan.

We do know certain things though.
We do know that the cut, the $270 bil-
lion, is the largest cut in the history of
the Medicare Program, and we also
know that there is no way to imple-
ment that level of cut, that magnitude
of cuts in Medicare without at the
same time charging seniors more for
Medicare and providing them with less
services.

My friend from Texas had the sign
that he was using before and I will hold
it up again. It says, the GOP Medicare
plan, pay more, get less. The bottom
line is that no matter how we cut it,
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when we talk about a level of $270 bil-
lion in Medicare cuts, it is going to
mean more out of pocket for the aver-
age American senior and it is going to
mean less services.

Mr. Speaker, I am glad to see that
over the last few days that we are
starting to see more and more media
reports explaining that fact. Today in
the Washington Times there is an arti-
cle on the front page. It says: ‘‘Medi-
care Solution Looks Like the Problem.
GOP Fears Specter of a Tax Increase.’’

Already, we have heard about several
tax increases or proposals from either
the Senate Republicans or the House
Republicans that would result in more
money coming out of pocket from
America’s seniors. We have heard
Speaker GINGRICH, who last week indi-
cated that the part B premium, the
premium that pays for physicians’
bills, for doctors’ bills, is likely to go
up so that within the next 7 years it is
doubled and seniors will be paying
twice what they are now paying for
their part B premiums.

We have also heard about the means
testing. That was another proposal
that came out of the House Republican
plan. So far, they are talking about
means testing only people at higher in-
come levels, but I would contend to
you that once you start down that slip-
pery slope of means testing and charg-
ing people with higher incomes more
for their Medicare premiums, their
part B premiums, you will see that in
future years, Congress will move to-
ward lowering the threshold and that
more and more middle class seniors
will end up not having any kind of sub-
sidy or any significant subsidy for
their Medicare part B premium.

Mr. Speaker, it is mentioned again in
today’s Washington Times that in the
Senate Republican plan, they are talk-
ing about increasing copayments. So
now we are also hearing proposals with
regard to part A that pays for hospital
bills to increase the copayment from
$100 to $150.

The bottom line is no matter how
you cut it, we are talking here about
more money out of seniors’ pockets,
and what is it for? All to pay for a tax
cut, most of which will go toward the
wealthiest Americans.

I was very pleased today to see that
there was an article in the Washington
Post by the commentator, E.J. Dionne,
Jr. It says, ‘‘Blue Smoke and Medi-
care,’’ and if I could just read some rel-
evant sections from it, Mr. Speaker. It
says, and I quote:

The Republicans should admit that the
Medicare fight is not primarily about the
threatened bankruptcy of the Medicare sys-
tem. The Republicans did not get into these
big Medicare cuts because they feared for the
system’s solvency. If that were true, they
would have made a lot of noise last year
when Medicare’s trustees issued a slightly
more gloomy report on its finances.

We know that, in fact, Medicare has
never really been in better shape, that
the part A trust fund that pays for hos-
pital bills right now has a 7-year life
expectancy, which is significantly

more than the 2 or 3 years that was re-
ported by the trustees of Medicare in
previous years, and Mr. Dionne goes on
to say that:

The Republicans also have to stop denying
that there is a link between their tax cutting
plans and the Medicare cuts. It is simply
true that they need huge cuts in Medicare
and also Medicaid to finance their budget
balancing promises and their tax cuts. If the
Republicans really believe that these tax
cuts are as right and as important as they
claim, they ought to be shouting from the
rooftops that their excellent tax cuts would
be impossible without Medicare and Medic-
aid cuts. The Republicans don’t want to
admit this for purely political reasons.

Mr. Speaker, I just want to continue
to point out on a daily basis how sig-
nificant the level of these cuts are and
what a dramatic impact they are going
to have on America’s seniors, both by
increasing the cost to seniors and pro-
viding less quality service.
f

MEDICARE AND MEDICAID CUTS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from California
[Mr. MILLER] is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, my colleagues from New Jer-
sey and Texas were in the well earlier
pointing out the flaws of the yet-to-be-
released proposal by the Republicans to
cut the Medicare Program in this coun-
try and to cut the Medicaid Program in
this country. It is very important cer-
tainly that the senior citizens of this
country, but also that their families,
focus on what the Republicans are
about to do.

As my colleague from New Jersey
just pointed out, these changes in Med-
icare were not created out of the con-
cern for the Medicare Program or its
solvency into the future or for the
beneficiaries. These cuts in the Medi-
care Program were created for one pur-
pose, and that is so that the Repub-
licans can fund a $245 billion tax cut,
the primary beneficiaries of which are
the richest people in this country.

Mr. Speaker, they do not have $245
billion to give away. We have a $260 bil-
lion deficit this year and we have a $4
trillion deficit in this country. We do
not have that money to give away, but
they want to give it away. So where
have they gone to get the money? They
have gone to the Medicare trust funds
to get that money and that is why they
have a $270 billion cut in Medicare and
a $182 billion cut in Medicaid.

Now, most people think that some-
how they are insulated from those cuts
in Medicaid, that this only deals with
poor people, this only deals with people
of the inner city, somebody that they
are never going to be part of. The fact
is that over 65 percent of all of the
money in Medicaid goes for nursing
home and long-term care for people
who never thought in their lives they
would be in those nursing homes or in
long-term care. Medicaid is what
stands between not only the people in

the nursing homes and bankruptcy; it
stands between bankruptcy and their
families, because there are very few, if
any, middle income families in this
country that can pay the full freight of
taking care of the long-term care needs
of their parents, if necessary. That is
why we have Medicaid.

Now, to be eligible for Medicaid, you
have to spend yourself down, get rid of
all of your assets, and then we will
take care of you, but under this pro-
posal to cut $180 billion, we may find
that situation dramatically changed
because they will have to change the
benefits dealing with long-term care.
They will have to change the benefits
dealing with home health care, the idea
of having somebody come in instead of
putting somebody in a nursing home,
have somebody come in and help them
throughout the day so that they can
live in their own home, live with some
dignity, be in the neighborhood that
they are familiar with and be taken
care of. Those are going to be cut.

These are not charges made by me.
These are points made in the National
Journal that was delivered to Members
of Congress. This is a nonpartisan pol-
icy magazine that discusses policy
every week, and their point is in fact
that the Medicaid cuts are going to
have horrific impacts on the States.

They go on to point out that much of
the rhetoric about how these Medicaid
cuts will not hurt because everybody
can be put into managed care, and
therefore they can say that Medicaid
will not grow more than 4 percent.

Mr. Speaker, the State of Arizona
has had everybody in their State in
managed care for 13 years and the aver-
age increases are 7 percent. That
means, under the Republicans’ plan, it
is twice the growth rate that the Re-
publicans would allow. How do you
make that up? You make that up by
cutting services, because they have al-
ready squeezed all of the savings that
they thought were possible by putting
people into managed care.

How did the State of California, when
it cut Medicaid, how did it make it up?
It started reducing payments to doc-
tors. First they told the doctors, ‘‘we
will pay you 90 percent of what you get
in the private marketplace;’’ then, ‘‘we
will pay you 70 percent of what you get
in the private marketplace’’ and then
pretty soon the doctors told them,
‘‘Don’t bother bringing Medicaid pa-
tients to us. We are not going to take
care of these people because we cannot
afford to do that.’’

That is the slippery slope that is
started when you start creating a med-
ical system based upon the needs to
provide tax cuts as opposed to what is
needed to reform and take care of the
Medicare system and its recipients, and
we have got to understand that the
program that the Republicans are put-
ting forth now, according to the Wash-
ington Times yesterday, according to
the chairman of the Budget Commit-
tee, may have the gap of about $80 bil-
lion in it. They do not know where



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH 9142 September 19, 1995
they are going to get 80 billion dollars’
worth of cuts.

So what do they want to do? They
want to put the Medicare system on an
automatic cut provision that in 3
years, if we are not advancing toward
the balanced budget, if the cuts have
not been realized in Medicare, then
they would have an automatic $80 bil-
lion in Medicare, again, coming out of
hospitals, coming out of doctors who
pretty soon are going to decide, like
they have with the Medicaid patients,
that they do not want any, that they
do not want any Medicare patients.

Mr. Speaker that simply is an intol-
erable situation for the elderly in this
country and for their families.

Let us understand what Medicare and
Medicaid have done. They have allowed
families to stay together, to stay in-
tact with confronting what, in some
cases, are catastrophic medical costs
for our elderly population. As genera-
tions mature and they look to their
children to help out, there are very few
children that can help out with hun-
dreds of thousands of dollars in health
care costs as their parents reach 70, 80,
90 years of age.

That is what is happening to the
baby boomers. As the baby boomers try
to figure out how to buy their homes
for their families, how to educate their
children, how to preserve a standard of
living in this country, they are now
confronted with their aging parents. I
would look very carefully at this pro-
gram to slash Medicare and Medicaid
by almost $450 billion.

f

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. There
being no further requests for morning
business, pursuant to clause 12, rule I,
the House will stand in recess until 10
a.m. today.

Accordingly (at 9 o’clock and 43 min-
utes a.m.), the House stood in recess
until 10 a.m.

f

b 1000

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore [Mr. FOLEY] at 10 a.m.

f

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

We pray, O gracious God, for those
things most immediate to us—for food
and shelter, for friends and families,
for honorable causes and noble deeds.
We offer these petitions to You because
You are our creator and You know each
of us by name. Yet, above all else, and
as our first act of faith, we speak our
thanksgivings to You with gratitude in
our hearts for Your loving gifts to each
person. Teach us, O God, that before we
ask, we ought to give thanks and
praise and before we receive, we ought

to open our lives to Your gracious pres-
ence. Amen.

f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. NEAL]
will come forward and lead the mem-
bership in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts led the
Pledge of Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain fifteen 1-minutes
on each side.

f

REPUBLICAN MEDICARE PLAN IS
CREDIBLE

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

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, for the
past several months we have had con-
siderable discussion and debate on the
floor of the House regarding Medicare,
an extremely important program, par-
ticularly to the senior citizens of this
Nation. I have been very disappointed
in the debate that we have had.

I come from an academic background
where you concentrate on the facts and
you discuss and debate based on those
facts.

One fact is uncontrovertible: The
trustees of the Medicare Program have
said it will be bankrupt in 7 years if
the Congress does not do something
about it, and the debate should focus
on that. But it has been a very partisan
debate. My disappointment is the other
side of the aisle has not engaged in a
serious debate on the facts.

I turn to the Washington Post,
scarcely a conservative paper, but they
have written an objective editorial
about what has happened in this debate
in the past few months. This is what
the Post has to say about the Demo-
crats’ Medi-scare campaign. These are
actual quotes from the editorial, la-
beled Medigogues: ‘‘Crummy stuff;
demagoguery big-time; scare talk; ex-
postulation; it is irresponsible.’’ On the
Republican side, the Post has this to
say: ‘‘Congressional Republicans have
confounded skeptics. It is credible. It is
gutsy.’’

I think we should all listen to the
Washington Post.

SAVING MEDICARE
(Mr. PACKARD asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, Medi-
care is going broke. The Medicare
trustees recently reported that the
money dries up in only a few short
years. Seniors need to understand that
once this happens the program they de-
pend on to pay for doctors, hospitals
and vital medications will cease to
exist.

My Republican colleagues and I rec-
ognize that the time to defuse this
ticking time bomb is now. This week,
we plan to introduce our proposal to
save and strengthen Medicare.

We plan to overhaul this 30-year-old
program to root out waste and ineffi-
ciency. Furthermore, our plan offer’s
today’s seniors the flexibility they
need to navigate a fast changing mod-
ern medical landscape.

Mr. Speaker, our plan is about
choices and freedom and the right to
have the same types of health care
plans as found in the private sector.
Our bill expands options for seniors,
combats fraud and abuse, and ensures
that the program will be there when
seniors need it.
f

CALL FOR INVESTIGATION OF
ACTS OF AGGRESSION BY
BELARUSAN MILITARY
(Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts asked

and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, on Tuesday, September 12,
1995, my office was advised that Mr.
Michael Wallace, a participant in the
Gordon Bennett balloon race, had been
forced to land his balloon in Belarus,
part of the former Union of Soviet So-
cialist Republics.

I later learned that a second balloon,
flying under the flag of the Virgin Is-
lands, had been shot down and its occu-
pants had been killed.

After numerous contacts with offi-
cials of the American Embassy in
Mensk, I was advised that Mr. Wallace
had been reunited with his chase crew
and that he had been accompanied by
diplomatic officials to the Poland-
Belarus border where he was released
to begin his return to the United
States.

I met personally with Mr. Wallace
yesterday morning and he has been
able to provide me with information
which confirms my earlier appraisal
that these incidents should never have
occurred.

Mr. Wallace has provided my office
with the formal approval which had
been given by Belarus for contestants
of this balloon race to fly over their
country. Furthermore, Mr. Wallace is
convinced that Alan Fraenckel and
John Stuart-Jervis, the operators of
the Virgin Islands balloon, would most
certainly have landed their craft had
they been given an opportunity to do
so.
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Mr. Speaker, these events which took

place in Belarus last week cannot go
unchallenged. I am calling today for a
complete investigation by the State
Department of these unwarranted acts
of aggression by the Belarusan mili-
tary. I hope that this investigation will
force the country of Belarus to hold
the parties who participated in these
senseless acts responsible for their ac-
tions.

f

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION
TO REFORM MEDICAID

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

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speak-
er, this morning I would like to talk
about Government program ‘‘A.’’ Can
you guess what Government program
‘‘A’’ is? Here are some hints: First and
foremost, it is a bureaucratic night-
mare.

Second, it is riddled with fraud. In
fact, the U.S. Justice Department esti-
mates that nearly 10 percent of its
money is lost to fraud every year.

Third, its rate of growth is both as-
tronomical and unsustainable.

What is Government program ‘‘A’’?
Well, given my clues I know there are
a lot of candidates, but today I am
speaking about Medicaid.

And today, Republicans will intro-
duce legislation to reform Medicaid.
We will save costs by eliminating need-
less bureaucracy, cutting fraud and
abuse, and allowing State and local of-
ficials to run the program in the most
efficient manner possible. Mr. Speaker,
I urge my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle to support this important re-
form effort.

f

A SAD DAY IN AMERICA

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, some-
times writers labor for years to get
their manuscripts published and never
get a chance. But in America, if you
blow up a few people and terrorize a na-
tion, you become Ernest Hemingway
overnight.

That is right. Just ask the
Unabomber. The Unabomber, who
killed at least 3 people, injured at least
23 others over a period of 18 years, de-
manded that his manuscript be pub-
lished, and major newspapers around
the country, fearing more violence,
obliged.

What is next Mr. Speaker? Will the
Unabomber demand time on Larry
King? I say it is a sad day in America
when our newspapers have to protect
the public. The truth is, while the FBI
is hiding behind the fifth amendment,
the Unabomber is qualifying for Social
Security as a terrorist.

Beam me up, Mr. Speaker.

AMERICAN PEOPLE REAFFIRMING
IDEAS THAT MAKE AMERICA
GREAT
(Mr. HILLEARY asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HILLEARY. Mr. Speaker, last
November when the American people
went to the polls, they began the proc-
ess to totally change their Govern-
ment. They were not consumed by
some vicious desire to destroy Govern-
ment. Quite the opposite. Last Novem-
ber the American people reaffirmed the
ideas that make America a great coun-
try: freedom from oppressive Govern-
ment and a strong commitment to fam-
ily and personal responsibility.

The American people have come to
identify the Democrat Party as being
opposed to those ideas. Liberal Demo-
crats clamor for more Government.
But they fail to recognize that more
Government means less freedom. For-
tunately, there are Democrats that are
beginning to see the light of day.

Since the November election, 132
elected Democrats have become Repub-
licans. The latest to join the Repub-
lican ranks are Tennessee State Sen-
ators Milton Hamilton and Rusty
Crowe. This gives Republicans control
of the Tennessee Senate for the first
time since reconstruction.

We heartily welcome the senators.
They have joined a party that believes
in traditional American values, one
that does not see a Government pro-
gram behind every problem.
f

MEDICARE: BULLDOZING, NOT
LEGISLATING

(Mr. FAZIO of California asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak-
er, as we heard this morning, Repub-
licans are calling on us to consider
changing Medicare and Medicaid, and
yet they really do not want a debate or
they would schedule hearings to con-
sider these very fundamental issues.
One day of hearings on Medicare, none
in the Committee on Commerce, on
Medicaid. I had to go to the Webster’s
Dictionary to find a term that seems to
fit the circumstance. ‘‘Audacity: bold
or arrogant disregard of normal re-
straints.’’ Maybe the better term would
be gall, gall that creates rancor and
bitterness; boldness coupled with impu-
dent assurance and insolence.

The American people, 37 million of
them on Medicare, ought to be reacting
with rancor because they are not being
allowed to participate in this very fun-
damental debate about how a program
that is essential to this country and to
all of our senior citizens will be ad-
justed.

Certainly it is appropriate to have it
on our agenda. But are we just going to
take bills introduced today on Medic-
aid and pass them in a week? That is
not legislating, that is bulldozing.

REPUBLICANS ESTABLISHING
PRIORITIES

(Mr. RIGGS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, liberal
Democrats are content to let Medicare
go bankrupt. Some even deny the im-
portance of the report by the Medicare
trustees that show that Medicare will
be bankrupt by the year 2002.

This is unacceptable. This is a total
denial of reality. Liberal Democrats
would rather sit back and watch Medi-
care go bankrupt than gather up the
courage to save this program. They
would rather demagogue than lead.

There is no excuse for this inaction.
Medicare must be saved and strength-
ened for current and future seniors.
Over 35 million Americans depend on
Medicare right now. If we do nothing,
as the liberals suggest, those 35 million
Americans will have no Medicare in 7
years. It will be bankrupt. What will
liberals tell our grandparents then?

Mr. Speaker, since the beginning of
this Congress Republicans have tried to
reestablish priorities. Surely our par-
ents and grandparents come before
petty politics and demagoguery, and
that is why we will save and strengthen
Medicare.

f

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION
PROTECTING THE RIGHT OF PA-
TIENT CHOICE

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

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
hold on to your wallets, middle Amer-
ica.

The Republican proposal to cut bil-
lions of dollars in Medicare and Medic-
aid is Robin Hood in reverse.

It takes from the poor and the middle
class to give tax breaks to the richest
people in America.

Senior citizens will pay higher pre-
miums and higher deductibles if the
Republicans get their way with Medi-
care.

The Senate Republicans, meanwhile,
would force America’s senior citizens
into managed care plans.

I have introduced a bill that would
protect the right of patient choice so
you can choose your own doctor in-
stead of being forced into managed
care.

Everybody agrees that we need to put
the Medicare Program on a strong ac-
tuarial basis.

But the Republican proposal just
does no get the job done.

The Republican plan deserves to go
down to defeat.

f

THE CAREERS BILL

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

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, since
we have so little time today to discuss
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the CAREERS bill, which may be one
of the most important pieces of legisla-
tion that comes before the House in
this session, I would like to just call
your attention to one area.

There are those who are working dili-
gently to keep the monopoly that the
State voc rehab people now have and
enjoy that is totally opposite of what
the disability community wants.

So I would hope, when you listen
today, you will think about what we
have received in a letter from ARC,
which is formally known as the Asso-
ciation for Retarded Citizens of the
United States. This is what they say:

To delink the vocational rehabilitation
system from this new system in careers will
only serve to isolate the VR system and peo-
ple with mental retardation from employers.
No one would gain except those professionals
in the voc rehab system whose agenda is to
protect turf. We do not think that is what re-
form is all about.

f

THE AMERICAN PEOPLE DESERVE
AN INVESTIGATION, NOT A
WHITEWASH

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, after
months of stonewalling, Republicans
on the House Committee on Standards
of Official Conduct have reportedly
agreed to appoint an outside counsel to
investigate the allegations against
Speaker NEWT GINGRICH. That is the
good news. The bad news is Repub-
licans on the committee now want to
limit the scope of that investigation.
In other words, they want to hire an
outside counsel, but then they want to
tie his or her hands.

In 1988, when another Ethics Com-
mittee investigation into another
Speaker, considered doing the same
thing, here is what NEWT GINGRICH had
to say:

The American public, deserve an investiga-
tion which will uncover the truth. At this
moment, I am afraid that the apparent re-
strictions placed on this special counsel will
not allow the truth to be uncovered.

Let us hold the investigation of
Speaker GINGRICH to the standards he
himself set. Appoint an independent
outside counsel. The American people
deserve an investigation, not a white-
wash.

f

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, I have a
point of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FOLEY). The gentleman will state his
point of order.

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, my point
of order is that the gentlewoman from
Connecticut [Ms. DELAURO] is speaking
out of order and discussing a matter
that is currently before the Committee
on Standards of Official Conduct.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. EHLERS] is

correct. Members should not refer to
issues pending before the Committee
on Standards of Official Conduct.

f

FOLLOW THE SAME RULES MR.
GINGRICH ASKED FOR BACK IN
1988

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

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, today’s
New York Times reports that the Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Con-
duct has finally decided to appoint an
outside counsel to investigate Speaker
GINGRICH. In 1988, Mr. GINGRICH himself
offered some advice on how much au-
thority outside counsel should have.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, I have a
point of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his point of order.

Mr. EHLERS. My point of order is
that the Member is proceeding to dis-
cuss a matter pending before the Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Con-
duct and that is out of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers shall refrain from discussing is-
sues pending before the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I wish
to be heard on a point of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from Connecticut [Ms.
DELAURO] will state her point of order.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, on
March 8, 1995, Speaker GINGRICH an-
nounced a new policy concerning
speech on the House floor. Let me
quote directly from his announcement:

The fact is, Members of the House are al-
lowed to say virtually anything on the House
floor . . . It is protected and has been for 200
years . . . It is written into the Constitution.

My point of order is: Does this new
policy apply in this case?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair informs the gentlewoman from
Connecticut that the Chair has prop-
erly related the rules of the House as
interpreted from the Chair.

Ms. DELAURO. So that the rules of
the House have changed since 1988
when the Speaker at that time was
able to make his comments?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
rules of the House have not changed.
The rules of the House are being en-
forced.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, the
rules of the House in 1988 allowed the
then Mr. GINGRICH to make his com-
ment about an investigation before the
Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct. Have the rules of the House
now changed?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair is not aware of any point of order
at that time. The rule is currently
being enforced in response to a point of
order.

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
BONIOR] may proceed in order.

Mr. BONIOR. Let me then, Mr.
Speaker, refer, if I might, to the his-

tory going back to 1988 and the then-
Member from the State of Georgia, Mr.
GINGRICH, offering advice on how much
authority an outside counsel should
have.

He wrote,
The outside counsel should have full au-

thority to investigate and present evidence
and arguments before the ethics committee
concerning the question arising out of the
activities of (at that time) Speaker Wright.
It should have full authority to organize and
hire staff. It should have full authority to re-
view all documentary evidence available
from any source and have full cooperation
from the committee. The committee shall
give the outside counsel full cooperation in
the issuance of subpoenas.

Mr. Speaker, I call upon my col-
leagues and this Committee on Stand-
ards of Official Conduct to follow the
same rules that the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH] has asked back
in 1988.

f

IT IS ABOUT TIME

(Mr. LEWIS of Georgia asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
news reports today suggest that the
House Ethics Committee, composed of
five Republicans and five Democrats,
has concluded they must hire an out-
side counsel to investigate Speaker
GINGRICH. All I can say is, it’s about
time.

Now, however, there are those who
would limit the scope of the outside
counsel’s investigation, tying his or
her hands.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, I have a
point of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. EHLERS]
will state his point of order.

Mr. EHLERS. Once again, Mr. Speak-
er, I rise to make the point of order
that the gentleman has mentioned a
case pending before the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct and it is
not in order to make those comments.

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
tell me why I am being muzzled. Tell
me why there is a conspiracy to silence
me.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will ask the gentleman to refrain
from references to issues pending be-
fore the Committee on Standards of Of-
ficial Conduct. That is the precedent
and the rule of the House.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. BONIOR. Parliamentary inquiry,
Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, the ques-
tion I pose to the Chair to help clarify
this so we can have a legitimate and
coherent debate on this issue, if in fact
it is relevant; the question I pose to
the distinguished Speaker this morning
is: Is it in fact all right for Members to
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address something that occurred back
in 1988 with respect to the actions of a
Member of this House with regard to
the scope and inquiry of one of its com-
mittees?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers may not refer to the current ethi-
cal standing of other Members of this
House.

Mr. BONIOR. So, further requesting a
parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Speaker, if
we are talking about something that
occurred back in 1988, that obviously is
not current, and the gentleman from
Georgia would be in order to talk about
what was suggested by Speaker GING-
RICH back in 1988.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Unless
it is in reference to an ethical situation
of a Member that is still in the House.

Mr. BONIOR. That Member certainly
is not in the House at this point, so I
would assume from that answer, Mr.
Speaker, that the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. LEWIS] would be within
the bounds of the Chair’s ruling to dis-
cuss the comments made in 1988 by the
Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has already ruled that the Mem-
bers shall refrain from addressing any
issue that is pending before the Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Con-
duct relating to, a current Member of
this Congress.

The gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
LEWIS] may proceed on order.

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Let me quote
what Speaker GINGRICH said in 1988
about the investigation of Speaker
Wright:

I am concerned that the scope, authority
and independence of the special counsel will
be limited by the guidelines the Ethics Com-
mittee has established.

Gingrich went on—
The House of Representatives, as well as

the American public, deserve an investiga-
tion which will uncover the truth. At this
moment, I am afraid that the apparent re-
strictions placed on this special counsel will
not allow the truth to be uncovered.

Speaker GINGRICH was right then,
and the same rules should apply today.
Let the special counsel uncover the
truth. If the Speaker has nothing to
hide, do not limit the scope of the spe-
cial counsel’s investigation.
f

HURTFUL COMMENTS
(Mr. ENGEL asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, just this
past weekend, the Speaker of the
House, the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. GINGRICH], made some very hurt-
ful and intemperate remarks about
New York, New York City and New
York State, for which he has apolo-
gized, but frankly the hurt is still
there.

The Speaker said that New York was
‘‘a culture of waste for which they ex-
pect us to send a check and that this
country is not going to bail out habits
that have made New York so extraor-
dinarily expensive.’’

I want to say to the Speaker that
New York City and New York State for
many, many years has been sending
the Federal Government much more
than it is getting back; in fact, to the
tune of $9 billion. New York sends and
New York State sends to the Govern-
ment much more than it gets back.

The State of Georgia, quite frankly,
sends $1 billion less than it gets, $1 bil-
lion less than it gets. So Georgia is a
net gain in terms of Federal largess
and New York is a net loser. In fact, in
the Speaker’s district, that district has
received more pork frankly than any
other district.

Let me just say we should be very
careful before we make such hurtful
statements, and let me say the Speaker
is now in New York raising money. If
he detests us so, he ought not to do
that, and I hope his budget would
change and that New York would get
some more help.
f

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 1617, CAREERS ACT

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 222 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 222
Resolved, That at any time after the adop-

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1617) to con-
solidate and reform workforce development
and literacy programs, and for other pur-
poses. The first reading of the bill shall be
dispensed with. General debate shall be con-
fined to the bill and shall not exceed one
hour equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Economic and Edu-
cational Opportunities. After general debate
the bill shall be considered for amendment
under the five-minute rule. In lieu of the
amendment recommended by the Committee
on Economic and Educational Opportunities
now printed in the bill, it shall be in order to
consider as an original bill for the purpose of
amendment under the five-minute rule an
amendment in the nature of a substitute
consisting of the text of H.R. 2332. That
amendment in the nature of a substitute
shall be considered by title rather than by
section. The first six sections and each title
shall be considered as read. Points of order
against that amendment in the nature of a
substitute for failure to comply with clause
5(a) of rule XXI or section 302(f) or 401(b) of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 are
waived. Before consideration of any other
amendment it shall be in order to consider
the amendment printed in the report of the
Committee on Rules accompanying this res-
olution, if offered by Representative Good-
ling or his designee. That amendment shall
be considered as read, may amend the por-
tions of the bill not yet read for amendment,
shall be debatable for ten minutes equally
divided and controlled by the proponent and
an opponent, shall not be subject to amend-
ment, and shall not be subject to a demand
for division of the question in the House or
in the Committee of the Whole. All points of
order against that amendment are waived.
After disposition of that amendment, the

provisions of the bill as then perfected shall
be considered as original text. During fur-
ther consideration of the bill for amend-
ment, the Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole may accord priority in recognition on
the basis of whether the Member offering an
amendment has caused it to be printed in the
portion of the Congressional Record des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 6 of rule
XXIII. Amendments so printed shall be con-
sidered as read. At the conclusion of consid-
eration of the bill for amendment the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted. Any Member may demand a
separate vote in the House on any amend-
ment adopted in the Committee of the Whole
to the bill or to the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute made in order as original
text. The previous question shall be consid-
ered as ordered on the bill and amendments
thereto to final passage without intervening
motion except one motion to recommit with
or without instructions.

b 1030
Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Mr. Speaker, for

purposes of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. HALL], pending which I
yield myself such time as I may
consume. During consideration of this
resolution, all time yielded is for the
purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 222 is
the rule for the consideration of H.R.
1617, the Consolidated and Reformed
Education, Employment, and Rehabili-
tation Systems Act, better known as
the CAREERS Act.

This is an open rule. It provides for 1
hour of general debate, to be divided
between the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on
Economic and Educational Opportuni-
ties. After general debate, the bill will
be considered for amendment under the
5-minute rule. The bill will be consid-
ered by title. The first six sections in
each title now printed in the bill shall
be considered as read. The rule pro-
vides priority recognition for Members
who have preprinted their amend-
ments. Finally, the rule provides for a
motion to recommit with instructions.

This bill will consolidate more than
150 existing separate, duplicative and
fragmented education and job training
programs into four consolidated grants
to the States. It represents a dramatic
improvement over current law not only
by consolidating so many different pro-
grams but also by providing States and
local communities with greater oppor-
tunity and flexibility to design pro-
grams to meet the needs of their citi-
zens, rather than the needs of the Fed-
eral Government.

This bill will also turn two Govern-
ment sponsored enterprises ‘‘Sallie
Mae’’—the Student Loan Marketing
Association—and ‘‘Connie Lee’’—the
College Construction Loan Insurance
Association—entirely over to the pri-
vate sector. And last, but certainly not
least, this bill reduces the Federal defi-
cit by cutting bureaucracy and waste,
saving $6.5 billion over 5 years with no
disruption of service to individuals.

This rule provides for full, fair, and
open debate and is brought up under an
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open rule at the request of the chair-
man. Concerns have been raised about
how the needs of individuals with dis-
abilities will be addressed under H.R.
1617. This open rule will permit thor-
ough consideration of this and other
important issues by allowing amend-

ments to be offered on the floor for
consideration by the full House.

I urge my colleagues to adopt this
rule. It permits for the fair consider-
ation of a bill that will provide for a
better prepared and more knowledge-
able work force—benefiting both the

American people and American busi-
ness. At the same time, it protects the
right of Members to offer amendments
for consideration by the full House.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD the following statistical infor-
mation from the Committee on Rules:

THE AMENDMENT PROCESS UNDER SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE,1 103D CONGRESS V. 104TH CONGRESS
[As of September 18, 1995]

Rule type
103d Congress 104th Congress

Number of rules Percent of total Number of rules Percent of total

Open/Modified-open 2 ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 46 44 46 74
Modified Closed 3 .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 49 47 14 23
Closed 4 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 9 9 2 3

Totals: .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 104 100 62 100

1 This table applies only to rules which provide for the original consideration of bills, joint resolutions or budget resolutions and which provide for an amendment process. It does not apply to special rules which only waive points of
order against appropriations bills which are already privileged and are considered under an open amendment process under House rules.

2 An open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule. A modified open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule subject only
to an overall time limit on the amendment process and/or a requirement that the amendment be preprinted in the Congressional Record.

3 A modified closed rule is one under which the Rules Committee limits the amendments that may be offered only to those amendments designated in the special rule or the Rules Committee report to accompany it, or which preclude
amendments to a particular portion of a bill, even though the rest of the bill may be completely open to amendment.

4 A closed rule is one under which no amendments may be offered (other than amendments recommended by the committee in reporting the bill).

SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE, 104TH CONGRESS
[As of September 18, 1995]

H. Res. No. (Date rept.) Rule type Bill No. Subject Disposition of rule

H. Res. 38 (1/18/95) ..................................... O ....................................... H.R. 5 ............................... Unfunded Mandate Reform ................................................................................................. A: 350–71 (1/19/95).
H. Res. 44 (1/24/95) ..................................... MC .................................... H. Con. Res. 17 ...............

H.J. Res. 1 .......................
Social Security .....................................................................................................................
Balanced Budget Amdt .......................................................................................................

A: 255–172 (1/25/95).

H. Res. 51 (1/31/95) ..................................... O ....................................... H.R. 101 ........................... Land Transfer, Taos Pueblo Indians ................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 52 (1/31/95) ..................................... O ....................................... H.R. 400 ........................... Land Exchange, Arctic Nat’l. Park and Preserve ................................................................ A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 53 (1/31/95) ..................................... O ....................................... H.R. 440 ........................... Land Conveyance, Butte County, Calif ................................................................................ A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 55 (2/1/95) ....................................... O ....................................... H.R. 2 ............................... Line Item Veto ..................................................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/2/95).
H. Res. 60 (2/6/95) ....................................... O ....................................... H.R. 665 ........................... Victim Restitution ................................................................................................................ A: voice vote (2/7/95).
H. Res. 61 (2/6/95) ....................................... O ....................................... H.R. 666 ........................... Exclusionary Rule Reform .................................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/7/95).
H. Res. 63 (2/8/95) ....................................... MO .................................... H.R. 667 ........................... Violent Criminal Incarceration ............................................................................................. A: voice vote (2/9/95).
H. Res. 69 (2/9/95) ....................................... O ....................................... H.R. 668 ........................... Criminal Alien Deportation .................................................................................................. A: voice vote (2/10/95).
H. Res. 79 (2/10/95) ..................................... MO .................................... H.R. 728 ........................... Law Enforcement Block Grants ........................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/13/95).
H. Res. 83 (2/13/95) ..................................... MO .................................... H.R. 7 ............................... National Security Revitalization .......................................................................................... PQ: 229–100; A: 227–127 (2/15/95).
H. Res. 88 (2/16/95) ..................................... MC .................................... H.R. 831 ........................... Health Insurance Deductibility ............................................................................................ PQ: 230–191; A: 229–188 (2/21/95).
H. Res. 91 (2/21/95) ..................................... O ....................................... H.R. 830 ........................... Paperwork Reduction Act ..................................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/22/95).
H. Res. 92 (2/21/95) ..................................... MC .................................... H.R. 889 ........................... Defense Supplemental ......................................................................................................... A: 282–144 (2/22/95).
H. Res. 93 (2/22/95) ..................................... MO .................................... H.R. 450 ........................... Regulatory Transition Act .................................................................................................... A: 252–175 (2/23/95).
H. Res. 96 (2/24/95) ..................................... MO .................................... H.R. 1022 ......................... Risk Assessment .................................................................................................................. A: 253–165 (2/27/95).
H. Res. 100 (2/27/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 926 ........................... Regulatory Reform and Relief Act ....................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/28/95).
H. Res. 101 (2/28/95) ................................... MO .................................... H.R. 925 ........................... Private Property Protection Act ............................................................................................ A: 271–151 (3/2/95)
H. Res. 103 (3/3/95) ..................................... MO .................................... H.R. 1058 ......................... Securities Litigation Reform ................................................................................................
H. Res. 104 (3/3/95) ..................................... MO .................................... H.R. 988 ........................... Attorney Accountability Act .................................................................................................. A: voice vote (3/6/95)
H. Res. 105 (3/6/95) ..................................... MO .................................... .......................................... .............................................................................................................................................. A: 257–155 (3/7/95)
H. Res. 108 (3/7/95) ..................................... Debate .............................. H.R. 956 ........................... Product Liability Reform ...................................................................................................... A: voice vote (3/8/95)
H. Res. 109 (3/8/95) ..................................... MC .................................... .......................................... .............................................................................................................................................. PQ: 234–191 A: 247–181 (3/9/95)
H. Res. 115 (3/14/95) ................................... MO .................................... H.R. 1159 ......................... Making Emergency Supp. Approps. ..................................................................................... A: 242–190 (3/15/95)
H. Res. 116 (3/15/95) ................................... MC .................................... H.J. Res. 73 ..................... Term Limits Const. Amdt .................................................................................................... A: voice vote (3/28/95)
H. Res. 117 (3/16/95) ................................... Debate .............................. H.R. 4 ............................... Personal Responsibility Act of 1995 ................................................................................... A: voice vote (3/21/95)
H. Res. 119 (3/21/95) ................................... MC .................................... .......................................... .............................................................................................................................................. A: 217–211 (3/22/95)
H. Res. 125 (4/3/95) ..................................... O ....................................... H.R. 1271 ......................... Family Privacy Protection Act .............................................................................................. A: 423–1 (4/4/95)
H. Res. 126 (4/3/95) ..................................... O ....................................... H.R. 660 ........................... Older Persons Housing Act .................................................................................................. A: voice vote (4/6/95)
H. Res. 128 (4/4/95) ..................................... MC .................................... H.R. 1215 ......................... Contract With America Tax Relief Act of 1995 ................................................................... A: 228–204 (4/5/95)
H. Res. 130 (4/5/95) ..................................... MC .................................... H.R. 483 ........................... Medicare Select Expansion .................................................................................................. A: 253–172 (4/6/95)
H. Res. 136 (5/1/95) ..................................... O ....................................... H.R. 655 ........................... Hydrogen Future Act of 1995 .............................................................................................. A: voice vote (5/2/95)
H. Res. 139 (5/3/95) ..................................... O ....................................... H.R. 1361 ......................... Coast Guard Auth. FY 1996 ................................................................................................ A: voice vote (5/9/95)
H. Res. 140 (5/9/95) ..................................... O ....................................... H.R. 961 ........................... Clean Water Amendments ................................................................................................... A: 414–4 (5/10/95)
H. Res. 144 (5/11/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 535 ........................... Fish Hatchery—Arkansas .................................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/15/95)
H. Res. 145 (5/11/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 584 ........................... Fish Hatchery—Iowa ........................................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/15/95)
H. Res. 146 (5/11/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 614 ........................... Fish Hatchery—Minnesota .................................................................................................. A: voice vote (5/15/95)
H. Res. 149 (5/16/95) ................................... MC .................................... H. Con. Res. 67 ............... Budget Resolution FY 1996 ................................................................................................. PQ: 252–170 A: 255–168 (5/17/95)
H. Res. 155 (5/22/95) ................................... MO .................................... H.R. 1561 ......................... American Overseas Interests Act ........................................................................................ A: 233–176 (5/23/95)
H. Res. 164 (6/8/95) ..................................... MC .................................... H.R. 1530 ......................... Nat. Defense Auth. FY 1996 ................................................................................................ PQ: 225–191 A: 233–183 (6/13/95)
H. Res. 167 (6/15/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 1817 ......................... MilCon Appropriations FY 1996 ........................................................................................... PQ: 223–180 A: 245–155 (6/16/95)
H. Res. 169 (6/19/95) ................................... MC .................................... H.R. 1854 ......................... Leg. Branch Approps. FY 1996 ........................................................................................... PQ: 232–196 A: 236–191 (6/20/95)
H. Res. 170 (6/20/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 1868 ......................... For. Ops. Approps. FY 1996 ................................................................................................ PQ: 221–178 A: 217–175 (6/22/95)
H. Res. 171 (6/22/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 1905 ......................... Energy & Water Approps. FY 1996 ...................................................................................... A: voice vote (7/12/95)
H. Res. 173 (6/27/95) ................................... C ....................................... H.J. Res. 79 ..................... Flag Constitutional Amendment .......................................................................................... PQ: 258–170 A: 271–152 (6/28/95)
H. Res. 176 (6/28/95) ................................... MC .................................... H.R. 1944 ......................... Emer. Supp. Approps. .......................................................................................................... PQ: 236–194 A: 234–192 (6/29/95)
H. Res. 185 (7/11/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 1977 ......................... Interior Approps. FY 1996 ................................................................................................... PQ: 235–193 D: 192–238 (7/12/95)
H. Res. 187 (7/12/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 1977 ......................... Interior Approps. FY 1996 #2 ............................................................................................. PQ: 230–194 A: 229–195 (7/13/95)
H. Res. 188 (7/12/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 1976 ......................... Agriculture Approps. FY 1996 ............................................................................................. PQ: 242–185 A: voice vote (7/18/95)
H. Res. 190 (7/17/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 2020 ......................... Treasury/Postal Approps. FY 1996 ...................................................................................... PQ: 232–192 A: voice vote (7/18/95)
H. Res. 193 (7/19/95) ................................... C ....................................... H.J. Res. 96 ..................... Disapproval of MFN to China .............................................................................................. A: voice vote (7/20/95)
H. Res. 194 (7/19/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 2002 ......................... Transportation Approps. FY 1996 ........................................................................................ PQ: 217–202 (7/21/95)
H. Res. 197 (7/21/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 70 ............................. Exports of Alaskan Crude Oil .............................................................................................. A: voice vote (7/24/95)
H. Res. 198 (7/21/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 2076 ......................... Commerce, State Approps. FY 1996 ................................................................................... A: voice vote (7/25/95)
H. Res. 201 (7/25/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 2099 ......................... VA/HUD Approps. FY 1996 ................................................................................................... A: 230–189 (7/25/95)
H. Res. 204 (7/28/95) ................................... MC .................................... S. 21 ................................ Terminating U.S. Arms Embargo on Bosnia ....................................................................... A: voice vote (8/1/95)
H. Res. 205 (7/28/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 2126 ......................... Defense Approps. FY 1996 .................................................................................................. A: 409–1 (7/31/95)
H. Res. 207 (8/1/95) ..................................... MC .................................... H.R. 1555 ......................... Communications Act of 1995 .............................................................................................. A: 255–156 (8/2/95)
H. Res. 208 (8/1/95) ..................................... O ....................................... H.R. 2127 ......................... Labor, HHS Approps. FY 1996 ............................................................................................. A: 323–104 (8/2/95)
H. Res. 215 (9/7/95) ..................................... O ....................................... H.R. 1594 ......................... Economically Targeted Investments .................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/12/95)
H. Res. 216 (9/7/95) ..................................... MO .................................... H.R. 1655 ......................... Intelligence Authorization FY 1996 ..................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/12/95)
H. Res. 218 (9/12/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 1162 ......................... Deficit Reduction Lockbox ................................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/13/95)
H. Res. 219 (9/12/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 1670 ......................... Federal Acquisition Reform Act ........................................................................................... A: 414–0 (9/13/95)
H. Res. 222 (9/18/95) ................................... O ....................................... H.R. 1617 ......................... CAREERS Act .......................................................................................................................

Codes: O-open rule; MO-modified open rule; MC-modified closed rule; C-closed rule; A-adoption vote; D-defeated; PQ-previous question vote. Source: Notices of Action Taken, Committee on Rules, 104th Congress.

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Mr. Speaker, I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

(Mr. HALL of Ohio asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I

would like to commend my colleague
from Utah, Mrs. Waldholtz, as well as
my colleagues on the other side of the
aisle for bringing this resolution to the
floor.

House Resolution 222 is an open rule
which will allow full and fair debate on
H.R. 1617, a bill to consolidate and re-
form work force development and lit-
eracy programs.

As my colleague from Utah has ably
described, this rule provides 1 hour of
general debate, equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee
on Economic and Educational Opportu-
nities.

Under the rule, germane amendments
will be allowed under the 5-minute
rule, the normal amending process in
the House. All Members, on both sides
of the aisle, will have the opportunity
to offer amendments. I am pleased that
the Rules Committee reported this rule
without opposition in a voice vote and
I plan to support it.

Though I support the rule, I have res-
ervations about a number of provisions
in the bill.

First, I am concerned about the over-
all cuts in the authorization level for
Federal employment and training pro-
grams. Job training is an investment
that will pay off in more productive
citizens and increased human capital.
We all agree that deficit reduction is
important for the benefit of the next
generation. However, the same can be
said for education.

Second, I oppose title V, which
amends the Rehabilitation Act of 1973.
I have heard from a number of citizens
with disabilities in my district as well
as national organizations that rep-
resent persons with disabilities. They
fear that rewriting the law will reduce
the effectiveness of existing employ-
ment-related services.

Third, I am concerned about the re-
peal of the School-to-Work Opportuni-
ties Act, which was just enacted last
year with bipartisan support. This leg-
islation helps States and local school
districts create programs to prepare
students for the world of work who do
not go on to college. This is the kind of
legislation that gets the most bang for
the buck because the program provides
only the seed money.

Mr. Speaker, this open rule will per-
mit full discussion of these issues and
give Members an opportunity to amend
the bill. I urge adoption of the rule.

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

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING], the
chairman of the Committee on Eco-
nomic and Educational Opportunities.

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

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of the rule to H.R. 1617, the
Consolidated and Reformed Education,

Employment, and Rehabilitation Sys-
tems Act, better known as CAREERS.

The rule we are considering today
provides for an open, fair debate on
this historic legislation. The bill rep-
resents an historic turning point for
this Congress because CAREERS con-
solidates more than 150 existing sepa-
rate, duplicative and fragmented edu-
cation and job training programs into
four consolidated grants to the States.

Never before has the Committee on
Economic and Educational Opportuni-
ties agreed to consolidate and repeal so
many existing programs under its ju-
risdiction. The CAREERS Act rep-
resents significant improvements over
current law, not only by consolidating
so many different programs, but also
by recognizing that States are different
and the needs of their individuals are
different. The CAREERS Act promotes
maximum flexibility for States while
ensuring that they are held account-
able for results through performance
measurements they develop.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to take a
few minutes to talk a little bit about
some of the criticisms that you will
probably hear during the debate, and I
would like to take them head on.

There are some who believe we
should maintain the status quo as far
as vocational rehabilitation is con-
cerned. In other words, keep the cur-
rent overly bureaucratic system that
fails to find jobs for more than two-
thirds of the disabled people it serves
in meaningful jobs. No doubt many
Members have heard from interested
parties on this issue in the past few
days, but I ask you to keep in mind
they are hearing primarily from the
bureaucrats who provide these services.

Our bill sides with the consumers of
vocational rehabilitation services. Let
me read to you a letter from ARC, for-
merly known as the Association for Re-
tarded Citizens of the United States,
concerning efforts to strike vocational
rehabilitation from this bill, and I
quote

To delink the vocational rehabilitation
system from this new system in CAREERS
will only serve to isolate the VR system and
people with mental retardation from the em-
ployers. No one would gain except those pro-
fessionals in the VR system whose sole agen-
da is to protect turf. We do not think that is
what reform is all about.

I could not have said it better myself.
Some have complained that the bill

could lead to mandatory Federal track-
ing forcing students into particular oc-
cupations at a very early age. To ad-
dress that issue we have added the fol-
lowing provisions to the bill. Nothing
in this act shall mandate that any indi-
vidual, particularly youth served under
title II of this act, be required to
choose a specific career path or major.
The bill does not mandate trapping.

We have heard from various Members
concerned about privacy of labor mar-
ket and other data collected under the
legislation. We have added specific lan-
guage restating title XIII of the Census
Act relating to confidentiality of infor-

mation, and added language ensuring
that this act is consistent with the
Family Education Privacy Act.

There have been some concerns ex-
pressed about the skills standards pro-
visions of the bill. Our bill recognizes
that because work force development
programs are all about preparing indi-
viduals for careers, we must increase
the involvement of business and indus-
try, both small and large, in the design
and implementation of State and local
work force preparation programs. It is
essential that employers identify the
skills needed in the workplace in order
that employment and training assist-
ance programs are relevant and useful.
As such, we included provisions in the
bill that tied program performance to
providing the skills that have been rec-
ognized by industry as necessary to
perform in a specific occupation.

Mr. Speaker, we also say that pro-
gram participants may, I repeat, may,
receive skill certificates, portable cre-
dentials that certify an individual has
mastered the occupational skills iden-
tified by employers as necessary to do
the job. We do not require, however,
that any individual must receive such
certificates or that any employer must
accept or use skill certificates in mak-
ing hiring decisions. We also add lan-
guage to the bill clarifying that skill
certificates shall not replace high
school diplomas or GED’s.

There are other issues I will bring
forth later on. One other I might men-
tion, maintenance of effort, is always
very difficult. It is particularly dif-
ficult when you are talking about
downsizing the amount of expenditures
coming from the Federal Government.
It would seem that if the Federal Gov-
ernment cuts back, then when we talk
about maintenance of effort, we should
also allow the States to cut back an
equal amount, and if we do not, then of
course we have unfunded mandates.

Finally, one of the big issues that
Members, particularly those from the
other side of the aisle, may raise con-
cerns a provision that allows Gov-
ernors to transfer 10 percent of their
funds between the youth and the adult
training blocks, first, let me make it
clear that under this transfer author-
ity, transferred funds must be spent at
the local level.

Second, it is important that everyone
knows exactly why we add the provi-
sion to the bill. That is to allow States
additional flexibility to determine how
best to meet the educational and train-
ing needs of their particular State.
This is particularly important during
this time of substantial cutbacks in
Federal job training funds.

I might mention, I agree with the mi-
nority member, who earlier indicated a
concern about the amount of money
only in the youth block, but hopefully,
as we go through conference, that will
be restored. It was somewhat restored
on the floor of the House; hopefully,
more will be restored when we com-
plete our conference.
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Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 51⁄2 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. DOGGETT].

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this
rule, which allows for open debate, and
in support of the general direction of
this bill. I think we have had too many
job training programs that have been
duplicative, that have been overlap-
ping. I think the concept of this bill is
a good one in merging those, a concept
that supports some of the evaluation
that, frankly, has not occurred in the
past with reference to many of these
programs.

The one very significant exception
though that I would note to that sup-
port and on which I would focus public
attention is the way that we handle the
training programs for people with dis-
abilities across this country.

I believe that the amendment that
my colleague, the gentleman from
Texas, Mr. GENE GREEN, will offer to
except vocational rehabilitation from
the coverage of this one-stop bill to
deal with some of the unique problems
that our citizens with disabilities have
is the approach that we must adopt.

I am sure that there are people that
are involved in one training program or
another that have views on this sub-
ject. I have heard from some of them.
But the most compelling stories are
the stories that I have heard from peo-
ple with disabilities themselves. They
have been coming out to see me as I
visit around my home of Austin, TX.

This last weekend, recognizing that
the Federal building may be a bit pre-
tentious, I took my office out to the
neighborhood and held office hours on
a Saturday morning in front of a gro-
cery store. I had a number of people
with disabilities who came out. I ex-
pect they were concerned mainly about
the way they are going to be hit on
Medicare, since they, along with sen-
iors, rely on Medicare, and it will reach
into their pocket with this Republican
plan to require that they pay more and
get less under Medicare. But the second
concern that they voiced, and a very
real one, is having vocational rehabili-
tation lumped into House bill 1617.

Last Saturday one of the people who
came and talked to me during these
grocery store hours in north Austin
was Doris Varnell. Doris is a woman
who lives in Austin, and who at age 40
was diagnosed with multiple sclerosis.
Despite the debilitating effects of this
terrible disease, she was determined to
continue to work.

She told me that without the support
of the Texas Rehabilitation Commis-
sion, TRC, as we call it in Texas, she is
not sure that she could ever have made
the first tough job search. You see, she
was accustomed to being a person with-
out disabilities, and like any of us, who
are just one accident or one unfortu-
nate illness away from a disability, she
was a person who lived without disabil-

ity and now confronted disability and
had to adapt to that and find out how
to overcome that disability. She turned
for the first time at a very scary time
in her life to the Texas Rehabilitation
Commission and found a way to avoid
painful discrimination and found a way
to benefit from the special services
that have served her and have served
literally hundreds of thousands of Tex-
ans, as they have served millions of
Americans across this country. In fact,
during the time the vocational reha-
bilitation system has been in effect in
America, it has served and gotten into
our work force some 9 million Ameri-
cans.

Every year, vocational rehabilitation
gives 200,000 more Americans the op-
portunity to serve in the work force,
despite of and in fact overcoming their
disabilities.

We hear so much in this Congress
about the SSI Program under Social
Security. Well, 40,000 people come off of
SSI every year as a result of the serv-
ices of vocational rehabilitation. All of
this has been accomplished with a net-
work of State vocational rehabilitation
services, recognizing some of the
unique needs of people with disabil-
ities. In essence, we already have a
block grant program for vocational re-
habilitation. I fear that some have
taken such a blockheaded approach to
block grants that they are now going
to block grant a block grant program.

This is a solution without a problem
when it comes to people with disabil-
ities in Texas. We already have a Fed-
eral block grant program going to the
Texas Rehabilitation Commission. It
provides unique services to meet the
needs of people with disabilities. It
does it well. It does it efficiently. It
does it with local input and support
and consultation with local groups in-
volved with people with disabilities,
and that is the way it ought to con-
tinue to occur.

I realize the appeal of a one-stop ca-
reer center, and I think that that is ap-
propriate for people who are unskilled,
who are undereducated. But I am con-
cerned that someone who faces mul-
tiple sclerosis, who has some other
type of mental or physical disability,
needs more than one stop. They may
need extra assistance to deal with their
disabilities and find a way to convince
employers of how much they contrib-
ute.

Mr. Speaker, the truth is that we
have a system that works very well
right now to meet the needs of people
with disabilities. It involves people
who are skilled as counselors in work-
ing with people with disabilities, and in
the course of adopting a bill that has
much merit, let us not destroy this
hope that is out there of meeting the
special needs of people with disabil-
ities. Let us support the amendment of
the gentleman from Texas Mr. GENE
GREEN, to preserve a system that
works and works well for people with
disabilities.

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Mr. Speaker, I
am pleased to yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from California [Mr. RIGGS],
a member of the Committee on Eco-
nomic and Educational Opportunities.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentlewoman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank our
leadership for making time in our very
busy schedule for this legislation to
come to the floor. This is a good rule.
It obviously continues our tradition in
the 104th Congress of open rules under
the Republican majority. I want to
urge my colleagues to support the rule
and the underlying bill, H.R. 1617, the
CAREERS Act.

This has been very much in its devel-
opment stages a bipartisan bill. We
were able to report the bill out of the
Committee on Economic and Edu-
cational Opportunities on a bipartisan
basis. We have received a tremendous
amount of assistance from the adminis-
tration in crafting the bill, and I par-
ticularly want to salute Doug Ross,
who is the immediate past assistant
Secretary of Labor for Employment
and Training for his role in helping us
craft this legislation. It is ironic, just
to underscore the bipartisan nature of
the bill, that we have also been work-
ing with Robert T. Jones, the vice
president of the National Association
of Business, who was the Assistant Sec-
retary of Labor for Employment and
Training in the Bush administration.
Again, I think that underscores the bi-
partisan nature of this bill.

We have worked very hard in crafting
the legislation to address the concerns
of various interest groups. We have
worked closely with the Governors, the
National Governors Association, and
various family and value oriented
groups. We have always listened care-
fully to what the business community
has had to say about how we can im-
prove upon the existing service deliv-
ery system for job training programs.

As the chairman of the committee,
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
GOODLING], stressed, we have taken
these 160-some odd separate Federal job
training programs, what are called cat-
egorical programs, spread across 146
different Federal agencies and depart-
ments, and consolidated them into four
block grants. The idea behind that is to
give the States and Governors much
more say and flexibility in designing
and running these programs, and we
have also included in the bill the idea
of an individual voucher for job train-
ing recipients, what we call a career
grant.

This is a very important concept, be-
cause what we are really trying to do is
tell American workers that they will
have a greater say in determining what
kind of career training or work force
preparation is right for them.

This is, again, a bipartisan concept
that harkens back to the Bush admin-
istration. In the Bush administration,
they first proposed a concept of a GI
bill for workers, and this concept has
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continued in the present administra-
tion with the President and Secretary
Reich pushing hard for the concept of
skill grants. Again, we have been able
to embody that concept, although we
call it career grants, a slightly dif-
ferent term, in this legislation.

Now, this legislation focuses in on
several different groups of job training
recipients. Of course, first and fore-
most are unemployed workers. In the
legislation we take an employment
first approach. We are trying to get
these folks back into the work force as
soon as possible.

We are also trying to help disadvan-
taged youth, those youth that are at
risk of dropping out of school, particu-
larly in the face of all the recent evi-
dence suggesting that some degree of
post-secondary educational attainment
and computer literacy, or some com-
puter skills, are absolutely essential to
a young person’s chances for competing
and succeeding in an increasingly glob-
al economy. We think we can do a
much better job with this bill of serv-
ing youth, particularly those, 70 to 75
percent of our young people, who are
not college-bound or who, if they go to
college, will drop out.

We are also working diligently in the
legislation to help those who are ex-
tremely disadvantaged, either those
who are disabled and must overcome
certain physical and mental and archi-
tectural barriers to find gainful em-
ployment in the work force. We are
trying to help those who are illiterate
by having a separate block grant that
is targeted to adult education and illit-
eracy.

We have good accountability and per-
formance standards in the legislation
that gives States and local commu-
nities a much greater say in determin-
ing what the performance standards
should be based on local conditions,
but we do require in the legislation the
States after setting those goals, in con-
sultation with local communities, to
show continuous improvement and
progress above the baseline that has
been established.

Mr. Speaker, this is good legislation.
Again, I urge support of the rule and
support of the bill. This bill goes a long
way toward improving the productivity
of American workers, and therefore the
quality of life or the standard of living
for American workers. We will look
forward as we get into the debate on
separate amendments talking about in
more detail about the bill. I urge my
colleagues to support the rule and the
bill.

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the rule and in support of H.R.
1617. The Consolidated and Reformed Edu-
cation, Employment, and Rehabilitation Sys-
tems Act or CAREERS is quite an elaborate
name for legislation aimed solely at simplifying
and improving our current maze of job training
and employment assistance programs. As a
Member of the House who acknowledges the
direct correlation between program design and
program success, I urge all of my colleagues
to listen closely to this debate today and de-

cide to vote in favor of creating a well-de-
signed model for the deliverance of job train-
ing and employment assistance services.

We currently refer to our various fragmented
job training and employment-related programs
as ones formulating a system, which is laugh-
able because the word system implies that
there is some from of orderly program inter-
action taking place. This is not the case. The
U.S. General Accounting Office [GAO] has
identified 163 different programs, totaling $20
billion, which offer some type of career relat-
ed, education, job training or employment as-
sistance to youth and adults. Further, the As-
sociate Director for Education and Employ-
ment issues at GAO recently testified that the
current employment, training assistance pro-
grams are narrowly tailored, leaving programs
to compete for clients and funds. He then, in
his testimony, went on to question the sys-
tem’s overall efficiency.

A potluck approach to Federal job training
and employment assistance is a disservice to
the adults and youth looking to utilize these
programs. The CAREERS bill offers us a
chance to streamline, improve the Federal ef-
fort in this important area. We will be working
through this legislation to create a real training
and employment system, equipped with easy
customer access and choice. No one should
be faced with a maze of noncoordinated pro-
grams when progressing toward employment
objectives. CAREERS requires States and
local work force development areas to estab-
lish integrated career center systems in which
individuals may obtain services and familiarize
themselves with the State’s work force devel-
opment system. This integrated system is user
friendly and enables individuals to gain quick
access to all parts of the system. Let us be
clear, CAREERS does not mandate that you
establish one-stop centers. Under CAREERS,
one could enter the State career system
through a colocated center, one-stop center or
through an electronically linked affiliated site.
The legislative intent is the creation of an inte-
grated system where the user is best served.

I think it is important to point out that when
we talk of an integrated system, we are not
advocating the creation of a generic delivery
system, one unable to meet the needs of the
diverse people who will ultimately use these
programs. The block grants included in CA-
REERS are all structured to assure that atten-
tion is focused on the four, distinct populations
seeking service. Clearly, the one-size-fits-all
approach will not work in this area. I am
pleased that CAREERS not only allows for
local control, customer choice, and customer
accessibility but is also wisely structured so
that diverse populations may be served.

I urge my colleagues to support the rule and
look forward to passage of H.R. 1617, the CA-
REERS.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, I
yield back the balance of my time, and
I move the previous question on the
resolution.

The previous question was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

FOLEY). The question is on adoption of
the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 388, nays 2,
not voting 44, as follows:

[Roll No. 664]

YEAS—388

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (OH)
Brownback
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Combest
Conyers
Cooley
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis
de la Garza
Deal

DeFazio
DeLauro
DeLay
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Durbin
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (TX)
Filner
Flake
Flanagan
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Fox
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger

Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Johnston
Jones
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
King
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Largent
Latham
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McDermott
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
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Mica
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Reed

Regula
Richardson
Riggs
Rivers
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Sabo
Salmon
Sanders
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Schroeder
Scott
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Studds
Stump
Stupak

Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thornton
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Williams
Wilson
Wolf
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

NAYS—2

Martinez Stockman

NOT VOTING—44

Barrett (WI)
Brown (FL)
Bryant (TN)
Callahan
Chapman
Clyburn
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Condit
Danner
Dixon
Dornan
Fields (LA)
Ford
Fowler

Frank (MA)
Gejdenson
Gibbons
Holden
Jefferson
Kaptur
Kingston
Lantos
LaTourette
Lewis (GA)
McCarthy
Mfume
Mineta
Moakley
Neumann

Oberstar
Parker
Pryce
Reynolds
Roberts
Rose
Sawyer
Schumer
Sisisky
Torkildsen
Tucker
Visclosky
Volkmer
Wise

b 1117

Mr. FOGLIETTA changed his vote
from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the resolution was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, during roll-
call vote No. 664 on H.R. 1617 I was unavoid-
ably detained. Had I been present I would
have voted ‘‘yea.’’

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FOLEY). Pursuant to clause 5 of rule I,
the Chair will now put the question on
each motion to suspend the rules on

which further proceedings were post-
poned on Monday, September 18, 1995,
in the order in which that motion was
entertained.

Votes will be taken in the following
order: H.R. 402 by the yea and nays,
H.R. 1091 by the yeas and nays, H.R. 260
by the yeas and nays, H.R. 1296 by the
yeas and nays, and H.R. 558 by the yeas
and nays.

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first such vote in this series.

f

ALASKA NATIVE CLAIMS
SETTLEMENT AMENDMENTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and concurring in the
Senate amendment to the bill, H.R. 402.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Alaska [Mr.
YOUNG] that the House suspend the
rules and concur in the Senate amend-
ment to the bill, H.R. 402, on which the
yeas and nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 392, nays 10,
not voting 32, as follows:

[Roll No. 665]

YEAS—392

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (OH)
Brownback
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss

Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Combest
Conyers
Cooley
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis
de la Garza
Deal
DeLauro
DeLay
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Durbin
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans
Everett

Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (TX)
Flake
Flanagan
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Fox
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hilliard

Hinchey
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Johnston
Jones
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kim
King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Largent
Latham
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McDermott
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McKinney

McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Reed
Regula
Richardson
Riggs
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roth
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Sabo
Salmon
Sanders
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough

Schaefer
Schiff
Schroeder
Scott
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stokes
Studds
Stump
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thornton
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Upton
Velazquez
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

NAYS—10

DeFazio
Filner
Furse
Kildee

Obey
Skaggs
Vento
Visclosky

Williams
Yates

NOT VOTING—32

Barrett (WI)
Brown (FL)
Bryant (TN)
Callahan
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Condit
Danner
Dornan
Fields (LA)
Ford

Fowler
Frank (MA)
Gejdenson
Jefferson
Kaptur
Lantos
LaTourette
McCarthy
Mfume
Moakley
Neumann

Oberstar
Parker
Pryce
Reynolds
Sawyer
Schumer
Sisisky
Torkildsen
Tucker
Volkmer
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The Clerk announced the following
pair:

On this vote:
Ms. Kaptur and Mr. Moakley for, with Mr.

Neumann against.

Mr. WILLIAMS and Ms. FURSE
changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to
‘‘nay.’’

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the Senate amendment was concurred
in.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, during roll-
call vote No. 665 on H.R. 402 I was unavoid-
ably detained. Had I been present I would
have voted ‘‘yea.’’

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FOLEY). Pursuant to the provisions of
clause 5 of rule I, the Chair announces
that he will reduce to a minimum of 5
minutes the period of time within
which a vote by electronic device may
be taken on each additional motion to
suspend the rules on which the Chair
has postponed further proceedings.

f

SHENANDOAH VALLEY NATIONAL
BATTLEFIELDS PARTNERSHIP
ACT OF 1995

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 1091, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN]
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 1091, as amended, on
which the yeas and nays are ordered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 377, nays 31,
not voting 26, as follows:

[Roll No. 666]

YEAS—377

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter

Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (OH)
Brownback
Bryant (TX)
Bunn

Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cardin
Castle
Chambliss
Chapman
Chrysler
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coble
Coleman
Collins (GA)

Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cooley
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis
de la Garza
Deal
DeFazio
DeLauro
DeLay
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Durbin
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (TX)
Filner
Flake
Flanagan
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Fox
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey

Hobson
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Istook
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E.B.
Johnston
Jones
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Largent
Latham
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McDermott
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mfume
Mica
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Mineta
Mink
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Obey

Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Reed
Regula
Richardson
Riggs
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roth
Roukema
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaefer
Schiff
Schroeder
Scott
Seastrand
Serrano
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Studds
Stump
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thurman
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Upton
Velazquez
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)

Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Williams

Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn

Yates
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

NAYS—31

Becerra
Beilenson
Chabot
Chenoweth
Christensen
Coburn
Dingell
Ensign
Gonzalez
Gutknecht
Hoekstra

Hostettler
Inglis
Johnson, Sam
Kelly
Klug
Minge
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Roybal-Allard
Royce

Salmon
Scarborough
Sensenbrenner
Stockman
Thornton
Tiahrt
Vento
Visclosky
Waxman

NOT VOTING—26

Barrett (WI)
Brown (FL)
Bryant (TN)
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Dornan
Fields (LA)
Ford
Fowler

Frank (MA)
Gejdenson
Jefferson
Kaptur
Lantos
LaTourette
Moakley
Neumann
Oberstar

Parker
Pryce
Reynolds
Schumer
Sisisky
Torkildsen
Tucker
Volkmer

b 1148

The Clerk announced the following
pair:

On this vote:

Ms. Katpur and Mr. Moakley for, with Mr.
Neumann against.

Mrs. CHENOWETH, and Messrs. EN-
SIGN, INGLIS, and MINGE changed
their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

Messrs. WILLIAMS, BACHUS, and
PASTOR changed their vote from
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill as amended was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, unfortu-
nately, because I was unavoidably detained, I
was not recorded on rollcall votes Nos. 664,
665, and 666. However, had I been present I
would have voted ‘‘aye’’ on each of these
measures.

f

b 1147

NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM REFORM
ACT OF 1995

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FOLEY). The unfinished business is the
question of suspending the rules and
passing the bill, H.R. 260, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN]
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 260, on which the
yeas and nays are ordered.

This is a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 180, nays
231, not voting 23, as follows:
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[Roll No. 667]

YEAS—180

Abercrombie
Allard
Archer
Armey
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Bliley
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Brewster
Bunn
Bunning
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Christensen
Collins (GA)
Combest
Cooley
Cox
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
DeLay
Dickey
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehrlich
Emerson
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gilchrest

Gillmor
Gilman
Goodling
Graham
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hoekstra
Hoke
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Johnston
Jones
Kasich
Kim
King
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Largent
Latham
Laughlin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Livingston
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
McCrery
McDade
McDermott
McIntosh
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Mineta
Moorhead

Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Obey
Oxley
Packard
Paxon
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pombo
Quillen
Radanovich
Rangel
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Rose
Roth
Roukema
Royce
Sabo
Salmon
Saxton
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Shadegg
Shaw
Shuster
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Stark
Stearns
Stockman
Stump
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Vento
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weller
Wicker
Wilson
Young (AK)

NAYS—231

Ackerman
Andrews
Bachus
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Bass
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blute
Borski
Boucher
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (OH)
Brownback
Bryant (TX)
Burr
Cardin
Chapman
Chrysler
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coble

Coburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Danner
Davis
de la Garza
Deal
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Durbin
Edwards
Ehlers
Engel
English
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner

Flake
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Fox
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Furse
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Green
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hobson
Holden
Hoyer
Hutchinson
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs

Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
LaFalce
LaHood
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lincoln
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McKinney
Meek
Menendez
Mfume
Minge
Mink
Molinari

Mollohan
Montgomery
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Peterson (FL)
Petri
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Quinn
Rahall
Ramstad
Reed
Richardson
Rivers
Roemer
Ros-Lehtinen
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sanders
Sanford
Sawyer
Scarborough
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shays
Skaggs
Skelton

Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stenholm
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Taylor (MS)
Tejeda
Thompson
Thornton
Thurman
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weldon (PA)
White
Whitfield
Williams
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

NOT VOTING—23

Barrett (WI)
Bono
Brown (FL)
Bryant (TN)
Chenoweth
Collins (MI)
Fields (LA)
Ford

Fowler
Frank (MA)
Gejdenson
Jefferson
Kaptur
Lantos
Moakley
Neumann

Oberstar
Parker
Pryce
Reynolds
Sisisky
Tucker
Volkmer

b 1157

Messrs. SPRATT, ZELIFF, UPTON,
FAZIO, KENNEDY of Rhode Island,
and Ms. ESHOO changed their vote
from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

So (two-thirds having not voted in
favor thereof) the motion was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

f

PROVIDING FOR THE ADMINISTRA-
TION OF CERTAIN PRESIDIO
PROPERTIES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 1296, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN]
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 1296, as amended, on
which the yeas and nays are ordered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 317, nays
101, not voting 16, as follows:

[Roll No. 668]

YEAS—317

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allard
Andrews

Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)

Baldacci
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)

Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (OH)
Brownback
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Cardin
Castle
Chapman
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coble
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Condit
Conyers
Cooley
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis
de la Garza
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Dunn
Durbin
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Fields (TX)
Filner
Flake
Flanagan
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Furse
Gallegly

Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefner
Heineman
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hobson
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hyde
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
King
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum
McDade
McDermott
McHale
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mfume
Mica
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Mineta

Mink
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Regula
Richardson
Riggs
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Saxton
Schiff
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Seastrand
Serrano
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Skaggs
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Talent
Tate
Tauzin
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornton
Thurman
Torkildsen
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walsh
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Williams
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Wilson
Wise
Wolf

Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn

Yates
Young (AK)

NAYS—101

Archer
Armey
Barcia
Bass
Boehner
Bryant (TN)
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Camp
Canady
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Costello
Crapo
Deal
DeLay
Dornan
Duncan
English
Ewing
Fawell
Frisa
Funderburk
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gutknecht
Hastert

Hefley
Herger
Hilleary
Hoekstra
Hoke
Hutchinson
Inglis
Istook
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kingston
Klug
LaHood
Largent
Lewis (KY)
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lucas
Manzullo
McCrery
McHugh
Minge
Molinari
Myers
Myrick
Neumann
Norwood
Nussle
Parker
Paxon
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Poshard

Quillen
Ramstad
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Roth
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Scarborough
Schaefer
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Solomon
Souder
Stearns
Stockman
Stump
Tanner
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Upton
Walker
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Whitfield
Wicker
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

NOT VOTING—16

Brown (FL)
Collins (MI)
Fields (LA)
Fowler
Gejdenson
Jefferson

Kaptur
Lantos
Meehan
Moakley
Oberstar
Pryce

Reynolds
Sisisky
Tucker
Volkmer

b 1208

Mr. LIVINGSTON and Mr. POSHARD
changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to
‘‘nay.’’

Mr. METCALF changed his vote from
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

TEXAS LOW-LEVEL RADIOACTIVE
WASTE DISPOSAL COMPACT CON-
SENT ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FOLEY). The unfinished business is the
question of suspending the rules and
passing the bill, H.R. 558.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr.
SCHAEFER] that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 558, on
which the yeas and nays are ordered.

This is the last in a series of 5-
minute votes.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 176, nays
243, not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 669]

YEAS—176

Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey

Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger

Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton

Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Brewster
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cardin
Chabot
Chenoweth
Chrysler
Clement
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Danner
DeLauro
DeLay
Dingell
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Foley
Franks (CT)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske

Geren
Gillmor
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Graham
Green
Greenwood
Gunderson
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hostettler
Houghton
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Jackson-Lee
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Johnston
Kelly
Kennelly
Kim
King
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Laughlin
Lazio
Levin
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
McIntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)

Minge
Molinari
Moorhead
Moran
Myrick
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Orton
Oxley
Pallone
Parker
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Peterson (MN)
Pombo
Pomeroy
Quillen
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Royce
Sanders
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schroeder
Seastrand
Shadegg
Shaw
Shuster
Skeen
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Tanner
Tauzin
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Upton
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Watts (OK)
Weller
Whitfield
Young (AK)

NAYS—243

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Bachus
Baesler
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Bass
Becerra
Beilenson
Berman
Bevill
Bishop
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Burton
Canady
Castle
Chambliss
Chapman
Christensen
Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Collins (IL)
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cooley
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Cubin

Cunningham
Davis
de la Garza
Deal
DeFazio
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Durbin
Engel
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Flanagan
Foglietta
Forbes
Ford
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frost
Furse
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goss
Gutierrez
Gutknecht

Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hoyer
Hunter
Istook
Jacobs
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
LaFalce
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney

Manton
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McDermott
McHale
McInnis
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Meyers
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Mink
Mollohan
Montgomery
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Packard
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Petri
Pickett

Porter
Portman
Poshard
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Reed
Regula
Richardson
Riggs
Rivers
Roemer
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roth
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Salmon
Sawyer
Schiff
Schumer
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shays
Skaggs
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stockman

Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Talent
Tate
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thompson
Thornton
Thurman
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Vucanovich
Wamp
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
White
Wicker
Williams
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

NOT VOTING—15

Brown (FL)
Collins (MI)
Fields (LA)
Fowler
Gejdenson

Jefferson
Kaptur
Lantos
Moakley
Oberstar

Pryce
Reynolds
Sisisky
Tucker
Volkmer

b 1217

Messrs. COOLEY, FOX of Pennsylva-
nia, and STOCKMAN, Mrs. CUBIN, and
Mr. BACHUS changed their vote from
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

Mr. DELAY changed his vote from
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So (two-thirds not having voted in
favor thereof) the motion was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

f

CAREERS ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FOLEY). Pursuant to House resolution
222 and rule XXIII, the Chair declares
the House in the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union
for the consideration of the bill, H.R.
1617.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 1617) to con-
solidate and reform work force devel-
opment and literacy programs, and for
other purposes with Mr. MCINNIS in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the

rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING] will be
recognized for 30 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY] will
be recognized for 30 minutes.
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman

from Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING].
Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I

yield such time as she may consume to
the gentlewoman from New Jersey
[Mrs. ROUKEMA], who has been very ac-
tive in helping put this bill together.

(Mrs. ROUKEMA asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in strong support of the legisla-
tion, and I want to congratulate both
the chairman, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING], and the
subcommittee chairman, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. MCKEON]
for their valiant and intelligent work
on this issue.

Let me begin by stating my strong support
for H.R. 1617, the CAREERS Act, and H.R.
1720, the Privatization Act, which has been
combined with H.R. 1617 for floor consider-
ation. In particular, I would like to congratulate
Chairman GOODLING and Subcommittee Chair-
man MCKEON for all of the hard work that they
put into the CAREERS Act. Through their ef-
forts, they were able to strike a necessary bal-
ance between the block grant approach and
the need to ensure that the particular job train-
ing and vocational education opportunities of
eligible groups are protected.

However, we should not, as some Members
suggest, give the States one lump block grant
with no strings. As I have said from the outset
of setting forth the block grant approach, this
is not revenue-sharing, and there must be
some measure of Federal accountability, over-
sight and monitoring. We are not sharing reve-
nue with the States which means that we are
not writing blank checks to the Governors so
that they or the mayors can set up personal
slush funds.

It is for this reason that, as a member of
both the subcommittee and full committee, I
joined Mr. RIGGS in offering a critical stand-
ards and accountability amendment which
helps to make sure that those individuals par-
ticipating in programs under this bill receive
the necessary education, skills and training to
succeed in today’s ever-changing job market.

The Riggs-Roukema amendment which
passed during markup attempts to achieve
some uniformity in the performance measures
of the workforce development and delivery
system. Under this amendment, the Secretar-
ies of Labor and Education work with the Gov-
ernors and representatives from business, in-
dustry, education, service, providers, and em-
ployees to devise challenging performance in-
dicators that build on the statewide standard
systems already contained in the bill. So, in a
sense, just as this legislation creates collabo-
rative processes at the state and local level, it
will now also be done at the national level.

In order to help ensure that the States are
attempting to meet these challenging perform-
ance indicators, the Governors must also re-
port to the Secretaries of Labor and Education
on how successful the local workforce devel-
opment boards have been in meeting State
goals. And, this gives the appropriate Sec-
retary the opportunity to compare how well the
state standards have met these challenge lev-
els as well as to offer recommendations to the
states on how to better attain them.

Last, this amendment includes essential
withholding of funds language to give States

an incentive to achieve the State performance
goals contained in the bill. This language is
consistent with language included in the re-
cently House passed welfare bill which al-
lowed the Secretary to withhold up to 5 per-
cent of AFDC grant funds from States that did
not meet minimum job participation require-
ments. The Riggs-Roukema language would
function similarly by allowing the Secretaries
of Labor and Education to withhold up to 5
percent of grant funds from States who show
poor performance results.

A second area in which this bill has signifi-
cantly strengthened our current job training
system is through the increased participation
of business. Through the collaborative proc-
ess, business plays a much greater role in
helping the Governor devise a State work
force development and literacy plan. By des-
ignating local work force development areas
within which local work force development
boards function to serve the needs of that
area, this legislation gives communities the
opportunity to better serve their local economy
needs. And, who knows what types of training
and vocational education are needed to fill
jobs better than business and industry.

By combining business and industry rep-
resentatives with representatives of the dis-
abled community, community-based organiza-
tions, and employees on the local work force
development boards, we help to make sure
that those outside of the business community
have an important say in the types of training
and vocational education eventually provided.
But, by making business owners, CEO’s, and
trade association representatives the majority
of these boards, we are saying that, contrary
to what Secretary Reich says, getting training
does not assure a person of a job. Therefore,
it is imperative that job training and vocational
education be tailored to job opportunities in
surrounding economies, while also providing
those participants with the skills needed to
compete for better jobs in the future.

With respect to H.R. 1720, the Privatization
Act, our committee has made some important
changes, such as privatizing Sallie Mae and
Connie Lee, and repealing numerous higher
education programs that were either pre-
viously unauthorized or recommended for ter-
mination by the President. However, I would
like to mention one area of concern, and that
is the repeal of SPRE’s [State Postsecondary
Review Entities].

Back when we wrote the 1992 higher edu-
cation amendments, Congress enacted a
range of measures designed to ensure the in-
tegrity of our title IV program and weed out
rampant fraud and abuse in the title IV student
loan program. The creation of SPRE’s was
one such reform which gave State units over-
sight and review ability of State institutions
participating in the title IV program.

Some argue that, under the 1992 provi-
sions, the Department of Education already
has the means to investigate eligible institu-
tions and detect fraud and abuse. And, there-
fore, funding State regulators is wasteful and
duplicative. However, having been closely in-
volved in the writing of the 1992 amendments,
and knowing full well the extent of abuse in
the title IV program, I believe that if a SPRE
trigger uncovers that schools which are sup-
posed to be providing quality educational pro-
grams are mismanaging Federal student aid
dollars, then they are worth having.

But, since SPRE’s are no longer authorized
or funded, it is even more important that we in
no way relax other critical 1992 amendments
such as the 85/15 rule and the 3-year 25 per-
cent cohort default rate rule. These reforms
have succeeded in ending risk-free Federal
subsidies for those who promise students a
good education that leads to a good job and
then fail to deliver on that promise at the ex-
pense of both students and the American tax-
payer. Any attempt to relax these or other
similar reforms would only be an incentive for
schools to go back to the days of old when
they got away with major scams. They took in
the students, gave them no education that
could lead to jobs, then they stuck the tax-
payers with the default bills.

In closing, let me again express my strong
support for both H.R. 1617 and H.R. 1720.
And, let me further take this opportunity to
thank committee staff for the tremendous work
they put into both bills, but particularly the CA-
REERS Act and the months of negotiating that
its drafting involved. The CAREERS Act
makes sure that youths and adults receive the
training and education that they need so that
they are able to contribute to the work force
10 years from now, and not just in the imme-
diate future.

Once again, I congratulate Chairman GOOD-
LING and Chairman MCKEON for putting to-
gether job-training legislation that will help to
create better and more secure job opportuni-
ties for American families and take us into the
21st century better prepared to compete in the
global market.

I urge my colleagues to support its passage.
Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I

yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. BOEHNER], one of our leaders.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, my
colleagues, we have today before us the
CAREERS bill, and I would like to con-
gratulate my colleagues on both sides
of the aisle who have worked diligently
this year in order to put this bill to-
gether.

As my colleagues know, last Novem-
ber, when the American people decided
that they would change Congress, they
decided that government in Washing-
ton was too large, too expensive, too
bureaucratic, and they wanted it
straightened out and cleaned up. One of
the issues that we have talked about
on our side of the aisle for the last cou-
ple of years is the issue of job training
and job retraining. The fact is that
there are 161 job training/retraining
programs run by the Federal Govern-
ment around the country, well-mean-
ing, well-intentioned, trying to do the
right thing, but I have got to say I
think we have lost our focus, and what
the committee is brining before us
today is a bill that does provide focus.
It moves these programs back to the
States where they can be run much
more efficiently and more effectively
than what we can do here in Washing-
ton; and, second, it does bring focus by
moving the money into four large
block grants for the States to use.

So, Mr. Chairman, this is a giant step
in the right direction. It takes the
money that the taxpayers have pro-
vided, some $25 billion, and puts focus
in it, trying to help those in need in
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our country that need job training,
people who need retraining as their
jobs are eliminated, to help maintain
their ability to be productive members
of our work force, and so, as we look at
trying to improve our work force and
get our work force ready for the 21st
century, this bill could not be any
more timely, and I congratulate the
chairman of the committee and the
chairman of the subcommittee.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

(Mr. CLAY asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today to offer my views on H.R. 1617,
the CAREERS Act. I am cautiously op-
timistic that we can still produce an
acceptable, truly bipartisan bill.

Most committee Democrats sup-
ported the reported bill because we
agreed that the 80 existing training and
education programs should be consoli-
dated. We agreed that a streamlined
and coordinated work force develop-
ment system would be good for the
country and good for working men and
women. But by no stretch of the imagi-
nation were we completely satisfied
with the bill. It was moving in the
right direction, however. In addition,
committee Democrats wanted to show
our support for the bipartisan process
by which the bill had been developed,
by supporting the bill—with the impor-
tant caveat that a number of serious
concerns remained and needed to be ad-
dressed.

We thought we had a deal and a com-
mitment from our Republican col-
leagues to try to resolve our dif-
ferences when several Republican Gov-
ernors and Representatives of the ultra
conservative eagle forum paid a visit
on our counterparts on the other side.
They threatened to oppose the bill if
their objections were not addressed,
and many of the changes made in the
bill to accommodate these groups are
unacceptable to committee Democrats.

Although, Mr. Chairman, we are dis-
mayed by this series of events, we con-
tinue to believe that improvements can
be made here on the floor. I would now
like to outline the major Democratic
objections to this legislation:

First, major changes have to be made
to the vocational rehabilitation provi-
sions in title V. This title threatens to
undermine our existing State voca-
tional rehabilitation system. Demo-
crats will be hard pressed to support
the dismantling of the service delivery
system for those citizens most in need
of assistance.

Second, at the request of Republican
Governors the, committee dropped a
provision in the reported bill that pro-
vided a dedicated stream of funding for
programs that serve youth who are in
school and programs that reach out-of-
school youth. Under this change Gov-
ernors could transfer funds for youth
programs to adult programs. This is a
serious flaw that should be corrected.

The reported bill was changed again
to include a provision that allows Gov-

ernors to use future year program
funds to pay back funds which have
been misused in prior years. I call this
the oops provision. If a State program
is caught misusing program funds, all a
Governor has to do is say oops and wait
until next year’s Federal funds come in
to pay back the Federal Government. I
guess this is what some people call effi-
ciency.

Mr. Chairman, the bill does not con-
tain a smooth transition from the
school-to-work program to the New
CAREERS Act. Without it, the bill
could lead to a significant disruption in
the existing job training network.

Finally, the bill’s authorization level
is inadequate to create the kind of
service delivery system envisioned by
this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, the Members of this
side of the aisle will be offering amend-
ments to improve this bill. I urge my
colleagues to support them. We have
the opportunity to create a more effec-
tive education, employment and reha-
bilitation system. Working men and
women deserve nothing less.

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

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, it has been a long
time coming, but all good things take
a lot of time, I suppose. There are
many people, and I do not want to start
saying who because I will surely miss
someone who worked probably in some
instances for 2 years to put this legisla-
tion together. I do want to call to my
colleagues’ attention those on our side
and the other side particularly who
have been out in front: The gentleman
from California [Mr. MCKEON], the gen-
tleman from California [Mr.
CUNNINGHAM], the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. CLAY], and the gentleman
from Montana [Mr. WILLIAMS], who
have been moving this bill in the right
direction, and others even before we
got to this point this particular year.
It has gotten the respect, I believe, of
the minority, the majority, and the
White House, so we finally bring some-
thing to the floor that more people
agree that we are moving in the right
direction.

I do want to point out that we are
constantly working to try to improve
the bill, and we will continue to do
that as we move to conference. it is im-
perative that we have a bill on the
House side because, if we do not and
the other side puts it on their welfare
reform bill, then we will go to con-
ference with nothing and be pretty
much at their mercy.

Basically what we are pointing out is
that we take those 150 programs, and
every speaker will probably have a dif-
ferent number, but however many, that
at least 90 of them that have been ap-
propriated, and we put them into the
four blocks; we have the adult consoli-
dation grant, we have the youth con-
solidation grant, we have the voca-
tional rehabilitation consolidation
grant, and we have the adult education
and literacy consolidated grant.

I just want to point out again, as I
tried to do in the Committee on Rules,
that we have tried to deal with some of
the concerns that people have. We want
to be very, very careful in dealing with
the vocational rehabilitation part be-
cause there is a split. We have those
State directors who are constantly in-
dicating that they do not want any
change, they want everything to be as
it presently is, and unfortunately they
have done a disservice to people in the
disability community because they
tried to stir them up and say, ‘‘Boy,
you are going to lose everything,’’
whereas on the other hand the disabil-
ity community is telling us, ‘‘Don’t let
us stick with no competition again on
the State level because we’re going to
be stepsisters all other again. We are
not very happy that 45 percent of their
money is used for administration and
counseling.’’ That does not leave too
much to actually see about training,
educating, and getting them, above all,
into the work force where there are
meaningful jobs. So I repeat again one
of the letters that I received from ARC,
the Association for Retarded Citizens
of the United States, and I quote:

To delink the vocational rehabilitation
system from this new system in CAREERS
will only serve to isolate the VR system and
people with mental retardation from the em-
ployers. No one would gain except those pro-
fessionals in the VR system whose sole agen-
da is to protect turf. We do not think that is
what reform is all about.

Mr. Chairman, I do not think I could
have said it better myself. Some have
complained that this bill could lead to
mandatory Federal tracking. I am sure
that the way the bill is written that
would be an impossibility. They used
to say during the cold war that we
looked under our bed every night be-
cause there may be a Communist under
there. For some reason or an other I
think people are looking on every page
and somehow deciding that there may
be a Communist on that page. I will as-
sure my colleagues returning the power
to local and State governments, I
thought that is what most people were
all about, trying to make sure that
they improved the programs.

b 1230
We do not hand them money and say

go do your own thing. We have things
that we expect them to do, but, above
all, we expect them to improve the job
training programs and the education
programs that are out there so that we
will be competitive in the 21st century.

We are not talking about the
Loganville competing with Jacobus.
Members probably do not know where
those two great towns are. We are talk-
ing about the United States competing
in a global market, so we have to make
the changes.

Mr. Chairman, we have to keep in
mind that we will send $37 billion in
1996 for the 25 percent who will get a 4-
year college degree. For those who are
trying to get 4-year college degree and
those that will—$37 billion. All we ask
here is $2.3 billion for the 75 percent
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who will never receive a 4-year college
degree but who will be an important
part of our constituency if we are going
to be competitive.

Mr. Chairman, it has been a long time com-
ing, but today we are finally considering legis-
lation which represents significant reform of
this country’s job training and work force prep-
aration programs. The CAREERS Act consoli-
dates and reforms over 150 existing edu-
cation, job training, and employment assist-
ance programs into 4 consolidation grants to
States and local communities—creating an ef-
ficient, market-driven, and customer-focused
work force development system in the United
States. The bill espouses conservative prin-
ciples throughout, and everyone from the Re-
publican Governors’ Association, the National
Association of Counties and other organiza-
tions representing local government, to the
business community, and others, support its
passage.

I want to take a moment to call to the atten-
tion of the Congress, the efforts of the chair-
men of the Subcommittee on Postsecondary
Education, Training, and Lifelong Learning,
and of the Subcommittee on Early Childhood,
Youth, and Families, the gentlemen from Cali-
fornia, Mr. MCKEON and Mr. CUNNINGHAM,
whose tireless efforts have resulted in consid-
eration of this reform legislation today. Your
dedication to this important issue is admired.
We all appreciate your leadership in this area
and I thank you for all of your work.

Before I summarize our legislation, and give
a bit of an historical perspective on the issue
of job training reform, let me say a few things
about some of the criticisms that you may
hear throughout the course of today’s debate.
I want to take these criticisms head on, and
set the record straight.

First, let’s start with vocational rehabilitation.
There are some who believe that we should
maintain the status quo; in other words, keep
the current overly bureaucratic system that
fails to place more than two-thirds of the dis-
abled people it serves in meaningful jobs. No
doubt, many Members have heard from inter-
ested parties on this issue the past few days,
but I ask you to keep in mind who you are
hearing from for the most part: the bureau-
crats who provide these services.

Our bill sides with the consumers of voca-
tional rehabilitation services. Let me read to
you from a letter from ARC, formerly known as
the Association for Retarded Citizens of the
United States, concerning efforts to strike vo-
cational rehabilitation from this bill:

To delink the vocational rehabilitation
system from this new system (in CAREERS)
will only serve to isolate the V.R. system
and people with mental retardation from the
employers. No one would gain, except those
professionals in the V.R. system whose sole
agenda is to protect turf. We don’t think
that’s what reform is all about.

I couldn’t have said it better myself.
Some have complained that this bill could

lead to mandatory Federal tracking, forcing
students into particular occupations at a very
early age. To address this issue, we have
added the following provision to the bill: ‘‘Noth-
ing in this act shall mandate that any individ-
ual, particularly youth served under title II of
this act, be required to choose a specific ca-
reer path or major.’’ This bill does not man-
date tracking.

We have heard from various Members con-
cerned about the privacy of labor market and

other data collected under the legislation. We
have added specific language restating title 13
of the Census Act relating to confidentiality of
information, and added language ensuring that
this act is consistent with the Family Education
Privacy Rights Act.

There have been some concerns expressed
about the skill standards provisions of this bill.
Our bill recognizes that because work force
development programs are all about preparing
individuals for careers, we must increase the
involvement of business and industry—both
small and large—in the design and implemen-
tation of State and local work force prepara-
tion programs. It is essential that employers
identify the skills needed in the workplace, in
order that employment and training assistance
programs are relevant and useful. As such, we
include provisions in the bill that tie program
performance to providing the skills that have
been recognized by industry as necessary to
perform a specific occupation. We also say
that program participants may receive skill cer-
tificates—portable credentials that certify that
an individual has mastered the occupational
skills identified by employers as necessary to
do a job. We do not require however that any
individual must receive such certificates, or
that any employer must accept or use skill
certificates in making hiring decisions. We are
working with Congressman WELDON to add
language to the bill clarifying that we will not
force anyone to meet these skill standards or
to attain a skill certificate. We also add lan-
guage to the bill clarifying that skill certificate
shall not replace high school diplomas or
GED’s.

Another issue you may hear about is gov-
ernance. Some complain that CAREERS
doesn’t mandate that State Education Agen-
cies [SEA’s] control all the education money.
They are right. We allow States to determine,
consistent with their constitutions and State
law, which agency should control the money.
Most, if not all, States will choose to have their
SEA’s run this program. But the point is, it
should be their decision.

Maintenance of effort is an issue that folks
inside the beltway use a lot. In this case, what
this means is the Federal Government should
force States to maintain their job training
spending even when the Federal Government
is dramatically scaling back its funding. That
just doesn’t seem fair to me. Instead, I have
agreed in my chairman’s package to add a
provision saying that Federal funds may ‘‘sup-
plement, but not supplant’’ State funds as a
compromise.

Finally, one of the big issues that Members,
particularly those from the other side of the
aisle, may raise concerns a provision that al-
lows Governors to transfer 10 percent of their
funds between the youth and adult training
blocks. First, let me make it clear that under
this transfer authority, transfered funds must
be spent at the local level. Second, it is impor-
tant that every one know exactly why we
added this provision to the bill: to allow States
additional flexibility to determine how best to
meet the education and training needs of their
State. This is especially true during this time
of substantial cut backs in Federal job training
funds. With these dramatically reduced spend-
ing levels, it only makes sense to give States
the ability to shift a small amount of funding
around to fill gaps in services that may arise.

Now, back to the specifics of our bill. We
have traveled a long road to reform. Our ef-

forts began in the spring of 1992, when I,
along with our then-minority leader Bob
Michel, and the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. GUNDERSON] introduced the Bush admin-
istration’s Job Training 2000 legislation, which
included many of the underlying principles of
reform that are contained in CAREERS. With
this legislation, the concepts of consolidation,
of integrated service delivery, and of a vouch-
er-driven training system were introduced. The
following Congress, Mr. GUNDERSON and I in-
troduced H.R. 2943, the Workforce Prepara-
tion and Development Act, which built upon
the principles of Job Training 2000—taking re-
form a few steps further. Later that Congress,
we introduced H.R. 4407, the first CAREERS
bill, which again, took reform further—consoli-
dating 86 job training programs into 7 block
grant systems to States and localities. Today,
we are considering legislation which a year
ago, I would not have thought possible. The
CAREERS bill represents sweeping reform of
this country’s employment and training sys-
tem—an effort to vastly improve the employ-
ment opportunities for U.S. citizens, and to
strengthen U.S. competitiveness.

In addition to the consolidation of over 150
Federal programs into 4 block grants to States
and to local communities, CAREERS saves
the taxpayer over $6.5 billion over 5 years.
The four consolidation grants include: First, a
youth development and career preparation
grant; second, an adult employment and train-
ing grant; third, a vocational rehabilitation
grant; and fourth, an adult education and lit-
eracy grant. And these four programs, working
together, will form each State’s work force
preparation system.

CAREERS transfers authority to States and
local communities for the design and operation
of their own individual work force systems. We
significantly reduce administrative, paperwork,
planning, reporting, and data collection re-
quirements.

CAREERS establishes a system that is mar-
ket driven by: Requiring business involvement
in program design and implementation; the in-
fusion of competition among service providers
both through the use of vouchers, empowering
individuals to choose the training that fits their
needs, and through competition to provide
services; and a requirement that training be
tied to occupations in demand in the local
community. CAREERS also encourages indi-
vidual responsibility, by stressing an employ-
ment-first approach for adults, providing edu-
cation and training only for individuals deter-
mined to be in need of such additional serv-
ices in order to obtain employment.

The bill encourages, but does not require
the establishment of integrated career cen-
ters—single points of entry into the local work
force development system. The bill does re-
quire an integrated approach to service deliv-
ery however, where services are integrated at
least through computer linkages and inter-
action between individual employment and
training offices in the community.

The legislation improves on our 50-year-old
system of labor market information—making it
useful to employers and to participants alike—
ensuring that work force development pro-
grams are related to actual employment needs
of employers within States and localities. An
accurate and up-to-date system of labor mar-
ket information is key to empowering individ-
uals to make their own informed career
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choices, and is key to the success of a vouch-
er-driven training system.

CAREERS provides a separate block grant
for adult education and family literacy. Al-
though it is very important to link adult edu-
cation to job training programs because of the
high number of individuals who need to im-
prove their literacy skills before they can avail
themselves of job training and employment
opportunities, adult education and literacy pro-
grams provide a variety of very important serv-
ices to our Nation’s citizens.

Many individuals use adult education pro-
grams to obtain the English language skills
they need to obtain citizenship. Others enroll
in classes in order to obtain the additional
education they need to truly be their child’s
first and most important teacher. Of great im-
portance to me, are the bill’s family literacy
provisions, which provide a very intensive ap-
proach to adult education. For many children,
their parents are undereducated, have low lit-
eracy skills, and lack the self-esteem nec-
essary to be their child’s first teacher. As a re-
sult, these children lack a strong literacy expe-
rience, lack reading readiness, and enter
school behind their peers. By working with the
entire family, family literacy programs not only
assist parents in building their literacy and
education skills, but they also provide edu-
cational assistance to their children to ensure
that they do not experience educational failure
which can prevent them from becoming pro-
ductive members of society.

As I mentioned before, a number of provi-
sions have been added to the bill, ensuring
confidentiality of information, applying the
Family Education Rights and Privacy Act pro-
tections to programs established under CA-
REERS; and clarifying that all data collected
from the labor market information system is
aggregate data from the census and other
public sources. In other words, no personal in-
formation is collected on individuals, especially
youth. Protections were also added to the bill,
clarifying that nothing in the CAREERS Act
may be used to compel any individual, espe-
cially youth, to pursue a specific career.

Finally, CAREERS takes the bold step of
promoting the privatization of two Govern-
ment-sponsored enterprises, the Student Loan
Marketing Association and the College Con-
struction Loan Insurance Association. Both or-
ganizations were chartered under the Higher
Education Act of 1965 in order to help stu-
dents and institutions of higher education.
Both have successfully fulfilled their original
missions and the time is right to free them
from Government restrictions and allow their
expansion into the private arena. The bill also
eliminates the cumbersome and heavily criti-
cized State postsecondary review entities—
SPRES—which have placed a tremendous
burden on our institutions of higher education.
CAREERS prevents the Department of Edu-
cation from implementing the 85–15 rule—
which governs student aid for proprietary
schools in an unfair and retroactive way.

The CAREERS Act is true reform. It is a
good bill. I urge your support for its passage.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Mon-
tana [Mr. WILLIAMS].

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the ranking member for yielding
time to me. We have worked on this
bill in the spirit of bipartisan coopera-
tion. This is the first, if my recollec-

tion is correct, the first major piece of
reform legislation to reach this floor in
a bipartisan manner.

Mr. Chairman, the legislation con-
solidates more than 80 existing train-
ing and education programs into 4 sep-
arate block grants. President Bill Clin-
ton encouraged this effort because cre-
ating a streamlined, coordinated work
force development system is something
that is not either a Democratic or a
Republican only initiative, it is some-
thing that leaders in both parties be-
lieve is needed and it remains a prior-
ity for President Clinton.

We had some things we wanted to see
included in this bill if it were to gain
Democratic support, and many of those
have been included in the bill before
us. Because of that, and because of our
friendship together, I want to thank
both the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia, Chairman GOODLING, and the gen-
tleman from California, Chairman
MCKEON, for working so closely with
the Democratic side as we moved this
bill through the committee.

Chairman MCKEON and I held close to
20 days of public hearings on the var-
ious aspects of this legislation. After
the bill was voted out of our sub-
committee, and then the full commit-
tee, several Republican Governors and
representatives of the Eagle Forum
threatened to oppose this bill if the
legislation was not altered to meet
their own ideological objections, so the
bill before us today contains several
changes suggested by these groups. My
side, frankly, would not have given
these groups the changes they wanted,
but I understand the necessity for the
Republicans to work with them.

Mr. Chairman, the bill, however, is
still a pretty good bill. Major changes,
however, really have to be made in this
bill before it becomes law.

First, the vocational rehabilitation
section needs to be completely re-
vamped. As that section now stands,
our existing State vocational rehabili-
tation could be undermined. And make
no mistakes, the clients of vocational
rehabilitation are overwhelmingly in
opposition to that section of this bill.

Second, we must maintain the dedi-
cated funding stream for both in-school
and out-of-school youth.

Third, the bill has been changed since
committee to allow governors to use
future-year program funds to pay back
funds which have been misused in prior
years; what the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. CLAY] calls the ‘‘Oops’’
amendment.

Fourth, the governance structure of
this bill is still flawed and could, in a
number of instances, result in unpro-
ductive political struggles at the State
and local levels in ways that could un-
dermine the State and local constitu-
tions or governance systems, and that
matter simply has to be corrected.

And, finally, Mr. Chairman, when the
bill was in committee there was a bi-
partisan commitment to work out a
smooth transition from the current
school-to-work system, which was en-

acted last year with bipartisan support
to this new CAREERS Act. We have
not achieved that transition yet, but I
believe it is necessary if this bill is to
be successfully enacted into law.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, to all of my
colleagues let me say this. President
Clinton has, for many years, cham-
pioned many of the provisions that we
have now placed in this bill. He has
made the use of career grants one of
the linchpins of his job training initia-
tives. One-stop centers, as America has
recognized, are a central element of
the Clinton job training reform propos-
als.

Including all the appropriate State
and local interests in the development
of State and local job training plans,
the collaborative process, that is at the
heart of this bill, is one of the major
reforms made by former President
Bush and now President Clinton’s
School to Work Opportunities Act,
which was enacted last year with the
support of a bipartisan Congress. Presi-
dent Clinton believes that progress on
this bill is an important first step in
the process of revamping our Nation’s
work force development system. Mov-
ing this bill forward moves the process
along, and so I ask my colleagues to
weigh that important factor of Presi-
dential leadership when they cast their
vote on this legislation.

Again, I thank the gentleman for the
time.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. GUNDERSON], a member
of the committee who has been tire-
lessly working toward giving us a good
future as far as our work force is con-
cerned.

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

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
rise today in strong support of this leg-
islation and encourage all my col-
leagues to support it as well. I want to
begin by paying special tribute to our
leaders on both sides, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING] and
the gentleman from California [Mr.
MCKEON] on our side; and certainly the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY]
and the gentleman from Montana [Mr.
WILLIAMS] on the Democratic side.

This is, ladies and gentlemen, one of
the first experiences in this Congress,
and a most important experience at
this time, during the fall session,
where we can literally come to the
Congress in a bipartisan manner, and
the Congress, in a bipartisan way, can
move this legislation out. So I would
encourage all of my colleagues of both
parties to support this bill as we move
through.

Let me say, Mr. Chairman, that we
have a couple of basic dynamics that
drive this bill. The first dynamic is
that we are in a global marketplace,
whether we like it or not. This is the
post-GATT, post-NAFTA era. And it is
not only a global marketplace but a
high-tech marketplace. Never have we
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had the need for high-skilled trained
workers that we do today, and never
will workers need the ongoing training
and retraining that they need today,
simply to keep their jobs, to say noth-
ing of moving upward.

At the same time that we face that
dynamic, we also recognize that we are
in the process of trying to do this with-
in an era of balancing the Federal
budget. So we have less Federal money
at the same time we have a greater
need. That is the underlying founda-
tion of the legislation in front of us. It
is simply a recognition that we are
going to have to consolidate programs
here at the Federal level, we are going
to have to turn as much of this author-
ity and flexibility over to the States
and over to the local governments to
design and implement programs based
on the priorities and the specific needs
of their area.

So we consolidate well over 100 pro-
grams into 4 basic block grants; an
adult training program, an adult edu-
cation program, a youth training, and
the vocational rehabilitation. Within
each of those categories we are taking
many different programs and sending
them back. And as the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING], the
chairman of our committee has said,
we have worked long and hard to try to
work out the differences and the con-
cerns from the Governors, from the
education community, from the busi-
ness community, from the family
groups, et cetera.

Mr. Chairman, none of this has been
easy, especially when we are trying to
maintain flexibility to accomplish the
kind of results that we are particularly
seeking. We have done that in this bill.
I have to tell my colleagues that I
would hope that we would still make
some changes. I, like Mr. ROEMER,
want to solve some of the transition
problems with school-to-work as we
move this into conference. I will say
that up front.

This bill is not a perfect bill, but it is
a giant step forward from where we are
today, and, more importantly, it is an
essential step in recognizing the dual
challenges of preparing a skilled work
force within the context of deficit re-
duction.

I encourage my colleagues to support
the bill.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. KILDEE].

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today to discuss this legislation which
seeks to consolidate a number of our
current job training and education pro-
grams into an integrated system. I
want to commend the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING], my
chairman, for his prodigious efforts on
this bill.

My colleagues, the direction in which
this bill seeks to take us is the right
one. For a number of years now, as the
employment and training needs of
America changed, we have tended to
address those needs through specific

separately funded and administered
programs, and, unfortunately, by that
method we have often wound up with
overlapping and duplicative efforts
which hinder the local community’s
ability to deliver the services needed.

I want to particularly commend the
gentleman from California, BUCK
MCKEON, the subcommittee chairman,
for recognizing the need for change in
that area.

Having said that, Mr. Chairman, I am
still somewhat afraid that we are cre-
ating a system that will not be able to
do what we expect it to do. Today, we
will hear that although this bill au-
thorizes funding at a level 20 percent
below current levels, we are told that
administrative savings and economies
of scale will generate savings that can
be driven into services for the young
people and adults served under this
bill.

Mr. Chairman, that was done before
the Committee on Appropriations de-
termined that local communities will
have $1.5 billion fewer to spend on job
training programs next year. That very
much frightens me, this lack of fusion
between the authorization and the ap-
propriations and the dynamics created
by that.

Mr. Chairman, many of my col-
leagues on the minority side of our
committee would like to vote for this
bill, and, hopefully, before the day is
over we can and will, because we think
it is definitely a step in the right direc-
tion. But we do have reservations. We
want to see an agreement of the voca-
tional rehabilitation title worked out,
and I think we are still working on
that. I think both sides recognize that
that is an effort that should yield some
fruit.

We would also like to preserve the
progress we have made in the School to
Work Act, which Mr. GUNDERSON men-
tioned in his statement today. This is a
very good act brought to us by the
Business Roundtable and by many of
the chambers of commerce.

The gentleman from Montana [Mr.
WILLIAMS] and I will be offering a num-
ber of amendments today which will
seek to preserve the integrity of deci-
sionmaking in schools. In particular,
Mr. WILLIAMS and I will offer an
amendment to strike the bill’s provi-
sions that would allow a governor to
transfer 10 percent of funds between
title II youth programs and to title III
adult employment and training pro-
grams.

Mr. Chairman, there will be a number
of other amendments offered to im-
prove this bill by Members on both
sides. I want to thank our colleagues
on the Republican side of the aisle for
working with us. I think we still have
work to do today right on this floor,
and I think by the time this debate is
concluded, if we have worked out the
areas I have mentioned, we will have
strong support on our side. We will still
have some points to work out in con-
ference committee, and I look forward
to that, but as has been pointed out,

there has been a certain degree of
collegiality across the aisle in working
this bill out. I hope that continues
through the process of discussion
today.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. MCKEON], the sub-
committee chairman, who has burned a
lot of midnight oil trying to please ev-
eryone, and that is difficult to do.
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Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased today to join with the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. GOOD-
LING], the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Economic and Edu-
cational Opportunities. I extend to the
gentleman my thanks for his leader-
ship and for the opportunity he has
given me as a new chairman, a rel-
atively new Member of Congress, to
participate in this process.

Mr. Chairman, I came to Congress
with the idea of trying to cut Federal
bureaucracy and trying to give power
out to the local communities. One of
the first things that was given me on
this committee was to work on the
CAREERS Act.

This is a bill that had been placed
into the 103d Congress by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. GOOD-
LING] and the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. GUNDERSON], but we were not
able to move it at that time. It was the
opportunity of taking 50 job training
bills and cutting it down to 4 and block
granting it out to the States. With the
change in the Congress this year, he
gave me the responsibility to carry
that legislation. We made changes in
it; we increased it to 150 job training
bills.

I have here copies of all of the bills
that this bill will replace. We are talk-
ing about 3,000 pages, cutting it down
less to 300 pages, and in the process
changing about $1 billion a year.

That did not happen just by putting
pen to paper. It was a real process. We
started early on. We met with the ad-
ministration. We met with the other
side. I mentioned to the other side that
if we had disagreements, it would not
be because they were Democrats and
we were Republicans. It would be be-
cause we had a difference in philoso-
phy. We really have tried to work to-
gether and come up with something
that we can all be proud of.

In the process, not everyone is happy,
not everyone is unhappy. We are prob-
ably all kind of in a position that if we
were king for a day, we would like
things to be maybe a little different,
but none of us are. We are all Members
of Congress. We are here representing
our people throughout this country,
and we have tried to involve everyone
that will be affected in this process.

There have been some concerns
raised. There have been concerns raised
specifically about this bill. We have
added a number of provisions ensuring
confidentiality of information, apply-
ing the Family Education Rights and
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Privacy Act protections to programs
established under CAREERS, and clari-
fying all data collected from the Data
Market Information System’s aggre-
gate data from the census and other
public sources. In other words, no per-
sonal information is collected on indi-
viduals, especially youth.

Programs were also proadded to the
bill clarifying that nothing in the
CAREERS Act may be used to require
any individual, especially a young per-
son, to pursue a specific career or ca-
reer path in school. We are also work-
ing with Congressman WELDON on lan-
guage to add to the bill stating that
nothing in the CAREERS Act may be
used to require any individual to ac-
quire a skill certificate or skill stand-
ards.

As a Congressman from the district
in California that has been hard hit by
defense and aerospace cutbacks, I un-
derstand the need to have an effective
and efficient system of work force
preparation and employment assist-
ance in this country. The skill of this
Nation’s work force are more impor-
tant today than ever before to U.S.
competitiveness. However, our current
patchwork of Federal programs is not
the answer.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. CLAY] and the gentleman
from Montana [Mr. WILLIAMS] and
Members on the other side of the aisle,
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. ROE-
MER], others who have worked so hard
to bring this bill to the floor, and Mem-
bers on our side, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania, Chairman GOODLING, the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. GUN-
DERSON], the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. RIGGS], our vice chairman, the
gentleman from New Hampshire [Mr.
ZELIFF], who is not on this committee,
but who has been working on this
CAREERS work for a number of years.

There are many that I would like to
thank. I should not have even started
naming names. But I encourage all
of our colleagues to support the
CAREERS legislation.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. ROEMER].

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

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, why is
there such a cynical attitude in Amer-
ica today, sometimes unfairly, about
how Congress does not work, how it is
not doing enough to downsize Govern-
ment, work together, and instead plays
blame games and is enmeshed in
gridlock all the time?

I think this bill is a fine example of
how Congress can work. Now, it is not
a perfect bill, and maybe it will move
toward perfection in conference. But
this bill certainly epitomizes biparti-
sanship, and I would like to salute the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
GOODLING], the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. MCKEON], the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. GUNDERSON], the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY], and
the gentleman from Montana [Mr. WIL-
LIAMS], for working together on a bill.

I would also say that this is about
downsizing and efficiency. Over 100
Federal programs are now being con-
solidated into 4 block grants. That is
the direction the American people
want us to go in.

Finally, it is about local answers
solving some of our problems, not big
bureaucracies in Washington, DC, nec-
essarily solving these problems. So I
think this bill is a tribute to how Con-
gress can work in the future.

Now, I intended to offer an amend-
ment on the school-to-work transition
title of this bill, and I will not offer
that because, as the Chinese proverb
goes, ‘‘A thousand-mile journey begins
with one single step.’’ I think we are
making a single step in this bill, and I
am hopeful we will complete the jour-
ney in conference to make sure that we
have local problems answered by our
Governors and our schools, and not the
Federal Government, by continuing a
program we have started a few years
ago with school-to-work.

Now, why is it a big problem, Mr.
Chairman? It is one of the biggest prob-
lems that we face in reforming our edu-
cation system in our work force, be-
cause it involves such a big number of
students. Seventy-five percent of our
students in America do not go on to
get a college degree. I have business
leaders in my district, small business
leaders, two I just met with over the
August work period at Schaefer Gear
in South Bend. Mr. Bipin Doshie, he
employs 75 people in South Bend. He
told me he would hire 12 new people to-
morrow if we can get better qualified
students coming out of our high
schools and a better connection be-
tween the work force and our schools.

In Syracuse, IN, at Laketronics, Mr.
Bob McNary told me he employs 18 peo-
ple. He would hire 5 more people if we
can get better school-to-work correc-
tions at the local level, not coming
from Washington, DC.

I would encourage us to work on this
very, very important problem, Mr.
Chairman, not only because it involves
75 percent of our students, but I think
Hedrick Smith says it well in a new
book he has just written that I strong-
ly recommend to my colleagues called
‘‘Rethinking America’’: Our work force
is changing dramatically as we speak.
Our education system needs to change
dramatically in order to train our new
workers on the assembly line. They are
not just on the assembly line screwing
a screw into a door anymore. They are
working on computers. They are work-
ing on teams. They are responsible for
quality control. These people are our
best asset in America, our workers. Let
us make sure they are trained ade-
quately at the local level, with our
business cooperating and solving this
problem, to make sure we are competi-
tive with the Japanese and the Ger-
mans.

Mr. Chairman, with that, I again say
let us continue to work on this in con-
ference, where I hope to be involved in
the conference language on this transi-
tion program. Twenty-seven States

have started this program. Let us work
in a bipartisan way to solve this vexing
problem.

Mr. Chairman, again, I salute the Re-
publicans and Democrats working to-
gether on this.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Nebraska [Mr. BARRETT].

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 1617 will break
the shackles of duplication and Federal
mandates, and will empower States and
localities to design programs that will
best meet the needs of their commu-
nities.

This bipartisan bill will eliminate
more than 150 Federal programs, and
will continue the Federal commitment,
through local leaders, of providing
services to those most in need.

The bill would establish area work
force development boards made up of
local leaders, advocates, employers,
and educators, that know best the
needs of their area and can actually see
the success and failure of the present
system and present programs.

Constituents have told me that H.R.
1617 would eliminate Federal voca-
tional rehabilitation. Nothing could be
farther from the truth.

We call for maintaining Federal
funding for voc rehab and would rede-
sign the delivery of services by giving
local providers and consumers greater
opportunities.

Later today we will consider an
amendment by Chairman GOODLING
that will give States greater flexibility
in providing voc rehab services. It
would allow the Governor and consum-
ers to come up with an alternative plan
to provide needed services. While I
have concerns that this may only per-
petuate some of the problems existing
in voc rehab, it is my hope that it will
be an engine of positive change in the
States, if they choose this option.

On balance, Mr. Chairman, H.R. 1617
will give those most in need—the indi-
viduals, communities, and States—the
ability to create or continue to sup-
port, programs that provide job train-
ing, counseling, and education.

I urge my colleagues to support H.R.
1617.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. ENGEL].

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my friend from Missouri for yielding
me this time.

Mr. Chairman let me say I rise to say
that I have some reservations about
this bill, and I am going to be listening
to the debate today and listening to
the amendments that are put forward
to ultimately decide how I vote. But
let me say I have very strong reserva-
tions about the bill.

First of all, youth development and
adult employment block grants are
funded at a 20-percent level below the
appropriation of last year, for the pro-
grams being consolidated. The adult
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education block granted is funded 10
percent below last year’s level.

Let me say, as I have mentioned
many, many times in our committee,
my reservation about the whole block
grant system. Because I was a State
legislator for 12 years before coming to
Congress, and when we first heard
about block grants, we thought it was
a panacea. But we soon learned, very
sadly, that it was not.

Block grants only work when they
are fully funded. If they are not fully
funded, all the States are deciding, all
the Governors are deciding, is where to
spread the pain, what programs to cut.
To me, that does not seem like much
progress at all.

The State education department of
New York sent me a letter. Let me just
read one paragraph.

They said:
Allowing transfer of funds between block

grants, as this bill provides, could result in
an additional loss of services to program re-
cipients and unpredictability in funding that
disrupts local program planning. We antici-
pate that Federal funding for work force de-
velopment programs will be reduced in the
coming fiscal year as a result of deficit re-
duction efforts. Transferability of funds will
only exacerbate anticipated uncertainty and
cause burdensome fluctuations in services
among already underserved groups.

Let me talk about some of the res-
ervations I have. The CAREERS bill
helps to eliminate overlap in Federal
education and job training programs,
but I believe it goes too far. It consoli-
dates 80 programs into four block
grants, too much discretion as far as I
am concerned for the States to admin-
ister such important programs that
people depend on. In a crunch, when
Governors are looking to save money
and cutting budgets, who is going to be
hurt by this?

Second, the ability of the Governor
to transfer 10 percent of the funds from
one title of the bill to the other does
not help to ensure, in my opinion, that
those who need the funds will actually
receive it. The Governor will have chief
authority to administer the funds. He
could move the funds elsewhere, rather
than directing them toward these pro-
grams.

Also, instead of cutting bureaucracy,
I believe it instead creates new levels
of State bureaucracy by giving the
Governors full discretion to administer
Federal funds while bypassing the
State legislatures.

In my State of New York, we already
have a State funded system of voca-
tional and adult education created
through a State constitution and pro-
mulgated by the State legislature. The
State system also administers the Fed-
eral funding received for these pro-
grams.

The CAREERS bill will allow the
Governor to administer the Federal
funds, thereby in our State creating
two bureaucracies in New York, rather
than one administrator.

Also, as many of my colleagues have
mentioned before, in this bill the voca-
tional rehabilitation section of this bill

as it now stands is totally unaccept-
able. The bill would limit State flexi-
bility and create uneven access to serv-
ices to those who are the truly needy.
Populations such as the blind and dis-
abled need our full attention and must
not be shortchanged. I am hoping in
the amendment process we can improve
the bill. The current system that we
have is fully supported by the disabil-
ity community and is kept intact in
the Senate bill.

Let me say after saying all of that,
though, I believe that this bill is far
preferable to the bill being worked on
in the Committee on Ways and Means.
So again I would hope by the end of the
day we will have some amendments, we
will have some agreements, and have
some changes. But right now I do be-
lieve that the bill is seriously flawed.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. SOUDER], a member of the
committee.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I com-
mend the leadership of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING] and
the leadership of the gentleman from
California [Mr. MCKEON], the sub-
committee chairman, on the CAREERS
bill.

Mr. Chairman, the genesis of the
CAREERS bill on the floor today dates
to the 1973 Comprehensive Employment
and Training Act [CETA]. CETA con-
tained employment and training com-
ponents. The employment segment, es-
pecially disliked by fiscal conserv-
atives, provided public service jobs for
the unemployed. CETA, at its peak,
was funded at $10 billion. The public
sector component was targeted for
elimination when the Reagan adminis-
tration took office in 1981.

I represent the congressional district
Dan Quayle once held, and am there-
fore familiar with the Job Training
Partnership Act which Dan Quayle
sponsored after he won his Senate seat
in 1980.
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Senator Quayle won passage of the
Quayle training for jobs bill, a $3.8 bil-
lion program for training and $1 billion
for displaced workers. Under the
Quayle bill, State governments had
more responsibility for programs but
services were provided by local private
industry councils.

The Quayle Job Training Partnership
Act focused training on economically
disadvantaged individuals with serious
barriers to employment. JTPA was
criticized for imposing numerous Fed-
eral restrictions which limited local
flexibility, and burdensome planning,
reporting and data collection require-
ments. Senator Quayle made a number
of compromises to get his bill through,
and today we are trying to improve
those JTPA standards. Yet JTPA was
flagged as Dan Quayle’s most notable
legislative accomplishment, when he
was chosen as George Bush’s running
mate. Ironically today, many of Vice
President Quayle’s staunchest defend-

ers have criticized CAREERS, which
significantly improves, from a conserv-
ative perspective, Dan Quayle’s great-
est legacy.

Legitimate concerns arose from a
number of grassroots family organiza-
tions about careers, once it was ap-
proved by the Committee on Economic
and Educational Opportunities. To re-
duce those concerns, language changes
were agreed to. And as a result, the bill
has been approved.

References to Goals 2000 were strick-
en. References to curriculum require-
ments by a State plan under the youth
block grant were deleted and adult
common core indicators were separated
from youth indicators. Finally, paren-
tal involvement was encouraged in the
design of State and local systems.

I realize there are still some concerns
about this bill and, more important,
about the Federal Government’s con-
tinuing role in education. The debate
over education reform will continue,
and it will be fought vigorously on
other more relevant bills.

I would only ask for the family
groups to consider the historic perspec-
tive on Federal job training. The
CAREERS job training bill is a step
forward. CAREERS follows on the
heels of JTPA, but with far more Fed-
eral dollars driven to the local level
with greater State and local authority,
with greater fiscal accountability and
with an anticipated 25-percent cost
savings through efficiency and a better
plan at the State level. The enactment
of CAREERS would result in a total
savings of $6.5 billion over 5 years.

We will never eliminate all the con-
cerns that my fellow conservatives
share, but the majority of Americans
believe that is a role for job training at
least at the State level.

As the chairman has said, as long as
we are held accountable for those tax
dollars, we have an obligation to hold
standards to the States. I know the
Governors have had a number of con-
cerns and we have addressed some of
those concerns. I supported a number
of amendments in the committee and
continue to support this bill as the best
we could pass.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from Col-
orado [Mrs. SCHROEDER].

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, let
me just say, I am pleased to be able to
speak now because we are in markup in
the Committee on the Judiciary on the
immigration bill, and yet I think this
CAREERS Act is a very critical issue,
especially in Colorado.

First of all, I hope that there is going
to be an amendment by the gentleman
from New York [Mr. OWENS] that I
would like very much to support if I
get back and certainly will vote for.
That is because in my area we have
seen a proprietary school closed down
right after the term started. All sorts
of young students who were on finan-
cial aid went in and just saw the doors
locked, and it has been a tremendous
mess. This school had been in business
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for 91 years, and people are still trying
to figure out what happened, because
absolutely no one anticipated this clo-
sure.

Hopefully the Owens amendment will
affect that, prevent those types of
things in the future, because there is
nothing worse than someone trying to
get their life together, getting in
school, getting the funding and then
getting there and finding out the doors
are closed.

The second amendment I am terribly
interested in is that of the gentle-
woman from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK]. The
Mink amendment is going to be talk-
ing about preserving programs for dis-
placed homemakers, single parents,
single pregnant women, and programs
that eliminate sex bias in youth devel-
opment. I just wanted to talk about
what we found out in Colorado with
those programs.

In 1990, Colorado had 200,000 displaced
homemakers; 80 percent of them were
single parents. When they went around
and asked the people in the program,
the customers, if they thought this was
a good program and would they rec-
ommend it to a friend, 96 percent said
yes.

We keep making policy on the 4 per-
cent that said no, but 96 percent of
these people said yes. And then when
they said, did they think that this was
a good use of tax dollars, 74 percent
said yes, and they ought to spend more
money. Of course, the rest all said yes,
it was a good expenditure of tax mon-
eys, but yet as high as 74 percent say-
ing yes and even more money.

Now, I think the Mink amendment
makes a tremendous amount of sense.
If we are going to talk about eliminat-
ing welfare as we know it, which I
think is a very good idea, if we are
going to talk about trying to help peo-
ple work, then we ought to make sure
that this CAREERS Act does not forget
displaced homemakers, does not forget
single parents, and does not forget gen-
der bias that is in so much of what we
find in some of these jobs, where
women get tracked into the pink collar
ghettos and can never earn a decent
living. So those are two very essential
amendments that I would like to see
adopted.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support of the
Owens amendment to require reimbursement
by non-Federal funds any federally granted
money misspent due to willful disregard of re-
quirements or standards.

A situation brewing in my district speaks to
the need and importance of this amendment.
Barnes Business College, a 91-year-old pro-
prietary school in Denver abruptly closed and
declared bankruptcy just before the fall term
this year. Some 700 students, many of whom
receive student financial aid, showed up for
class only to stare at locked doors and closure
notices.

The mystery is that no one saw this closure
coming. The State’s regulatory oversight office
was caught off-guard. State and Federal au-
dits gave the school a clean bill of health up

until June 1993, the last government review
done. And a recent independent audit dis-
closed ‘‘no instances of noncompliance.’’ Dis-
bursements, receipts, and cash balances all
fell in acceptable ranges.

So what happened? I asked the Department
of Education to investigate and an investiga-
tion has been initiated by the department’s in-
spector general’s office. The U.S. Attorney
General’s office is also asking questions about
the draw-down of Federal student loan re-
ceipts and the timing of the bankruptcy dec-
laration.

Although nothing is certain yet, this situation
does raise questions about the propriety of
this proprietary school. And it does follow that
if willful disregard of operating procedures was
done, the taxpayer is the one who would be
held harmless. If nothing else, this amendment
serves as a warning to prevent future Barnes
episodes and to protect the taxpayer.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes and 30 seconds to the
gentleman from California [Mr.
CUNNINGHAM], another subcommittee
chairman who has worked at great
length on this issue.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to thank the gentleman for
yielding time to me, the chairman of
the committee, who has worked val-
iantly on this particular area.

We got 40 years of Democratic rule
that has given us the current disas-
trous bureaucratic system that they
are talking about, and it is going to
cost a lot of tax dollars. The tax dol-
lars, the bureaucracy, the rules and the
regulations actually make it more dif-
ficult than the current system we are
trying to save.

The CAREERS Act is one of the most
commonsense, conservative pieces of
legislation ever to be considered by any
Congress. It replaces 150 federally run
job training, adult education, and lit-
eracy programs which did not talk to
each other and do not work together.
All have Federal bureaucracies, and all
do not work. We need to replace it.

The current CAREERS Act provides
States maximum authority and flexi-
bility. One of the concerns from a
group that came to me was that we are
going to take out the State legislators
in this. I have been assured by the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. MCKEON]
that that is not the case. As a matter
of fact, the language, if not in, is going
to be placed into the CAREERS Act so
that the Governors do not have full
control, that we do put in the State
legislatures.

I would be against the bill if it did
that because, my being a States rights
advocate, I want to make sure that the
State legislatures, not just the Gov-
ernors themselves, have got control of
this. The Governors might not like it,
but that is the way it should be for the
States rights.

As chairman of the House Sub-
committee on Early Childhood, Youth
and Families, I would like to focus on
the portions of the bill that my sub-
committee worked on. Title IV on
adult education, family literacy and li-
brary technology, was moved through

the subcommittee. I also have an inter-
est in title II and its role in vocational
education.

Title IV of the CAREERS Act con-
solidates again 22 programs under the
Adult Education Act, the National Lit-
eracy Act, and the library literacy pro-
gram under the Library Services and
Construction Act, into one block grant
for States. By the way, the Library As-
sociation and libraries groups fully
support the implementation because
one of the areas in which I think that
if on our side of the aisle, if we are
talking about higher technology, high-
er education, and the technological
age, we need to transfer and make sure
that they have up-to-date technology,
technological equipment such as com-
puters, fiber optics, and so on.

The subcommittee held hearings on
this issue in Washington and in San
Marcos, CA, in my particular district.
We learned from someone like John
Corcoran, a teacher, businessman, and
author who made statements that men
and women who cannot read or write
have great difficulty in the most basic
skills and can hardly benefit from a
regular job training system. Literacy
is a program. The National Adult Lit-
eracy Survey showed that of Ameri-
cans at the lowest of five literacy lev-
els, 17 percent receive food stamps, 43
percent live in poverty, and a stunning
70 percent are unemployed or under-
employed. So we do need special pro-
grams.

He also established that adult edu-
cation and family literacy grant States
recognize that basic education for
adults is one of our highest priorities.

When we talk to educators, edu-
cational institutions, administration
employees, even citizens who need the
adult services, the current fragmented
job training system keeps them from
working with one another in their com-
munities. It is a tangle of 150 programs;
in the case of this subcommittee, only
22, much like the welfare system that
does not work because it is too big, too
cumbersome.

We learned from Scott Himelstein, of
the Lynch Foundation for Family Lit-
eracy, that if a man or a woman cannot
read, one of most successful ways to
teach them to read is with their chil-
dren, so it is encouraged.

Mr. Chairman, the programs that we
have before us, there are a lot of areas
that work. I think one of the problems
with the President’s health care bill is
he tried to do too much too quick with
too many things. What we are going to
try and do is make some improvements
to the system over a period of time. We
would ask for support from both sides
of the aisle for those improvements,
and we feel right now it is a basically
a good bill.

I would urge its support.
Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3

minutes to the gentleman from Texas,
Mr. GENE GREEN.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for
yielding time to me.
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I thank my ranking member. I have a

particular concern about this bill, but I
voted for it as it came out of commit-
tee. This bill makes dramatic steps in
streamlining over 80 training programs
and education programs. I believe al-
most every Member on both sides of
our aisle wants the consolidation of
these programs.

I support the bill, as I said, when it
came out of committee, with some res-
ervations. This is probably the most bi-
partisan bill I have seen out of our
Committee on Economic and Edu-
cational Opportunities this year. How-
ever, the point of departure from that
support is that there are no guarantees
or assurances that people who have a
history of being left out will continue
to be served.

Later today I will offer an amend-
ment to title V of the bill. As it now
stands, this bill threatens to under-
mine our existing State vocational
rehab systems. I believe we can correct
this problem with a bipartisan amend-
ment. We are trying to work on it right
now, but so far we are not there.

The bill has been changed three
times since it came out of our commit-
tee. In the last 10 days, there have been
some changes. In fact, I know in the
manager’s amendment in a few min-
utes there are some suggested changes
on voc rehab, but it does not go far
enough. It does not go far to make sure
that those people who particularly
high cost vocational rehab recipients
need those benefits and that revenues
stream directly to them, not that it be
siphoned off for some other program or
some other proposal that an individual
Governor has.

I was glad to hear my colleague, the
gentleman from California [Mr.
CUNNINGHAM], talk about that there is
going to be a legislative involvement
in that. That is not in the manager’s
amendment. It may be when it comes
up on the floor in a few minutes. I am
glad there is an effort to do that. But,
again, this bill has been out of commit-
tee for at least 2 months and has not
changed until today to add the legisla-
tive involvement with the Governor.

There are a great many provisions in
the manager’s amendment on voc
rehab that concern me. It does not con-
tain a mechanism for the State to con-
trol the quality and appropriateness of
vocational rehab in local centers.

This bill does not allow the States,
and possibly a Governor could make
this determination, that the local cen-
ters for vocational rehab would not be
subject to quality and appropriateness
of States services on a statewide basis.
It would allow the local work force de-
velopment board, whose members are
not required to know anything about
vocational rehab or the needs of the
people, to provide guidance providing
vocational rehab services.

There is a great deal wrong with this
bill on vocational rehab. If this bill
passes, the Senate actually is the best
issue, it leaves vocational rehab the
way it is dealing with those people who

hgave been served by a number of
States, including Texas, a great deal
for many years.
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Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, I know the gentleman
from Texas did not want to mislead
anybody. The funding stream remains
exactly as the funding stream is at the
present time. We cannot skim anything
off of it for any other program. That
has not changed.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from New Hampshire
[Mr. ZELIFF] who has spent a great deal
of time working on this program.

Mr. ZELIFF. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
full support of the Goodling-McKeon
bill. It was 3 years ago that I first in-
troduced legislation to consolidate the
over 161 Federal job training programs
into a single block grant. The bill be-
fore us today follows my original con-
cept and eliminates about 50 Federal
education and training programs. An-
other 100 of these duplicative Federal
programs would be consolidated into
four categorical block grants.

I would be less than frank, Mr. Chair-
man, if I did not tell the Members that
many people, including many of our
national Governors, feel that my origi-
nal bill, in a perfect world, would have
done a better job of moving resources
to the States and away from the
micromanagement of the Federal Gov-
ernment. However, I believe it is now
time for us, after working very hard to-
gether, for us to come together and
work together in getting an effective
bill passed which will deliver much
needed services to people who need our
help.

I support the Goodling-McKeon bill
because eliminating over 50 programs
and consolidating over 100 others is far
better than maintaining the existing
hodgepodge of Federal programs. This
bill is 100 percent better than the cur-
rent system. When JTPA was enacted
into law 15 years ago, originally the
focus was, ‘‘Job training legislation
must recognize true principles of Fed-
eralism. * * * The new legislation will
recognize the role of the State in all
local programs and end the excessive
involvement by the Federal Govern-
ment. In short, the basic supervisory
role previously performed by the Fed-
eral Government will now be turned
over to the States, the place it really
belongs.’’

I urge strongly that we support the
Goodling-McKeon bill.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas,
Mr. GENE GREEN.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for
yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, our chairman of the
committee, and he is our chairman,
mentioned that the Governors could
not siphon this off, but I am looking at
an amendment that would be part of
the manager’s amendment that allows

the Government to appoint a board and
develop a proposed plan for alter-
natives. States have traditionally pro-
vided for vocational rehab. In the State
of Texas, in the State of South Caro-
lina and a number of States, they have
provided for it. The Federal funding is
very limited.

This amendment would allow for the
Governor in an individual case, maybe
if we include the legislature, to come
in, but these decisions have already
been made locally and would allow the
Governor to create and have another
revenue stream of Federal funding to
do something else without necessarily
going back to the legislature. If we
want this to be a local control issue,
we should give it to the legislature and
the Governor to provide it by State
law, instead of what is trying to be
done in this amendment.

There have been some allegations
and concerns about who we represent
when we work here on the floor. I have
served 20 years in the legislature and
worked with lots of not only provider
groups, but recipients of vocational
rehab services. They are the ones that
are our big concern, that we deal with
today, not with somebody’s job in the
State bureaucracy. I would hope that
this bill, whether we do it here on the
floor and adopt the Green amendment,
or we do it in the conference commit-
tee and the Senate will hold firm on
making sure vocational rehab does not
get lost in a CAREERS reform bill.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, before me I have a let-
ter from Goodwill Industries Inter-
national, Inc.:

Goodwill Industries International, Inc.
does not support efforts to delete the Voca-
tional Rehabilitation title of H.R. 1617, the
Consolidated and Reformed Education, Em-
ployment, and Rehabilitation Systems Ca-
reers Act. Some of the amendments being
discussed would only protect the status quo
in vocational rehabilitation and would give
you and your House colleagues virtually no
room to negotiate in a conference committee
with the Senate.

Another letter before me:
United Cerebral Palsy Association has

been informed that an amendment may be
offered * * * when it is brought to the floor
for consideration by the full House. We un-
derstand that the amendment would either
fully strike provisions in CAREERS related
to vocational rehabilitation, or significantly
remove the linkage between these centers
and vocational rehabilitation in States.
UCPA urges you to oppose any such amend-
ments.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
BAKER].

Mr. BAKER of Louisiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to express my appreciation
to the chairman and to the gentleman
from California [Mr. MCKEON] and also
the gentleman from South Carolina
[Mr. GRAHAM] on working together to
reach an accommodation with regard
to the important issue of vocational re-
habilitation.

As the manager’s amendment now
stands, it would provide the ability of
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the State Governor to elect and to set
up an independent commission at the
State level to manage the resources of
vocational rehabilitation delivery serv-
ices. This is an extremely important
step in providing consistency for those
States who have aggressive vocational
rehabilitation services in place. It is an
important accommodation the chair-
man has made.

I rise on behalf of all those interests
who have expressed grave concerns
about the future delivery of those serv-
ices in the various States in saying we
very much appreciate the courtesies
extended and the willingness to meet
the needs of that important commu-
nity of service.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I support H.R.
1617, the CAREERS Act, because I believe it
is a good step forward toward repairing our
Nation’s existing fragmented, disjointed, and
overlapping work force preparation program.
The CAREERS Act is a good faith, bipartisan
effort to simplify and improve Federal employ-
ment training efforts by consolidating or elimi-
nating over 150 existing education, training,
and employment assistance programs into
four consolidated grants to the States. In
doing so, this legislation allows for the devel-
opment of creative and comprehensive work
force preparation programs designed to meet
the specific needs of local communities. The
bill provides Governors with unprecedented
flexibility to address the work force require-
ments in their own States, and institutes a
one-stop delivery system uniting employers
and training centers with prospective workers
and trainees that has worked so well in Dela-
ware.

If we are to remain globally competitive, a
comprehensive work force training program
that allows on-the-job training and placement
services must exist. I am confident that if this
legislation is enacted, it will establish a work
force preparation system that will allow us to
reduce the number of dislocated workers and
people on welfare, and keep our competitive
edge in the world marketplace.

The CAREERS Act consolidates 35 categor-
ical education and job training programs for
youth into a single comprehensive career
preparation grant for youth. Clearly, the Fed-
eral Government can play a constructive role
in helping States educate and prepare our
young people so that they can be productive
participants in tomorrow’s economy. America’s
future hinges on the successes of our youth
today. The Federal Government has directly
supported vocational education since 1917,
with the Smith-Hughes Act, which supported
programs in agriculture and home economics.
Since then, laws have been passed creating
additional programs, establishing new prior-
ities, and increasing funding for special popu-
lations. However, it is clear today that these
programs are not achieving their intended
goals. Evidence suggests that the programs
need to be consolidated and woven into a
seamless system to help youth move from
school to jobs and further education.

The CAREERS bill accomplishes this. It en-
courages the education community to join with
local business, community leaders, and par-
ents to reinvigorate old programs. The two
principles which undergrid CAREERS are:

1. Vocational/career-related education
should become an integral part of a reformed

American system of education and training. A
comprehensive system would provide all stu-
dents with access, multiple entry and exit
points, clear education pathways, quality pro-
grams, high standards, information and link-
age to the labor market.

2. Vocational/career-related education
should be high quality, and competency-
based, with industry involvement

The bill authorizes $2.3 billion in fiscal year
1997 for the youth development and career
preparation consolidation grant that provides
opportunities to State and local governments
to design programs to assist high school age
students with job training and vocational edu-
cation.

The reporting committee, the Economic and
Educational Opportunities Committee, of which
I am a member, originally included a con-
troversial section on vocational rehabilitation.
The overarching goal of this section, title 5,
was to transform the system into a flexible and
consumer-directed system, focusing on em-
ployment, empowerment through choice and
vouchers, and results by improving rehabilita-
tion results for those disabled through com-
petition among providers. I believe this change
in focus was overdue. I am concerned that the
unemployment rate of severely disabled Amer-
icans continues to hover close to 80 percent.
Many factors affecting this high rate of unem-
ployment need to be addressed by Congress;
CAREERS was the committee’s first step,
good faith attempt to solving this urgent prob-
lem.

The public rehabilitation system has evolved
over a 75-year history and has developed a
degree of expertise and success in serving
those individuals with the greatest needs.
However, serious shortcomings exist in the
centralized service delivery structure—short-
comings that are becoming more glaring as
the need for rehabilitation among Americans
with disabilities becomes more acute. H.R.
1617, as reported out of committee, main-
tained current funding for rehabilitation serv-
ices to individuals with disabilities. To be cer-
tain that the specialized expertise for disability
services would be built into the new system,
the bill provided for a gradual transition phase
from the current system to the new system
over a 3-year period. H.R. 1617 also built in
many safeguards to ensure that individuals
with disabilities have their special needs prop-
erly addressed in a revised and restructured
job training system.

Some members of the disability community
were told that under H.R. 1617, individuals
with disabilities would lose access to voca-
tional services. I believed this system would
provide high quality general and specialized
rehabilitation services that would help many
more Delawareans with disabilities enter the
work force and become contributing, produc-
tive participants in society.

H.R. 1617 allowed Delaware to continue to
play a role, in coordination with the local sys-
tem, for delivering direct services when nec-
essary, and would have permitted to Delaware
to maintain separate rehabilitation agencies for
the blind. In testimony before the House Sub-
committee on Select Education in 1986,
James Gaschel, director of governmental af-
fairs for the National Federation of the Blind,
testified:

This sense of growing frustration with the
current system of vocational rehabilitation
has led many of us in the National Federa-

tion of the Blind to give thought to alter-
native system of services rather than using
the traditional vocational rehabilitation
State agencies. One plan would be to install
a free market system where clients could
pick and choose among rehabilitation agen-
cies who would, in a sense, be competing for
their patronage. This would be a step beyond
and outside of the institutionalized State vo-
cational rehabilitation agency system. It
would provide a rehabilitation benefit in a
sense of portable funding available to a
handicapped individual for use at any agency
capable of providing the services. Maybe we
are ahead of our time in proposing such a
concept, or even thinking about it, but we
think Congress should consider it.

In conclusion, based on input from consum-
ers and others over many years, the State-run
rehabilitation system is not nearly as efficient
in the use of resources as it should be, is slow
to respond to individual needs and aspirations
has very little accountability for outcomes, and
allows very limited market forces of competi-
tion to improve the quality of services to indi-
viduals with disabilities. I believed it to be es-
sential, in the development of a statewide
work force preparation system under H.R.
1617, that vocational rehabilitation be a full
partner in the system. It would have allowed
disabled individuals to gain access to special-
ized rehabilitation and employment services
through a new, locally based, one-stop career
center system.

The choice before Congress is clear. It can
allow the status quo bureaucracy to continue
its mediocre performance in helping individ-
uals with severe disabilities. Or, Congress can
take the next logical step in reform of voca-
tional rehabilitation by making the system
more focused on real employment outcomes,
empowering individuals through direct choice
and service vouchers, and getting better re-
sults from vocational rehabilitation providers. I
look forward to continuing to work on this leg-
islation to improve it as it moves through the
legislative process.

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to
rise in support of this important piece of legis-
lation, and specifically in support of the provi-
sions of this bill that authorize Sallie Mae to
reorganize into a fully private company. This is
one of those moments that I can state without
reservation that what is good for northern Vir-
ginia is good for the country, and vice versa.

Sallie Mae employs over 1,000 highly skilled
workers in Fairfax County, VA. Their presence
is an important part of that community not only
in terms of the jobs they provide, but in their
commitment to community service activities in
the region. Privatizing Sallie Mae will be a
boost to northern Virginia, as it holds the
promise of a growing Sallie Mae presence in
that area, in contrast with the work force con-
tractions which the company has undertaken
over the past year.

More importantly, however, Sallie Mae’s pri-
vatization is good for the American taxpayer.
Today, unbeknownst to them, taxpayers are
standing behind Sallie Mae’s more than $50
billion in outstanding indebtedness. While
there is no formal Federal guarantee on Sallie
Mae’s debt, those who purchase Sallie Mae
securities do so based on their perceived abil-
ity to look to the Federal Treasury if Sallie
Mae were to default on its obligations. Ridding
the taxpayer of this sort of off-balance-sheet li-
ability is good public policy and it is the right
thing to do for the American people.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH 9164 September 19, 1995
Sallie Mae has done a great service to this

country as it has fulfilled its mission to assure
access to student loans. More than $20 billion
in student loans flowed through guaranteed
loan programs last year, making a college
education affordable for millions of American
families. As a private company, Sallie Mae will
continue to meet that need, and it will be free
to use its technological and personnel re-
sources to serve higher education in new and
innovative ways. Sallie Mae no longer needs
to be a government-sponsored enterprise
[GSE] to meet the needs of students, parents,
and schools.

Through this action today, the Congress is
demonstrating to the American people its will-
ingness to cut the Federal Government’s ties
when they are no longer needed. This action
is reinventing government at its best and I am
pleased to be closely associated with this ef-
fort. Northern Virginia and the Nation will be
better places as a result.

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, as a member of
the House Committee on Educational and
Economic Opportunities, I voted to report H.R.
1617 for a number of reasons, including the
need to cut back and consolidate job training
programs.

I did so with the understanding that this leg-
islation was a bipartisan work in progress. To
a good extent this has been true with one
noted exception—vocational rehabilitation for
our Nation’s disabled citizens.

Regrettably, this bill, which does so much to
consolidate programs and transfer responsibil-
ity to the States, would eliminate the current
vocational rehab block grant which already
works.

The job training system needs fixing, but the
same does not hold true for the vocational re-
habilitation system, and that is why the Senate
did not tamper with the vocational rehabilita-
tion system in its job training bill. The other
body realizes that the current system already
gives the States flexibility to meet the voca-
tional rehabilitation needs of their citizens.

That is also why the National Governors As-
sociation supports the amendment to maintain
the current vocational rehabilitation system of-
fered by Mr. GREEN. The Governors under-
stand the axion; ‘‘if it ain’t broke, don’t fix it.’’

Some would argue we need to increase
competition between public and private reha-
bilitation providers, but the only problem is that
in 21 States there are no private providers and
in my State of Rhode Island there is only one.

Others argue that the General Accounting
Office has criticized the current system. How-
ever, the GAO found that for every $1 in-
vested in the vocational rehabilitation system
reduced disability payments and increased
revenues by $18. In addition, the earnings of
participants were four times greater than
nonparticipants.

Moreover, while the costs of the program
have remained the same, success has in-
creased even with more enrollees who have
severe disabilities.

I am also concerned that the system pro-
posed in H.R. 1617 would jeopardize the pros-
pects of individuals with low-incidence disabil-
ities, like blindness, who need very specialized
services in order to enter the work force.

Therefore, I am pleased that my colleagues
joined me in voting to protect our Nation’s dis-
abled citizens by supporting Mr. GREEN’s
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I want to reiterate that H.R.
1617’s goal of consolidation and rationalization

is worthy of support, and I look forward to fur-
ther improvements to this bill when it reaches
conference.

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Chairman, Sallie Mae was
created in 1972 to help ensure adequate pri-
vate sector funding for federally guaranteed
education loans. It operates under a Federal
charter as a Government-sponsored, for-profit,
publicly owned corporation. By ensuring liquid-
ity to banks that originate student loans, Sallie
Mae has fulfilled the underlying policy objec-
tive of full access for qualified students to edu-
cation loans under the Federal Family Edu-
cation Loan Program.

The secondary market that Sallie Mae has
created is now occupied by 47 participants,
and thousands of lenders nationwide are now
originating loans and financing them in myriad
ways. Market liquidity and access to loans no
longer require Government sponsorship. Cur-
rently, Sallie Mae is restricted by its Federal
charter from entering new lines of business to
which its expertise may be suited, such as the
processing of high volumes of heavily regu-
lated paper or providing additional services to
its college and bank partners.

A fully privatized Sallie Mae would remain
committed to its core business of student
loans, even as it expands into new arenas. In
exchange for the freedom to expand into new
areas of business, under H.R. 1617, Sallie
Mae would give up the advantages of GSE
status, such as exemption from State or local
taxes and their exemption from certain SEC
requirements. H.R. 1617 will allow the stock-
holders of Sallie Mae who have substantial fi-
nancial investments in the company to make
the decision on privatization. Once it’s
privatized, taxpayers will be relieved of the im-
plicit liability estimated at $50 billion, stemming
from the Government’s implied responsibility
for GSE’s. I urge my colleagues to support the
privatization of Sallie Mae and pass H.R.
1617.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the amendment
in the nature of a substitute consisting
of the text of H.R. 2332 shall be consid-
ered by titles as an original bill for the
purpose of amendment.

The first six sections of each title are
considered as having been read. Before
consideration of any other amendment,
it shall be in order to consider the
amendment printed in House Report
104–249, if offered, by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING] or
his designee. That amendment shall be
considered as read, may amend por-
tions of the bill not yet read for
amendment, is not subject to amend-
ment, and is not subject to a demand
for a division of the question.

Debate on the amendment is limited
to a period of 10 minutes, equally di-
vided and controlled by the proponents
and the opponents of the amendment.
After disposition of that amendment,
the bill as then perfected will be con-
sidered as original text. During consid-
eration of the bill for amendment, the
Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole may accord priority in recogni-
tion to a Member who has caused an
amendment to be printed in the des-
ignated place in the CONGRESSIONAL

RECORD. Those amendments will be
considered as having been read.

The Clerk will designate section 1.
The text of section 1 is as follows:

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.
This Act may be cited as the—
(1) ‘‘Consolidated and Reformed Education,

Employment, and Rehabilitation Systems
Act’’; or

(2) ‘‘CAREERS Act’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments to section 1? If not, the Clerk
will designate section 2.

The text of section 2 is as follows:
SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS.

The table of contents for this Act is as fol-
lows:
Sec. 1. Short title.
Sec. 2. Table of contents.
Sec. 3. Purpose.
Sec. 4. Authorization of appropriations.
Sec. 5. Definitions.
Sec. 6. Transition.

TITLE I—WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT
INFRASTRUCTURE

Sec. 101. Purpose of title.
Subtitle A—State and Local Responsibilities
Sec. 102. State requirements.
Sec. 103. Collaborative process regarding

State system.
Sec. 104. Consolidated State workforce de-

velopment and literacy plan.
Sec. 105. Establishment of workforce devel-

opment areas.
Sec. 106. Provisions regarding local

workforce development boards.
Sec. 107. Establishment of integrated career

center systems.
Sec. 108. Identification of eligible education,

training, and vocational reha-
bilitation service providers.

Sec. 109. Management information systems.
Sec. 110. Performance accountability sys-

tem.
Sec. 111. Limitation on Federal regulation.
Sec. 112. General provision.
Sec. 113. Liability.
Subtitle B—Amendments to Wagner-Peyser

Act
Sec. 131. General program requirements.
Sec. 132. Labor market information.

Subtitle C—Worker Rights
Sec. 141. Requirements.
TITLE II—YOUTH DEVELOPMENT AND

CAREER PREPARATION CONSOLIDA-
TION GRANT

Sec. 201. Purposes.
Sec. 202. Definitions.

Subtitle A—State Funding

Sec. 211. National and State funding.
Sec. 212. Within State allocation.

Subtitle B—State Organizational, Planning,
and Reporting Responsibilities

Sec. 221. State plan.
Sec. 222. State programs and State activi-

ties.
Sec. 223. Incentive awards.
Sec. 224. Core standards, performance goals,

and measures.

Subtitle C—Subgrants for In-School and At-
Risk Youth

Sec. 231. Partnership agreements.
Sec. 232. Distribution of funds.

Chapter 1—In-School Youth

Sec. 241. Uses of funds for in-school youth.

Chapter 2—At-Risk Youth

Sec. 245. Uses of funds for at-risk youth.
Sec. 246. At-risk youth providers.

Subtitle D—National Programs

Sec. 251. Research activities.
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Sec. 252. Assessment and data collection of

youth development and career
preparation programs.

Sec. 253. National center or centers for re-
search.

TITLE III—ADULT EMPLOYMENT AND
TRAINING CONSOLIDATION GRANT

Sec. 301. Purpose.
Subtitle A—Adult Employment and Training

Consolidation Grant
Sec. 311. Authorization.
Sec. 312. Allotment among States.
Sec. 313. Allocation within States.
Sec. 314. Additional State plan require-

ments.
Sec. 315. Use of amounts.
Sec. 316. Core standards, performance goals,

and measures.
Subtitle B—Federal Programs

Sec. 321. National discretionary grants.
Sec. 322. Disaster relief employment assist-

ance.
Sec. 323. Research, demonstration, evalua-

tion, and capacity building.
Sec. 324. Workforce skills and development

loans.
Sec. 325. Employment, training, and edu-

cation assistance for Native
Americans.

Sec. 326. Employment, training, and edu-
cation assistance for migrant
and seasonal farmworkers.

TITLE IV—ADULT EDUCATION AND FAMILY LIT-
ERACY CONSOLIDATION GRANT AND LIBRARY
SERVICES AND TECHNOLOGY CONSOLIDATION
GRANT

Sec. 401. Findings.
Sec. 402. Definitions.

Subtitle A—Adult Education and Family
Literacy Consolidation Grant

Sec. 411. Purposes.
CHAPTER 1—FUNDING

Sec. 421. Reservations from amounts appro-
priated.

Sec. 422. Allotment.
CHAPTER 2—GRANTS TO STATES

Sec. 431. Requirement to make grants.
Sec. 432. Uses of funds.
Sec. 433. Additional grant requirements.
Sec. 434. Performance measures.

CHAPTER 3—NATIONAL PROGRAMS

Sec. 441. National Institute for Literacy.
Sec. 442. National leadership activities.

Subtitle B—Library Services and
Technology Consolidation Grant

Sec. 451. Purposes.
Sec. 452. Authorization of appropriations.
Sec. 453. Allotments.
Sec. 454. Grants to States.
Sec. 455. Uses of funds.
Sec. 456. Annual applications.

TITLE V—AMENDMENTS TO REHABILITATION
ACT OF 1973

Subtitle A—Vocational Rehabilitation
Consolidation Grant

CHAPTER 1—TRANSITION PERIOD

Sec. 501. Transition.
CHAPTER 2—REVISION OF TITLE I OF

REHABILITATION ACT OF 1973
Sec. 511. Revision of title I.

Subtitle B—Other Amendments to
Rehabilitation Act of 1973

Sec. 521. Training and demonstration
projects.

Sec. 522. Employment opportunities for indi-
viduals with disabilities.

Sec. 523. Certain amounts.
TITLE VI—HIGHER EDUCATION PRIVATIZATION

Sec. 601. Reorganization of the Student Loan
Marketing Association through
the formation of a holding com-
pany.

Sec. 602. Privatization of College Construc-
tion Loan Insurance Associa-
tion.

TITLE VII—REPEALERS AND OTHER
AMENDMENTS

Sec. 701. Higher education provisions.
Sec. 702. Amendment to Higher Education

Act.
Sec. 703. Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Ap-

plied Technology Education
Act.

Sec. 704. Smith-Hughes Act.
Sec. 705. School-to-Work Opportunities Act

of 1994.
Sec. 706. School Dropout Assistance Act.
Sec. 707. Adult Education Act.
Sec. 708. National Literacy Act.
Sec. 709. Library Services and Construction

Act.
Sec. 710. Technology for Education Act of

1994.
Sec. 711. Job Training Partnership Act.
Sec. 712. Stewart B. McKinney Homeless As-

sistance Act.
Sec. 713. Effective date.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GOODLING

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
offer the chairman’s amendment to the
CAREERS Act.

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. GOODLING: Page
2, in the matter relating to section 108,
strike ‘‘Education’’ and insert ‘‘education’’.

Page 2, in the matter relating to subtitle
C, strike ‘‘Worker Rights’’ and insert ‘‘Gen-
eral Provisions’’.

Page 2, in the matter relating to section
141, strike ‘‘Requirements.’’ and insert
‘‘Worker rights.’’.

Page 2, after the matter relating to section
141, insert the following:

Sec. 142. Transferability.
Page 2, strike the matter relating to sec-

tion 224.
Page 3, strike the matter relating to sec-

tion 316.
Page 3, strike the matter relating to sec-

tion 434.
Page 4, in the matter relating to section

702, strike ‘‘Amendment to Higher Education
Act’’ and insert ‘‘Eligible institutions.’’.

Page 18, line 15, strike ‘‘out-of-school’’.
Page 30, beginning on line 20, strike ‘‘orga-

nization representing parents’’.
Page 31, line 1, insert ‘‘and entity’’ after

‘‘agency’’.
Page 31, after line 22, insert the following:
(H) the State entity responsible for setting

education policies, consistent with State
law, on the date preceding the date of the en-
actment of this Act.

(3) representatives of the State legislature.
Page 32, after line 24, add the following:
(3) DISAGREEMENT.—The Governor shall ac-

cept and include with the State plan submit-
ted under section 104, any disagreeing views
submitted by a participant of the collabo-
rative process if such views represent dis-
agreement in the area in which such partici-
pant was selected for representation.

Page 36, strike lines 8 through 13.
Page 36, line 14, strike ‘‘(d)’’ and insert

‘‘(c)’’.
Page 38, after ‘‘including’’ insert ‘‘aca-

demic and vocational administrators, mem-
bers of local schools boards, principals,

teachers, postsecondary and other adult edu-
cation administrators and instructors, in-
cluding community colleges,’’.

Page 62, line 3, strike ‘‘customer’’ and in-
sert ‘‘the’’.

Page 63, line 1, strike ‘‘will measure’’ and
insert ‘‘must demonstrate’’.

Page 63, beginning on line 18, strike ‘‘ap-
propriate’’ and all that follows through
‘‘among’’ on line 19.

Page 71, line 2, insert ‘‘by the Secretary of
Labor or the Secretary of Education, as the
case may be,’’ after ‘‘disallowed’’.

Page 71, line 4, strike ‘‘this Act’’ and insert
‘‘chapter 2 of title II, title III,’’.

Page 71, line 5, strike ‘‘the’’ and insert
‘‘such chapter or title’’.

Page 72, line 25, strike the semicolon and
insert ‘‘, which, to the extent practicable,
shall be done through the private sector;’’.

Page 68, line 3, strike ‘‘elected’’.
Page 89, line 19, strike ‘‘Provision’’ and in-

sert ‘‘Provisions’’.
Page 92, beginning on line 1, strike ‘‘skills’’

and all that follows through line 3 and insert
‘‘foundation and occupational skills needed
to be successful in a competitive economy
and to complete a high school diploma or
general equivalency diploma;’’.

Page 99, after line 20, insert the following
(and redesignate any subsequent paragraphs
accordingly):

(4) FEDERAL FUNDS TO SUPPLEMENT, NOT
SUPPLANT, NON-FEDERAL FUNDS.—Funds re-
ceived under this title shall be used only to
supplement the amount of funds that would,
in the absence of such Federal funds, be
made available from non-Federal sources for
the education of youth participating in pro-
grams assisted under this title, and not to
supplant such funds.

Page 139, line 15, insert ‘‘media’’ before
‘‘technology’’.

Page 140, line 25, insert ‘‘and’’ after the
semicolon.

Page 141, strike lines 1 and 2.
Page 141, line 3, strike ‘‘(iii)’’ and insert

‘‘(ii)’’.
Page 148 line 8, strike ‘‘one quarter of one’’

and insert ‘‘4’’.
Page 149, line 21, strike ‘‘one quarter of

one’’ and insert ‘‘4’’.
Page 222, strike line 10 and all that follows

through page 225, line 13, and insert the fol-
lowing (and conform the table of contents on
page 226, after line 14):
‘‘SEC. 108. STATE OPTION REGARDING ALTER-

NATIVE DELIVERY SYSTEMS.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—In the case of the re-

quirements referred to in subsection (b), a
State may, in its discretion, elect to use al-
ternative approaches for the implementation
of any of the requirements if (subject to the
other provisions of this section) the follow-
ing conditions are met:

‘‘(1) The Governor appoints a board to de-
velop a proposed plan for the alternative ap-
proaches.

‘‘(2) Individuals with disabilities who are
not State officials or employees constitute a
majority of the members of such board.

‘‘(3) The membership of the board in-
cludes—

‘‘(A) each State administrative agent des-
ignated pursuant to section 103(a); and

‘‘(B) one or more individuals from private
industry.

‘‘(4) The State provides that the alter-
native approaches will be implemented in ac-
cordance with the plan developed by the
board.

‘‘(5) In the development of the plan, the
public is afforded a reasonable opportunity
to comment on the proposed alternative ap-
proaches.

‘‘(6) The Governor submits to the Sec-
retary a notice that the State is electing to
use alternative approaches, and the notice is
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submitted to the Secretary not later than 60
days before the beginning of the first fiscal
year to which the election applies.

‘‘(b) ALTERNATIVES REGARDING STATE AD-
MINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE FOR DELIVERY OF
SERVICES.—For purposes of subsection (a), a
State may elect to implement alternative
approaches to requirements in accordance
with the following:

‘‘(1) The allocation under section 102(a) (al-
locating amounts between State administra-
tive agents and local workforce development
boards) is in the discretion of the State, ex-
cept that not more than 80 percent of a grant
under section 101(a) for a fiscal year may be
reserved for activities of local workforce de-
velopment boards.

‘‘(2) With respect to the requirements es-
tablished in sections 103 and 104, the alloca-
tion between State administrative agents
and local workforce development boards of
responsibilities for carrying out the require-
ments is in the discretion of the State.

‘‘(3) The selection of State officials who
are to administer the requirements of sec-
tion 103 is in the discretion of the State.

‘‘(c) REVIEW AND REVISION OF ALTERNATIVE
APPROACH.—An election under subsection (a)
ceases to be effective after the third fiscal
year of being in effect unless, during such
third year, the plan under the election is re-
viewed. The plan may be reviewed and re-
vised annually. This section applies to the
review and revision of the plan to the same
extent and in the same manner as this sec-
tion applies to an original plan under sub-
section (a).

‘‘(d) PERFORMANCE ACCOUNTABILITY SYS-
TEM.—An election under subsection (a) for a
State does not, with respect to carrying out
the program under this title in the State, af-
fect the applicability to the State of section
110 of the Consolidated and Reformed Edu-
cation, Employment, and Rehabilitation
Systems Act.’’.

Page 236, line 10, strike ‘‘2003’’ and insert
‘‘2005’’.

At each of the following locations, strike
‘‘2007’’ and insert ‘‘2009’’: Page 237, line 16;
page 242, line 21; page 243, line 19; and page
249, line 4.

Page 255, after line 21, insert the following
new paragraph:

(3) LIMITATION OF OWNERSHIP OF STOCK.—
Except as provided in subsection (d)(2) of this
section, no stock of the Corporation may be
sold or issued to an agency, instrumentality,
or establishment of the United States Gov-
ernment, to a Government corporation or a
Government controlled corporation (as such
terms are defined in section 103 of title 5,
United States Code), or to a Government
sponsored enterprise (as such term is defined
in section 622 of title 2, United States Code).
The Student Loan Marketing Association
shall not own any stock of the Corporation,
except that it may retain the stock it owns
on the date of enactment. The Student Loan
Marketing Association shall not control the
operation of the Corporation, except that the
Student Loan Marketing Association may
participate in the election of directors as a
shareholder, and may continue to exercise
its right to appoint directors under section
754 of the Higher Education Act of 1965 as
long as that section is in effect. The Student
Loan Marketing Association shall not pro-
vide financial support or guarantees to the
Corporation. Notwithstanding the prohibi-
tions in this subsection, the United States
may pursue any remedy against a holder of
the Corporation’s stock to which it would
otherwise be entitled.

Page 258, beginning on line 8, strike ‘‘,
upon request of the Secretary of Education’’.

Page 258, lines 11 and 16, strike ‘‘voting
common’’.

Page 258, beginning on line 12, strike ‘‘one
year’’ and insert ‘‘6 months’’.

Page 258, beginning on line 18, strike
‘‘within’’ and all that follows through ‘‘shall
purchase’’ on line 20 and insert ‘‘, the Cor-
poration shall purchase, within the period
specified in paragraph (1),’’.

Page 258, line 23, insert after ‘‘financial
firms’’ the following ‘‘, however such price
shall not exceed the value of the Secretary’s
stock as determined by the Congressional
Budget Office in House Report 104–153 dated
June 22, 1995’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. GOODLING] and a Member opposed
each be recognized for 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
for Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING].

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 21⁄2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, let me say that these
are changes to the Connie Lee privat-
ization language. It shortens the time
the Secretary of Education has to sell
the Government’s Connie Lee stock to
6 months, prohibits Sallie Mae from
participating in the operation of
Connie Lee, except Sallie Mae main-
tains representation on the board of
Connie Lee, sets the purchase price for
the Department of Education stock at
no more than the CBO estimated value
in the event Connie Lee is required to
repurchase the stock, extends Sallie
Mae phaseout by 2 years to comply
with the 7-year budget agreement; adds
State entities to the list of people that
are part of the collaborative process to
ensure that State boards of education
can participate; adds State legislatures
to the list of people who can partici-
pate in the collaborative process; adds
academic and vocational administra-
tors to that group; adds language to
title II, the youth block, to ensure that
the title II Federal funds are used to
supplement, not supplant, State and
local funds; encourages private sector
coordination and development of a na-
tionwide system of labor exchange
services to the public; clarifies that the
liability language only applies to the
local work force development board
and not to in-school educational pro-
grams or adult education programs;
strikes reference to the Secretary of
Labor evaluating performance stand-
ards, because there are no Federal per-
formance standards; changes the per-
cent set aside for Indians and migrants
in adult training programs from one-
quarter of 1 percent to 4 percent;
strikes parent organizations from the
list of people who can participate in
the collaborative process, and just al-
lows parents; strikes ‘‘out of school’’
from the definition of limited English
proficient, so all youth are covered by
the definition; allows States to change
the financial distribution within the
States for vocational rehabilitation
services. If a State panel appointed by
the Governor chooses to change such
direction, the members of this panel
must represent a majority of individ-
uals with disabilities from the private
sector, the State director of vocational
rehabilitation, the State director of
services for the blind, if applicable.

Those are the changes that are in the
chairman’s amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield the remaining
time to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. WELDON].

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I was very pleased to see that the
series of amendments that I originally
proposed to this bill were incorporated
by the committee chairman into the
manager’s amendment. Essentially, my
amendments try to achieve two very
important goals: First, they ensure
that parents will be involved in the de-
sign and implementation of the voca-
tional education programs that will be
developed with these funds. Second, the
amendments made clear that States
and localities, not the Federal Govern-
ment, will decide which performance
measures or certificates they will re-
quire in their career training pro-
grams.

Research has clearly shown that par-
ent participation improves all aspects
of student performance. Discipline
problems decrease, homework comple-
tion and quality improve, reading com-
prehension and time spent reading both
increase. Furthermore, families are
strengthened and parents develop clos-
er relationships with their children and
become more involved in their chil-
dren’s learning.

Parent participation is particularly
weak in secondary vocational edu-
cation. The National Association of
Vocational Education found that one-
third of the sites preparing local plans
under the Perkins Act did not meet
with parents, not even once, leg alone
built a continuing partnership with
families and the community.

I rise in support of the chairman’s
manager’s amendment, which I think
goes a long way to achieving these two
very important goals of more parental
involvement in the educational proc-
ess, particularly in the area of voca-
tional rehabilitation, as well as moving
of the locus of power and authority
more to the local level, where it is very
much needed.

b 1330

I rise in support of this as well as in
support of the entire bill.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield the
balance of my time to the gentleman
from Texas, Mr. GENE GREEN.

(Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, Members, the manager’s
amendment is a new amendment that,
again, this bill came out of committee
2 months ago with the idea that we
were going to work on title V of the vo-
cational rehabilitation section of the
bill, and we have seen changes in the
last 10 days. We really need more than
a weekend to deal with this.

But what the manager’s amendment
would do instead of cutting bureauc-
racy, which all of us want to do, and in-
volve those parents involved in it, they
are involved on the State level right
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now, the State of Texas does not need
the Federal Government to tell us to
involve parents in their vocational re-
habilitation programs for their chil-
dren.

The amendment, the manager’s
amendment, would layer another bu-
reaucracy because it would allow the
Governor to appoint another agency to
oversee the Federal funding. Again, in
the general debate we heard that might
be expanded to the legislative. But,
again, that is not what I see in this
manager’s amendment that I have had
a copy of that we got a copy of earlier.

We want to reduce the bureaucracy.
We do not want to add another layer
in. That is why the manager’s amend-
ment raises concern.

Again, title V of this bill, that sub-
stantially changes vocational rehabili-
tation, needs to be addressed sepa-
rately in a separate piece of legislation
and not in this, because we are going to
lose some of the people who need it the
most, people who need that vocational
rehabilitation effort.

I appreciate the concern of my col-
league from Florida about parent in-
volvement, and when I was in the legis-
lature in Texas, we required parents to
be involved with public schools. We re-
quired public schools to get their par-
ents involved. But, again, we do not
need the Federal Government here in
Washington telling them in Austin,
TX, or even in Tallahassee, they have
to get involved. That is part of most
States’ plans already. Parents are in-
volved. They should. But most of this
money is State money. It is not Fed-
eral dollars.

Let us leave those decisions locally. I
would be glad to lobby my legislature
to make sure they include parents be-
cause I know they already do, instead
of saying we are going to impose a sep-
arate possible layer of bureaucracy on
vocational rehabilitation. It is so im-
portant because we are dealing with,
again, our citizens in this country who
are harder to educate and harder to
train and they are more expensive. We
do not need to lose one dime to a bu-
reaucracy that should be going to di-
rect services for these people.

That is why the manager’s amend-
ment again has made great strides in
some ways but still does not go far
enough to deal with the concerns that
I have and a lot of my colleagues and a
lot of the agencies or agencies and indi-
viduals that we have with vocational
rehab.

Let me read some of the individuals.
You will see this yellow sheet today a
great deal. American Council of the
Blind, the American Foundation for
the Blind, the National Federation for
the Blind, the National Head Injury
Foundation, the National Industries
for the Blind, people who are opposing
this bill and the manager’s amendment
because they are worried they are
going to lose the basic support services
that we have in Houston, TX, with the
Lighthouse for the Blind that are serv-
ing a lot of my constituents.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the opportunity to oppose the
manager’s amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING] has
30 seconds remaining.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that both sides
have an additional 6 minutes on the
chairman’s amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Six minutes to be
divided, 3 minutes to each side?

Mr. GOODLING. Six minutes either
side, 12 minutes divided equally.

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

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING] has
61⁄2 minutes remaining, and the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY] has 8
minutes remaining.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. KIL-
DEE].

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I would
just like to address a question which
affects the manager’s amendment and
what we do the rest of the day.

I have prepared some amendments
based upon the text of the bill, not nec-
essarily based upon the text of the bill
as amended by the manager’s amend-
ment. Will I be protected technically
when I offer my amendments, in case
they are not in the exact line or sec-
tion? Will I be protected and have the
assurance from the chairman that we
can have whatever technical correc-
tions need to be made before the bill is
transmitted?

Mr. GOODLING. I was waiting for a
legal interpretation.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair does ad-
vise Members that under the rule, it is
an open amendment process. The Chair
advises the gentleman from Michigan
that it is an open amendment process.

Mr. KILDEE. Well, no, my point is:
We worked late last night preparing
our amendments based upon the text of
the bill that is before us. The man-
ager’s amendments have been offered
and will probably be adopted. Our
amendments may not be in the right
exact line or section because of
changes made by the manager’s amend-
ment. Will we be allowed to make
those and have the Clerk make the nec-
essary technical corrections to put
those in a proper spot?

Mr. GOODLING. If the gentleman
will yield, I would say the gentleman
would be able to. But it does become
the text, and I would imagine, if these
were written last night, they would
have been written to my amendments.

Mr. KILDEE. I did not have the man-
ager’s night amendments myself, how-
ever.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
advise both of the gentlemen that
there will be situations where an
amendment, as a result of a modifica-
tion, may require modification in an-
other portion of the bill, and that
would be in order.

Mr. KILDEE. It would be in order? In
the engrossing of the bill, any tech-
nical corrections may be made by the
motion we usually make at the end of
the bill?

The CHAIRMAN. You may redraft
your amendments as the bill begins to
change as a result of other amend-
ments, if that is the question.

Mr. KILDEE. We will try to keep up.
Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I

yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. GRAHAM], another
member of the committee.

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

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Chairman, we are
very close to passing what I think is
the best bipartisan effort in Congress. I
am really excited about what we have
been able to do in the Committee on
Economic and Educational Opportuni-
ties and work together to come up with
a good product.

One of the concerns I have had all
along in the block granting program is
that when we start the block grant, we
do not tear down those things that
work well. We know the problem areas.
We made bipartisan effort to solve the
problem areas.

One thing I have been concerned
about the whole time is vocational re-
habilitation. This is a group of people
that really we need to stand up for and
make sure that they are protected.

Let me tell you what we have done in
this bill to make sure that voc rehab is
protected. One, we did not cut any of
the funding. The other three areas of
the block grant had a 20-percent reduc-
tion in funding. Voc rehab stayed the
same. The manager’s amendment that
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
GOODLING] was talking about creates a
system that would allow the Governor
in the State to have an alternative pro-
gram that, in effect, would allow the
system in the State to continue as it is
if it is delivering a quality product in
the eyes of those people that are re-
ceiving it in the State, and the Gov-
ernor responsible, for administering
the services in the State.

The gentleman from Texas, Mr. GENE
GREEN, has been very good to work
with. We are very close to getting an
amendment that will allow this bill to
go through in a bipartisan fashion. If
we need some input from the State leg-
islature, I am certainly open to that.
Let us not turn back now. Most of the
money does come from the Federal
Government in the voc rehab area.
There is a matching component that
will not be changed by this bill on the
States’ behalf, but most of this money
does come from the national Govern-
ment. I think all of us, if we are honest
with ourselves, will admit that voc
rehab can be reformed.

But the manager’s amendment, I
think, makes great strides to give local
control and local authority to fashion
programs that deliver the best services
to the disabled in each and every State.

One provision that I would like to
point out of the alternative program, it
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requires the Governor to appoint to the
board individuals with disabilities who
are not State officials or employees,
and they shall constitute a majority of
the board that the Governor or the leg-
islature, in conjunction with the Gov-
ernor, will create.

I think this is the right way to go.
We cannot solve everybody’s problems,
but let us not get the bill off track be-
cause of this. I think we can work
through the voc rehab problems.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield the
balance of my time to the gentleman
from Texas, Mr. GENE GREEN.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, let me address my col-
league, the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. GRAHAM], and the con-
cerns that he has. I think we share
some of them because we both served
in the legislature, and I agree with him
that I like the idea of having these
boards to be including recipients of the
aid. Again, that is, I know, in a lot of
our local States we require that any-
way. But is that a requirement that
should be sent down from Washington?

Again, I know I have worked on that,
as a legislator, to make sure the people
who are subjected to the rules are the
ones also involved in the process and
serving on those boards.

Let me go over some of the concerns
I have about the specifics of the man-
ager’s amendment as it deals with vo-
cational rehab. The proposed amend-
ment would allow, again, the Governor
to appoint a board which would develop
a plan for allocation of vocational
rehab funds between the State and
local boards. Again, we may change
that, and it may be allowing the legis-
lative involvement. As the manager’s
amendment now stands, it is the Gov-
ernor. The Governor would appoint the
board to develop it. It, again, creates
another layer of bureaucracy.

Different States could choose to im-
plement vocational rehab programs in
different ways, which that is the bene-
fit of it because, again in Texas and
South Carolina, although I think we
have similar systems, but they are just
a little different, to meet the local
needs of our States. Some will opt for
an alternative approval, while others
can offer the approach prescribed else-
where in this bill, and again we could
then lose the national concern.

So, again, I think vocational rehab
needs to be separated from this bill,
like the Senate is doing, and deal with
vocational rehab on its own.

Our committee held no hearings spe-
cifically on title V, and again last
Thursday we had the majority staff re-
lease the changes of the markup to the
bill. Now we have the manager’s
amendment, and we have not spent the
time we need to on something as im-
portant as vocational rehab, that in-
stead of just today and maybe the last
few days, it should be as a separate
piece of legislation.

I think my colleague, the gentleman
from South Carolina, and I could agree
on a great deal of things as long as we

do not lump people who are vocational
rehab recipients in with the general
population.

Our State and a number of States for
50 years have contributed and made an
effort to deal with vocational rehab
and to provide funding for it, and they
do not particularly want to see Wash-
ington come in and say, ‘‘Well, we can
do it better.’’ I am concerned this bill
may provide that guidance, and maybe
set up a two-tier system, from what
some States may be doing, and depend-
ing on what the Governor may decide
to do, whether it is included in the leg-
islation or not.

This amendment would not address
other problems that are in the full bill
regarding vocational rehab services.

Paragraph 105(B)(2)(d) of title V
would continue to make the service
plan optional, thereby removing pro-
gram accountability for the direction
and quality of the services. Again, we
are on the floor of the House in Wash-
ington, DC, but the real people who
need to know about this legislation, on
the streets and in the facilities in
Houston, TX and around this country,
we want to make sure they are receiv-
ing that quality that they may not get
if we pass this bill and this manager’s
amendment today.

This bill would continue to not con-
tain any mechanism for the States to
control the quality and appropriate-
ness of those vocational rehab services.

That is why, again, Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposing the manager’s amend-
ment, and later on today we will have
an amendment to title V that will
strike title V and include and ask that
vocational rehab be separated so we
can get on to reforming our job train-
ing for everyone and not having voca-
tional rehab recipients lost in this
process, because that is my concern
and that is the concern of a number of
the groups who have been the bene-
ficiaries of these services for many
years.

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

First of all, I would like to indicate
there was a day of hearings on the vo-
cational rehabilitation. I also would
like to report that the Senate bill
keeps vocational rehabilitation in its
work force preparation bill. They have
not changed their bill. They have kept
vocational rehabilitation as part of it.

I would also like to read from the
legislation: ‘‘The State will ensure that
vocational rehabilitation services
under this title, and related core serv-
ices, are provided by personnel who are
qualified to provide the services in-
volved. For purposes of the preceding
sentence, the term ‘core services’ has
the meaning indicated for such term
under title I of the Consolidated and
Reformed Education, Employment, and
Rehabilitation Systems Act. The State
will establish plans, policies, and pro-
cedures to be followed in carrying out
the program under this title.’’ In other
words, the State must ensure quality
standards and quality outcomes.

But let me talk a little bit about the
status quo, if that is all we want, if we
just want to keep the status quo. Out
of 12.6 million severely disabled per-
sons, only 2.9 million are employed,
which equals 23 percent. Employment
rates for persons with moderate dis-
abilities are comparable with the non-
disabled, but employment rates for the
severely disabled are drastically lower.
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Advocates for the status quo system
cannot argue that VR is having a posi-
tive impact on employment. The em-
ployment rates have been constant
during the life of the current Rehabili-
tation Act. A little over 1 million per-
sons are served under the current Fed-
eral-State Vocational Rehabilitation
Program. Of those served, about 200,000
cases are closed in a given year. Many
of these people could be served by the
regular adult program, but the minute
anyone mentions that they may have
some disability, bingo, they are imme-
diately shipped off to vocational reha-
bilitation. For the vocational rehabili-
tation system, rehabilitated means a
60-day job placement. Big deal. Under
this low standard, even with only a 60-
day job placement, they could only
have 71 percent case closures in 1994.

Now look at the success in compari-
son to tougher standards. Under the
tougher Social Security Administra-
tion standards, a placement after 9
months, for severely disabled persons
on SSI or SSDI, only 9 percent of such
case closures were still employed. The
1993 GAO report on the Vocational Re-
habilitation Program concluded that
the gains in economic status made by
the clients were temporary. Is that
what we are doing; throwing a bone to
the most needy? Within the study
group the earnings of those classified
as rehabilitated under the 60-day
standard had, after 2 years, returned to
near or below preprogram levels.

The Projects With Industries, PWI,
program, a business community part-
nership placed 10,901 persons in 1994, 81
percent of whom were severely dis-
abled. Of those served, 25 percent were
severely disabled. PWI also costs far
less than the current Federal-State
program.

So, the status quo advocates cannot
argue that their success is dem-
onstrated or that their expertise is
unique. Actually success rates in serv-
ing the severely disabled have fallen
somewhat in the last 2 years.

Of the total $2.5 billion in Federal
and State match spent on VR costs are
administration, 10.4 percent, counsel-
ing and placement, 34.6 percent; pur-
chased services, 54 percent. If we want
the status quo and cheat these people,
then just do not include them in the
program.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. GOOD-
LING].
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The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GOODLING

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment which affects por-
tions of the bill not currently under
consideration, and I ask unanimous
consent for its immediate consider-
ation.

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

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-

port the amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. GOODLING: Page

70, line 24, before the period insert ‘‘or to
meet federally funded or endorsed industry-
recognized skill standards or attain federally
funded or endorsed skill certificates’’.

Page 76, line 17, strike ‘‘data’’ and all that
follows and insert ‘‘data, which may be ag-
gregated by demographic characteristics,
on—’’.

Page 76, beginning on line 18, strike ‘‘de-
mographic’’ and all that follows through
‘‘Act,’’ on line 21.

Page 81, beginning on line 18, strike ‘‘fur-
nished’’ and all that follows through ‘‘identi-
fied’’ on line 20, and insert ‘‘contained in the
information so furnished under this title can
be used to identify any individual’’.

Page 82, line 2, insert ‘‘for purposes’’ after
‘‘retained’’.

Page 82, beginning on line 4, strike ‘‘or es-
tablishment’’.

Page 98, line 24, after ‘‘101’’ strike ‘‘or’’ and
insert ‘‘, 101A, 343(b),’’.

Page 100, line 15, before the period insert
‘‘or to attain a federally funded or endorsed
skill certificate’’.

Page 110, line 19, insert ‘‘and parents’’ after
‘‘employers’’.

Page 113, line 10, insert ‘‘and parents’’ after
‘‘employers’’.

Page 125, line 6, strike ‘‘and’’.
Page 125, line 9, strike the period and in-

sert ‘‘; and’’.
Page 125, after line 9, insert the following:
(viii) implementation of innovative pro-

grams to increase the number of individuals
trained and placed in nontraditional employ-
ment.

Page 127, line 19, before the period insert
the following: ‘‘and individuals seeking to
enter nontraditional employment’’.

Page 133, beginning on line 4, ‘‘may have
up to’’ and insert ‘‘shall within’’.

Page 133, line 6, strike ‘‘to’’.

Mr. GOODLING (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, this

technical amendment includes changes
to H.R. 1617 that are both constructive
and noncontroversial, worked out by
the other side, I believe, or in agree-
ment. It is an amendment adding to a
State’s discretionary activities the
ability to implement innovative pro-
grams to increase the number of indi-
viduals trained and placed in nontradi-
tional employment, an amendment
clarifying that nothing in this Act
shall mandate that any individual, par-
ticularly youth, be required to meet
federally funded or endorsed industry

recognized skill standards or attain
federally funded——

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

Mr. GOODLING. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Missouri.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, we have
reviewed the amendments, and we have
no objections.

Mr. GOODLING. In other words, Mr.
Chairman, the gentleman is saying,
‘‘Stop talking; we agree.’’

Mr. CLAY. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. GOODLING. I will quit while I

am ahead.
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on

the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. GOOD-
LING].

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further

amendments to section 2 of the bill?
If not, the Clerk will designate sec-

tion 3.
The text of section 3 is as follows:

SEC. 3. PURPOSE.
The purpose of this Act is to transform the

vast array of Federal workforce development
and literacy programs from a collection of
fragmented and duplicative categorical pro-
grams into a streamlined, comprehensive,
coherent, high-quality, cost-effective, mar-
ket-based, and accountable workforce devel-
opment and literacy system that is designed
to meet the education, economic, employ-
ment, and training needs of the workforce
and the competitiveness needs of employers
of the United States, both today and in the
future.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to section 3?

If not, the Clerk will designate sec-
tion 4.

The test of section 4 is as follows:
SEC. 4 AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to
be appropriated—

(1) for title II, $2,324,600,000 for fiscal year
1997 and such sums as may be necessary for
each of the fiscal years 1998 through 2002 to
carry out the programs under such title;

(2) for title III, $2,183,000,000 for fiscal year
1997 and such sums as may be necessary for
each of the fiscal years 1998 through 2002 to
carry out the programs under such title; and

(3) for subtitle A of title IV, $280,000,000 for
fiscal year 1997 and such sums as may be nec-
essary for each of the fiscal years 1998
through 2002 to carry out the programs under
such subtitle.

(b) PROGRAM YEAR.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Beginning in fiscal year

1997, and each year thereafter, appropria-
tions for any fiscal year thereafter, appro-
priations for any fiscal year for programs
and activities under titles II, III, and IV of
this Act shall be available for obligation
only on the basis of a program year. The pro-
gram year shall begin on July 1 in the fiscal
year for which the appropriation is made.

(2) OBLIGATION.—Funds obligated for any
program year under titles II, III, and IV,
may be expended by each recipient during
that program year and the two succeeding
program years, except that the Secretary
shall, in accordance with paragraph (3),
reallot to eligible States the funds allotted
to States from funds appropriated for real-
lotment.

(3) AMOUNTS AVAILABLE FOR REALLOT-
MENT.—The amount available for reallot-
ment is equal to—

(A) the amount by which the unobligated
balance of the State allotment at the end of

the program year prior to the program year
for which the determination under this sec-
tion is made exceeds 20 percent of such allot-
ment for the prior program year; plus

(B) the unexpended balance of the State al-
lotment from any program year prior to the
program year in which there is such excess.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to section 4?

If not, the Clerk will designate sec-
tion 5.

The text of section 5 is as follows:
SEC. 5. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this Act, except as other-
wise provided:

(1) ADULT.—The term ‘‘adult’’ means an in-
dividual who is 16 years of age, or beyond the
age of compulsory school attendance under
State law (whichever age is higher), and who
is not enrolled or required to be enrolled in
secondary school.

(2) ADULT EDUCATION.—The term ‘‘adult
education’’ means services or instruction
below the postsecondary level for adults—

(A) who are not enrolled in secondary
school;

(B) who lack sufficient mastery of basic
educational skills to enable them to function
effectively in society or who do not have a
certificate of graduation from a school pro-
viding secondary education and who have
not achieved an equivalent level of edu-
cation;

(C) who are not currently required to be
enrolled in school; and

(D) whose lack of mastery of basic skills
results in an inability to speak, read, or
write the English language which con-
stitutes a substantial impairment of their
ability to get or retain employment com-
mensurate with their real ability, and thus
are in need of programs to help eliminate
such inability and raise the level of edu-
cation of such individuals with a view to
making them less likely to become depend-
ent on others.

(3) AREA VOCATIONAL EDUCATION SCHOOL.—
The term ‘‘area vocational education school’’
means—

(A) a specialized high school used exclu-
sively or principally for the provision of vo-
cational education to individuals who are
available for study in preparation for enter-
ing the labor market;

(B) the department of a high school exclu-
sively or principally used for providing voca-
tional education in not less than 5 different
occupational fields to individuals who are
available for study in preparation for enter-
ing the labor market;

(C) a technical institute or vocational
school used exclusively or principally for the
provision of vocational education to individ-
uals who have completed or left high school
and who are available for study in prepara-
tion for entering the labor market; or

(D) the department or division of a junior
college, community college or university op-
erating under the policies of the State board
and which provides vocational education in
not less than 5 different occupational fields
leading to immediate employment but not
necessarily leading to a baccalaureate de-
gree, if, in the case of a school, department,
or division described in subparagraph (C) or
this subparagraph, it admits as regular stu-
dents both individuals who have completed
high school and individuals who have left
high school.

(4) AT-RISK YOUTH.—The term ‘‘at-risk
youth’’ means—

(A) an out-of-school, at-risk youth who is
an individual age 24 or younger and who is
not enrolled in a secondary or postsecondary
education program, has not received a high
school diploma or its equivalent and must
overcome barriers to employment such as
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lack of sufficient education or vocational
skills, economic disadvantages, disability, or
limited English proficiency; or

(B) an in-school, at-risk youth who is an
individual age 24 or younger who is enrolled
in an accredited secondary or postsecondary
education program but is at risk of dropping
out of school or must overcome barriers to
complete an education program, such as eco-
nomic disadvantages, disability, or limited
English proficiency.

(5) COMPREHENSIVE CAREER GUIDANCE AND
COUNSELING.—The term ‘‘comprehensive ca-
reer guidance and counseling’’ means a pro-
gram—

(A) which pertains to the body of subject
matter and related techniques and methods
organized for the development in individuals
of career awareness, career planning, career
decisionmaking, placement skills, and
knowledge and understanding of local, State,
and national occupational, educational, and
labor market needs, trends, and opportuni-
ties;

(B) which assists such individuals in mak-
ing and implementing informed educational
and occupational choices; and

(C) which is comprehensive in nature.
(6) CAREER GRANT.—The term ‘‘career

grant’’ means a voucher or a credit issued to
a participant under title III of this Act, or
title I of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, for
the purchase of education or training serv-
ices from certified providers of such services,
in accordance with the provisions of this
Act, and with guidelines issued by the State.

(7) CASE MANAGEMENT.—The term ‘‘case
management’’ means the provision of a cli-
ent-centered approach in the delivery of
services designed to—

(A) empower individuals to make informed
career choices;

(B) prepare and coordinate comprehensive
employment plans, based upon such individ-
ual choices, such as service strategies for
participants, to ensure access to necessary
training and supportive services, using,
where feasible, computer-based technologies;
and

(C) provide job and career counseling dur-
ing program participation and after job
placement.

(8) CHIEF ELECTED OFFICIAL.—The term
‘‘chief elected official’’ means the chief
elected executive officer of a unit of general
local government in a workforce develop-
ment area.

(9) COMMUNITY-BASED ORGANIZATION.—The
term ‘‘community-based organization’’
means a private nonprofit organization that
is representative of a community or signifi-
cant segments of a community that provides
or facilitates education, vocational rehabili-
tation, job training, supportive services, or
internship services and programs.

(10) DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS.—The
term ‘‘demographic characteristics’’ means
information on population, especially with
reference to size, density, distribution, and
vital statistics including, age, race, sex, eth-
nic origin, and income status.

(11) DISLOCATED WORKER.—The term ‘‘dis-
located worker’’ means an individual who—

(A) has been terminated or laid off or who
has received a notice of termination or lay-
off from employment, is eligible for or has
exhausted entitlement to unemployment
compensation, and is unlikely to return to a
previous industry or occupation;

(B) has been terminated, or has received a
notice of termination of employment, as a
result of any permanent closure of, or any
substantial layoff at, a plant, facility, or en-
terprise;

(C) has been unemployed long-term and has
limited opportunities for employment or re-
employment in the same or a similar occupa-
tion in the area in which such individual re-

sides, including an older individual who may
have substantial barriers to employment by
reason of age; or

(D) was self-employed (including farmers
and ranchers) but is unemployed as a result
of general economic conditions in the com-
munity in which they reside or because of
natural disasters.

(12) DISPLACED HOMEMAKER.—The term
‘‘displaced homemaker’’ means an individual
who—

(A) is an adult; and
(B)(i) has worked as an adult primarily

without remuneration to care for the home
and family, and for that reason has dimin-
ished marketable skills;

(ii) has been dependent on public assist-
ance or on the income of a relative but is no
longer supported by such income; or

(iii) is a parent whose youngest dependent
child will become ineligible to receive assist-
ance under the program for aid to families
with dependent children under part A of title
IV of the Social Security Act within 2 years
of the parent’s application for assistance
under title II of this Act.

(13) EARNINGS.—The term ‘‘earnings’’
means gross hourly wages before any deduc-
tion, plus the estimated hourly value of bo-
nuses, tips, gratuities, commissions, and
overtime pay either expected or received. In
the case of individuals in subsidized employ-
ment, total hourly earnings include any
wage subsidy paid to the individual.

(14) ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AGENCIES.—
The term ‘‘economic development agencies’’
means State and local planning and zoning
commissions or boards, community develop-
ment agencies, and other State and local
agencies and institutions responsible for reg-
ulating, promoting, or assisting in State and
local economic development.

(15) ECONOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED.—The
term ‘‘economically disadvantaged’’ means
an individual who—

(A) receives, or is a member of a family
which receives, cash welfare payments under
a Federal, State, or local welfare program;

(B) has, or is a member of a family which
has, received a total family income for the 6-
month period prior to application for the
program involved (exclusive of unemploy-
ment compensation, child support payments,
and welfare payments) which, in relation to
family size, was not in excess of the higher
of—

(i) the official poverty line (as defined by
the Office of Management and Budget, and
revised annually in accordance with section
673(2) of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 9902(2)), or

(ii) 70 percent of the lower living standard
income level;

(C) is receiving (or has been determined
within the 6-month period prior to the appli-
cation for the program involved to be eligi-
ble to receive) food stamps pursuant to the
Food Stamp Act of 1977;

(D) qualifies as a homeless individual
under subsections (a) and (c) of section 103 of
the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assist-
ance Act;

(E) is a foster child on behalf of whom
State or local government payments are
made;

(F) in cases permitted by regulations of the
Secretary, is an individual with a disability
whose own income meets the requirements of
subparagraph (A) or (B), but who is a mem-
ber of a family whose income does not meet
such requirements; or

(G) is an individual meeting appropriate
criteria approved by a State.

(16) EDUCATIONAL SERVICE AGENCY.—The
term ‘‘educational service agency’’ means a
regional public multiservice agency author-
ized by State statute to develop, manage,
and provide services or programs to local

educational agencies, and is recognized as an
administrative agency for such State’s voca-
tional or technical education schools or for
vocational programs within its public ele-
mentary or secondary schools. Such term in-
cludes any other public institution or agency
having administrative control and direction
over a public elementary or secondary
school.

(17) EMPLOYED.—The term ‘‘employed’’
means an individual who is currently—

(A) a paid employee;
(B) works in his or her own business, pro-

fession, or farm;
(C) works 15 hours or more per week as an

unpaid worker in an enterprise operated by a
family member or is one who is not working,
but has a job or business from which he or
she is temporarily absent due to illness, bad
weather, vacation, labor-management dis-
pute, or personal reasons; or

(D) on active military duty.
(18) ENGLISH LITERACY PROGRAM.—The term

‘‘English literacy program’’ means a pro-
gram of instruction designed to help limited
English proficient adults, out-of-school
youths, or both, achieve full competence in
the English language.

(19) EXCESS NUMBER.—The term ‘‘excess
number’’ means, with respect to the excess
number of unemployed individuals within a
State, the number that represents the num-
ber of unemployed individuals in excess of 4.5
percent of the civilian labor force in the
State, or the number that represents the
number of unemployed individuals in excess
of 4.5 percent of the civilian labor force in
areas of substantial unemployment in such
State.

(20) FAMILY AND CONSUMER SCIENCES.—The
term ‘‘family and consumer sciences’’ means
instructional programs, services, and activi-
ties which prepare students for personal,
family, community, and career roles.

(21) GOVERNOR.—The term ‘‘Governor’’
means the chief executive of a State.

(22) INDIVIDUAL OF LIMITED ENGLISH PRO-
FICIENCY.—The term ‘‘individual of limited
English proficiency’’ means an adult or out-
of-school youth who has limited ability in
speaking, reading, writing, or understanding
the English language and—

(A) whose native language is a language
other than English; or

(B) who lives in a family or community en-
vironment where a language other than Eng-
lish is the dominant language.

(23) INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES.—The
term ‘‘individuals with disabilities’’ has the
meaning given such term in the Rehabilita-
tion Act of 1973.

(24) INSTITUTION OF HIGHER EDUCATION.—
The term ‘‘institution of higher education’’
has the meaning given such term in section
481 of the Higher Education Act of 1965.

(25) JOB SEARCH ASSISTANCE.—The term
‘‘job search assistance’’ means a service that
helps a job-ready individual seek, locate,
apply for, and obtain employment. Such
services may include, job-finding skills, ori-
entation to the labor market, resume prepa-
ration assistance, job finding clubs, job
search workshops, vocational exploration,
and other employability services.

(26) LABOR MARKET AREA.—The term ‘‘labor
market area’’ means an economically inte-
grated geographic area within which individ-
uals can reside and find employment within
a reasonable distance or can readily change
employment without changing their place of
residence. Such areas shall be identified in
accordance with criteria used by the Bureau
of Labor Statistics of the Department of
Labor in defining such areas or similar cri-
teria established by a Governor.

(27) LIBRARY.—The term ‘‘library’’ in-
cludes—

(A) a public library;
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(B) a public elementary or secondary

school library;
(C) an academic library;
(D) a research library; and
(E) a private library, but only if the State

in which such private library is located de-
termines that the library should be consid-
ered a library for purposes of this Act.

(28) LITERACY.—The term ‘‘literacy’’ means
an individual’s ability to read, write, and
speak in English, and compute and solve
problems, at levels of proficiency nec-
essary—

(A) to function on the job, in the individ-
ual’s family and in society;

(B) to achieve the individual’s goals; and
(C) to develop the individual’s knowledge

potential.
(29) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.—The term

‘‘local educational agency’’ has the same
meaning given such term in section 14101 of
the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965.

(30) MIGRANT FARMWORKER.—The term ‘‘mi-
grant farmworker’’ means a seasonal farm-
worker whose farm work requires travel such
that the worker is unable to return to a per-
manent place of residence within the same
day.

(31) NATIVE AMERICAN.—The term ‘‘native
American’’ means Indians, Alaskan natives,
and Hawaiian natives.

(32) NONTRADITIONAL EMPLOYMENT.—The
term ‘‘nontraditional employment’’ as ap-
plied to women refers to occupations or
fields of work where women comprise less
than 25 percent of the individuals employed
in such occupation or field of work.

(33) ON-THE-JOB TRAINING.—The term ‘‘on-
the-job training’’ means training in the pub-
lic or private sector that is provided to a
paid employee while engaged in productive
work that—

(A) provides knowledge or skills essential
to the full and adequate performance of the
job;

(B) provides reimbursement to employers,
up to 50 percent of the participant’s wage
rate, for the extraordinary costs of providing
training and additional supervision; and

(C) is based on the Occupational Employ-
ment Statistics Program Dictionary.

(34) POSTSECONDARY EDUCATIONAL INSTITU-
TION.—The term ‘‘postsecondary educational
institution’’ means an institution of higher
education (as such term is defined in section
481 of the Higher Education Act of 1965)
which continues to meet the eligibility and
certification requirements under title IV of
such Act (20 U.S.C. 1070 et seq.).

(35) PREEMPLOYMENT SKILLS TRAINING; JOB
READINESS SKILLS TRAINING.—The terms
‘‘preemployment skills training’’ and ‘‘job
readiness skills training’’ mean training that
builds on family efforts to help prepare indi-
viduals for work by assuring that they are
familiar with general workplace expecta-
tions and exhibit work behavior and atti-
tudes necessary to compete successfully in
the job market.

(36) PUBLIC ASSISTANCE.—The term ‘‘public
assistance’’ means Federal, State, or local
government cash payments for which eligi-
bility is determined by a needs or income
test.

(37) RAPID RESPONSE.—The term ‘‘rapid re-
sponse’’ means assistance that is directly
provided by the State, or by local grantees
with funds provided by the State, in the case
of mass layoffs or plant closures, and that
establishes on-site contact with employer
and employee representatives within a short
period of time (preferably 48 hours or less)
after becoming aware of a current or pro-
jected permanent closure or substantial lay-
off in order to—

(A) provide information on, and facilitate
access to, available public programs and

services for workers losing jobs as a result of
such layoff or closure;

(B) provide emergency assistance adapted
to the particular closure or layoff;

(C) promote the formation of labor-man-
agement committees, where appropriate;

(D) collect information related to eco-
nomic dislocation and available resources
within the State for dislocated workers;

(E) provide or obtain appropriate financial
and technical advice and liaison with eco-
nomic development agencies and other orga-
nizations to assist in efforts to avert worker
dislocation; and

(F) assist the local community in develop-
ing its own coordinated response and in ob-
taining access to State economic develop-
ment assistance.

(38) REGISTERED APPRENTICESHIP.—The
term ‘‘registered apprenticeship’’ means a
program registered by the Bureau of Appren-
ticeship and Training in the United States
Department of Labor, or a State Apprentice-
ship Agency recognized and approved by the
Bureau of Apprenticeship and Training as
the appropriate body for State registration
or approval of local apprenticeship programs
and agreements.

(39) SCHOOL DROPOUT.—The term ‘‘school
dropout’’ means a youth who is no longer at-
tending any school and who has not received
a secondary school diploma or a certificate
from a program of equivalency for such a di-
ploma.

(40) SEASONAL FARMWORKER.—The term
‘‘seasonal farmworker’’ means a person who
during the eligibility determination period
(12 consecutive months out of 24 months
prior to application) has been primarily em-
ployed in farm work that is characterized by
chronic unemployment or under employ-
ment.

(41) SKILL CERTIFICATE.—The term ‘‘skill
certificate’’ means a portable, industry-rec-
ognized credential achieved through pro-
grams authorized under this Act, that cer-
tifies that an individual has mastered occu-
pational skills at levels that are at least as
challenging as skill standards endorsed by
the National Skill Standards Board, except
that until such skill standards are developed,
the term ‘‘skill certificate’’ means a creden-
tial issued under a process endorsed by the
State, based upon established industry
standards and benchmarks.

(42) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’’ means any
of the several States, the District of Colum-
bia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the
Virgin Islands, American Samoa, Guam, and
the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana
Islands.

(43) STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.—The term
‘‘State educational agency’’ has the meaning
given such term in section 14101 of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of
1965.

(44) STATE LIBRARY ADMINISTRATIVE AGEN-
CY.—The term ‘‘State library administrative
agency’’ means the official agency of a State
charged by the law of the State with the ex-
tension and development of public library
services throughout the State.

(45) SUPPORTIVE SERVICES.—The term ‘‘sup-
portive services’’ means services which are
necessary to enable an individual eligible for
training under this Act, but who cannot af-
ford to pay for such services, to participate
in a training or vocational rehabilitation
program or job search activities funded
under this Act. Such supportive services may
include transportation, individual and fam-
ily counseling, child care and dependent
care, meals, temporary shelter, financial
counseling, needs-based payments, and other
reasonable expenses required for participa-
tion in a training, job preparation, or job
placement program. Such services may be
provided in-kind or through cash assistance,

except that such services will be provided
with funds provided under this Act only after
alternative funding sources specifically des-
ignated for such services have been ex-
hausted.

(46) UNEMPLOYED.—The term ‘‘unem-
ployed’’ refers to an individual who is not
employed, who is available for work, and
who has made specific efforts to find a job
within the prior 4 weeks. Included as unem-
ployed are individuals who are not working,
are available for work, and are waiting to be
called back to a job from which they have
been laid off.

(47) UNIT OF GENERAL LOCAL GOVERNMENT.—
The term ‘‘unit of general local government’’
means any general purpose political subdivi-
sion of a State which has the power to levy
taxes and spend funds, as well as general cor-
porate and police powers.

(48) VETERAN.—The term ‘‘veteran’’ has the
meaning given such term in section 101(2) of
title 38, United States Code.

(49) WORK EXPERIENCE.—The term ‘‘work
experience’’ means a time-limited work ac-
tivity that provides an individual with the
opportunity to acquire the general skills and
knowledge necessary to obtain employment.

(50) WORKPLACE MENTOR.—The term ‘‘work-
place mentor’’ means an employee or other
individual, approved by the employer at a
workplace, who possesses the skills and
knowledge to be mastered by a student or
program participant, and who instructs, cri-
tiques the performance, and challenges the
student or program participant to perform
well, and works in consultation with class-
room teachers, training providers, parents,
and the employer of the student or program
participant.

(51) YOUTH.—The term ‘‘youth’’ means an
individual under the age of 24.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to section 5?

If not, the Clerk will designate sec-
tion 6.

The text of section 6 is as follows:
SEC. 6. TRANSITION.

The Secretary of Education and the Sec-
retary of Labor shall take such steps as they
determine to be appropriate to provide for
the orderly transition from any authority
under provisions of statutes amended or re-
pealed by this Act or any related authority
under provisions of this Act.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to section 6?

If not, the Clerk will designate title
I.

The text of title I is as follows:
TITLE I—WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT

INFRASTRUCTURE
SEC. 101. PURPOSE OF TITLE.

The purpose of this title is to provide for
the establishment of an infrastructure with-
in States on which to build a comprehensive
system of workforce development and lit-
eracy.
Subtitle A—State and Local Responsibilities

SEC. 102. STATE REQUIREMENTS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—For fiscal year 1997 and

subsequent fiscal years, a State that desires
to receive a grant under one or more of the
programs specified in subsection (b) shall—

(1) establish a collaborative process, pursu-
ant to section 103;

(2) develop a State workforce development
and literacy plan, pursuant to section 104;
and

(3) otherwise comply with the require-
ments of this Act.

(b) WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT AND LIT-
ERACY PROGRAMS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The programs referred to
in subsection (a) are the following:
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(A) The program under title II, the Youth

Development and Career Preparation Con-
solidation Grant.

(B) The program under title III, the Adult
Employment and Training Consolidation
Grant.

(C) The program under subtitle A of title
IV, the Adult Education and Family Lit-
eracy Consolidation Grant.

(D) The program amended by subtitle A of
title V (relating to title I of the Rehabilita-
tion Act of 1973).

(2) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this Act,
the term ‘‘Workforce Development and Lit-
eracy programs’’ means the programs speci-
fied in paragraph (1).
SEC. 103. COLLABORATIVE PROCESS REGARDING

STATE SYSTEM.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Governor of a State

that desires to receive a grant under one or
more of the programs specified in section
102(b) shall certify to the Secretary of Edu-
cation and the Secretary of Labor that a col-
laborative process, as described in subsection
(b) or (c), has been used in complying with
the applicable provisions of this Act.

(b) COLLABORATIVE PROCESS.—The collabo-
rative process referred to in subsection (a) is
a process for making decisions which in-
cludes as participants, at a minimum, the
Governor and—

(1) representatives of (which representa-
tives are appointed by the Governor)—

(A) business and industry;
(B) local chief elected officials (represent-

ing both cities and counties);
(C) local educational agencies (including

vocational educators);
(D) postsecondary institutions (including

community and technical colleges);
(E) the State rehabilitation advisory coun-

cil;
(F) organizations representing individuals

served by programs established under this
Act (including community-based organiza-
tions);

(G) employees;
(H) Parents or organizations representing

parents; and
(I) providers of workforce development

services (including private-for-profit sector
providers); and

(2) the lead State agency official or offi-
cials for—

(A) the State educational agency or agen-
cies (including the lead official or officials
for vocational education, adult education
and literacy, and libraries);

(B) the State agency responsible for eco-
nomic development;

(C) the State agency or agencies respon-
sible for employment security and for job
training;

(D) the State agency responsible for post-
secondary education;

(E) the State agency responsible for voca-
tional rehabilitation, and where applicable,
the State agency providing vocational reha-
bilitation services for the blind;

(F) the State agency responsible for ad-
ministering welfare benefits; and

(G) the representative of the Veterans’
Service assigned to the State under section
4103 of title 38, United States Code.

(c) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—With respect
to compliance with subsection (b)—

(1) a State may use any existing State
process (including any council or similar en-
tity) that substantially meets the purposes
of such subsection; or

(2) if prior to the date of enactment of this
Act, a State has developed a one-stop career
center system or a school-to-work system
through a collaborative process substan-
tially similar to the process described in sub-
section (b), the State may use such process.

(d) AUTHORITY OF GOVERNOR.—

(1) FINAL AUTHORITY.—If, after a reasonable
effort, a Governor is unable to obtain agree-
ment through the collaborative process de-
scribed in subsection (b) or (c), the Governor
shall have final authority to make decisions
and to submit the State plan as described
under section 104.

(2) EXCEPTION.—Nothing in this Act shall
be construed to negate or supersede the legal
authority, under State law of any State
agency, State entity, or State public official
over programs that are under the jurisdic-
tion of the agency, entity, or official. Noth-
ing in this Act shall be construed to inter-
fere with the authority of such agency, en-
tity, or official to enter into a contract
under any provision of law.
SEC. 104. CONSOLIDATED STATE WORKFORCE

DEVELOPMENT AND LITERACY
PLAN.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Governor of a State
that desires to receive a grant under one or
more of the programs specified in section
102(b) shall submit a strategic State
workforce development and literacy plan
that provides policy guidance with respect to
workforce development programs operated in
the State, and that meets the requirements
of this section to the Secretary of Education
and the Secretary of Labor.

(b) CONTENTS.—A State workforce develop-
ment and literacy plan shall include the fol-
lowing:

(1) A description of the collaborative proc-
ess under section 103 used in developing the
plan.

(2) A statement of the goals of the State
workforce development and literacy system,
that includes—

(A) a description of how the State will
progress toward achieving the goals and pur-
pose of this Act as established in sections
3(a)(5) and 3(b);

(B) an assessment of the needs of the State
with regard to current and projected de-
mands for workers by occupation, the skills
and education levels of the workforce, the
vocational rehabilitation needs of individ-
uals with severe disabilities residing in the
State, the skill and economic development
needs of the State, and an assessment of the
type and availability of youth development
and career preparation, workforce develop-
ment, adult education, vocational rehabilita-
tion, and literacy programs and services in
the State; and

(C) the identification of progress indica-
tors, based on the core indicators of perform-
ance described in section 110(f), built upon a
model of continuous improvement, that the
State will use to measure progress made by
the State, local workforce development
boards, and other applicable local entities
who are recipients of financial assistance
under this Act in meeting such goals;

(3) A description of how the State has com-
plied, or will comply, with the provisions of
sections 105 through 108.

(4) A description of how a State will par-
ticipate in the national labor market infor-
mation system under title II of the Wagner-
Peyser Act, as added by section 132 of this
Act.

(5) Any information required to be included
in the plan under any of titles II through IV,
and title I of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973,
(in the case of a State that desires to receive
a grant under any such title).

(6) A description of the measures that will
be taken by the State to ensure coordination
and consistency and avoid duplication
among programs receiving assistance under
this Act, including a description of common
data collection and reporting processes.

(7) A description of the process used by the
State to provide an opportunity for public
comment, and input into the development of
the plan, prior to submission of the plan.

(8) A description of the process used by the
State to consult with representatives of
business and industry with respect to the re-
quirements of subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C)
of paragraph (2) of this subsection.

(9) Assurances that the State will provide
for fiscal control and fund accounting proce-
dures that may be necessary to ensure the
proper disbursement of, and accounting for,
funds paid to the State under this Act.

(10) A description of the sanctions which
the State may impose (including restrictions
from future participation or consideration
for funding) in instances where recipients of
funds under this Act fail to achieve agreed
upon expected performance levels, fail to ad-
here to State mandated fiscal control and
funds accounting procedures, or take or fail
to take other actions required under the
State plan, contracts, or other agreements.

(c) DISAGREEMENT.—The Governor shall ac-
cept and include with the plan submitted
under subsection (a) any disagreeing views
submitted by a participant of the collabo-
rative process if such views represent dis-
agreement in the area in which such partici-
pant was selected for representation.

(d) MODIFICATIONS TO PLAN.—A plan sub-
mitted by a State in accordance with this
section remains in effect until the State sub-
mits to the Secretary such modifications as
the State determines necessary. This section
applies to the modifications to the same ex-
tent and in the same manner as this section
applies to the original plan.
SEC. 105. ESTABLISHMENT OF WORKFORCE DE-

VELOPMENT AREAS.
The Governor of a State that desires to re-

ceive a grant under one or more of the pro-
grams specified in section 102(b) shall,
through the collaborative process estab-
lished under section 103 and after consulta-
tion with local chief elected officials, and
after consideration of comments received
through the public participation process as
described in the State plan, designate local
workforce development areas within the
State taking into consideration the follow-
ing:

(1) Existing labor market areas.
(2) Units of general local government.
(3) Geographic areas served by local edu-

cational agencies and intermediate edu-
cational agencies.

(4) Geographic areas served by postsecond-
ary institutions and area vocational edu-
cation schools.

(5) Service delivery areas established under
section 101 of the Job Training Partnership
Act (29 U.S.C. 1511) (as such Act was in effect
on the day before the date of the enactment
of this Act).

(6) The distance that individuals will need
to travel to receive services from integrated
career centers.
SEC. 106. PROVISIONS REGARDING LOCAL

WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT
BOARDS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Governor of a State
that desires to receive a grant under one or
more of the programs specified in section
102(b) shall ensure the establishment of a
local workforce development board in each
local workforce development area within the
State.

(b) STATE CRITERIA.—The Governor,
through the collaborative process described
under section 103, is authorized to establish
criteria for use by local chief elected offi-
cials in the workforce development area, in
the selection of members of local workforce
development boards, in accordance with re-
quirements prescribed under subsections (c)
and (d).

(c) REPRESENTATION REQUIREMENT.—Such
criteria shall require, at a minimum, that a
local workforce development board consist
of—
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(1) a majority of members who are rep-

resentatives of business and industry, includ-
ing individuals who are owners of businesses,
chief executives or chief operating officers of
private business, and other business execu-
tives with optimum policymaking authority
in local businesses, selected from among
nominees submitted by local business orga-
nizations and trade associations;

(2) an individual or individuals with dis-
abilities, who have special knowledge or ex-
pertise in the area of vocational rehabilita-
tion;

(3) representatives of education and train-
ing, including local educational agencies,
postsecondary education institutions, and
providers of job training and workforce de-
velopment services, selected from among in-
dividuals nominated by regional or local
educational agencies, vocational education
institutions, institutions of postsecondary
education (including community colleges),
providers of job training and workforce de-
velopment services (including private-for-
profit providers), within the workforce devel-
opment area; and

(4) representatives of community-based or-
ganizations, employees, and veterans as
nominated or recommended to the board
through a process established by the Gov-
ernors through the collaborative process.

(d) ESTABLISHMENT OF BOARD.—
(1) SELECTION OF BOARD MEMBERS.—
(A) SINGLE UNIT OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT IN

AREA.—In the case of a workforce develop-
ment area that is comprised of only one unit
of general local government, the chief elect-
ed official of such unit is authorized to select
the members of the local workforce develop-
ment board for such area, in accordance with
the State criteria developed pursuant to sub-
section (b).

(B) MULTIPLE UNITS IN AREA.—In the case of
a workforce development area that is com-
prised of more than one unit of general local
government, the chief elected officials of
such units are authorized to select the mem-
bers of the local workforce development
board from the individuals so nominated or
recommended for such area in accordance
with an agreement entered into by such offi-
cials and with the State criteria developed
under subsection (b). In the absence of such
an agreement, the appointments are author-
ized to be made by the Governor, through the
collaborative process, from the individuals
so nominated or recommended.

(2) CERTIFICATION.—The Governor is au-
thorized to biennially certify one local
workforce development board for each
workforce development area.

(3) EXCEPTION.—In any case in which a
local workforce development area is a State,
the individuals comprising the Governor’s
collaborative process as described in section
103, may be reconstituted to meet the re-
quirements of this section.

(e) DUTIES OF LOCAL WORKFORCE DEVELOP-
MENT BOARD.—

(1) LOCAL WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT PLAN.—
Each local workforce development board
shall develop a biennial strategic plan and
provide policy guidance with respect to
workforce development programs operated
within their respective workforce develop-
ment areas. Such strategic plan shall be con-
sistent with the State’s collaborative
workforce development and literacy plan, be
approved by the appropriate chief elected of-
ficial or officials, and be submitted to the
Governor for approval. If after a reasonable
effort, a local workforce development board
is unable to obtain the approval of the chief
elected official or officials, the Board has the
authority to forward the plan, with the com-
ments of the chief elected official or offi-
cials, to the Governor for final approval or

disapproval. Such local plan shall include
the following:

(A) Both short-term and long-term goals,
and related strategies, to ensure that
workforce preparation and development pro-
grams, including programs established pur-
suant to this Act, title I of the Rehabilita-
tion Act of 1973, and the Wagner-Peyser Act,
contribute to a coherent workforce develop-
ment system in the workforce development
area.

(B) A description of the performance meas-
ures to be used by the local workforce devel-
opment board for measuring the performance
of local service providers under chapter 2 of
title II, title III, and title I of the Rehabilita-
tion Act of 1973, and the performance of inte-
grated career center system operators, with
whom the Board contracts.

(C) A description of the local integrated
career center system to be established in the
workforce development area, including—

(i) a description of the process the local
workforce development board will use to des-
ignate or establish a career center system
which ensures that the most effective and ef-
ficient service providers are chosen;

(ii) an identification of the roles of individ-
ual workforce development programs and
programs authorized by the Wagner-Peyser
Act; and

(iii) a description of the funding sources to
be used in the operation of the career center
system.

(D) A description of strategies the local
workforce development board will undertake
to fully involve local employers, local edu-
cational agencies, postsecondary education
institutions, adult education and literacy
providers, local service providers, parents
and other consumers, including individuals
with disabilities, and older workers in the
development of the workforce development
system.

(F) Such other information as requested by
the State.

(2) IDENTIFICATION OF OCCUPATIONS IN DE-
MAND AND TRAINING NEEDS.—The local
workforce development board shall use avail-
able labor market information and other ap-
propriate methods in order to identify and
assess the needs of the workforce develop-
ment area.

(3) BUDGET AND PROGRAM OVERSIGHT.—
(A) BUDGETING.—
(i) The local workforce development board,

working through the State administrative
agent, shall develop a budget for the purpose
of carrying out local programs established
under chapter 2 of title II, title III, and title
I of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, and for
integrated career center systems established
or designated under section 107 with the ex-
ception of funds made available under the
Wagner-Peyser Act.

(ii) Such budget shall be subject to the ap-
proval of the appropriate chief elected offi-
cial or officials in the workforce develop-
ment area.

(B) PROGRAM OVERSIGHT.—The local
workforce development board, in partnership
with the chief elected official or officials in
the workforce development area, shall con-
duct oversight of the workforce development
programs listed in subparagraph (A), and of
the integrated career center system estab-
lished under this title.

(4) ADMINISTRATION.—
(A) FISCAL AGENT.—
(i) The local workforce development board

may receive and disburse funds made avail-
able for carrying out programs authorized
under chapter 2 of title II, title III, and title
I of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 of this
Act, or the local workforce development
board may designate a fiscal agent (which
may include the State through a mutual
agreement between the local board and the

State), for the purpose of disbursement of
funds to career centers and other service pro-
viders, as designated by the local workforce
development board.

(ii) The Board may employ its own staff,
independent of local programs and service
providers, and may solicit or accept grants
and contributions from sources other than
from this Act.

(B) LIMITATION.—The workforce develop-
ment board, or employees of such board, may
not operate programs established under this
Act. The Governor is authorized to prohibit
the employees of agencies providing staff
support to such local workforce development
boards from providing workforce develop-
ment services to individuals served through
the use of funds authorized under this Act,
and under title I of the Rehabilitation Act of
1973.

(C) CONFLICT OF INTEREST.—A member of a
workforce development board may not—

(i) discuss or participate in board consider-
ation; or

(ii) cast a vote;
regarding the provision of services by such
member (or by an organization that such
member represents) or regarding any matter
that would provide direct financial benefit to
such member. The Governor may enforce
more rigorous conflict of interest standards,
as determined appropriate.

(D) INDEPENDENT AUTHORITY.—
(i) The Board shall elect its own chair-

person from among the members of the
board.

(ii) The board may adopt bylaws and other
operating procedures as consistent with the
purposes of this Act, and with the policies
established in the State workforce develop-
ment and literacy plan.

(5) OTHER.—The Governor may require
local workforce development boards to carry
out such other duties as determined to be ap-
propriate by the Governor and the individ-
uals and entities described in section 103,
through the collaborative process described
in the State plan.
SEC. 107. ESTABLISHMENT OF INTEGRATED CA-

REER CENTER SYSTEMS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Governor of a State

that desires to receive a grant under one or
more of the programs specified in section
102(b) shall ensure that each local workforce
development board establish or designate an
integrated career center system in the
workforce development area of such board,
consistent with criteria established under
subsection (b).

(b) STATE CRITERIA.—The Governor,
through the collaborative process described
under section 103, is authorized to establish
statewide criteria for use by local workforce
development boards in the designation or es-
tablishment of integrated career center sys-
tems to ensure that the most effective and
efficient service providers are chosen, con-
sistent with the requirements prescribed
under subsection (c).

(c) INTEGRATED CAREER CENTER SYSTEM
REQUIREMENTS.—At a minimum, integrated
career center systems shall include—

(1) common intake;
(2) preliminary assessment;
(3) integrated job search assistance;
(4) to the extent practicable, as determined

by the Governor, unified and linked com-
puter systems, including the availability of
labor market information as described under
title II of the Wagner-Peyser Act, as added
by section 132 of this Act, and linkages
through uniform management information
systems; and

(5) to the extent practicable, as determined
by the Governor, at least one physical, co-lo-
cated site which provides comprehensive and
fully integrated workforce development serv-
ices to any individual seeking such services.
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Local workforce development areas are en-
couraged to establish a network of com-
prehensive and fully-integrated co-located
career centers to provide the services de-
scribed in subsection (f), supplemented with
multiple affiliated sites or satellites that
provide one or more of such services and are
linked through electronic and technological
access points. Such affiliated sites may in-
clude entities designated as having a spe-
cialization in addressing special needs, such
as the needs of individuals with disabilities.

(d) COMMON ACCESS.—Information pertain-
ing to the labor market which is compiled
pursuant to title II of the Wagner-Peyser
Act, as added by section 132 of this Act, shall
be available, to the extent practicable,
through integrated electronic networks, at
all integrated career centers and affiliated
sites.

(e) ELIGIBILITY FOR DESIGNATION.—Any en-
tity or consortium of entities located in the
workforce development area may be des-
ignated by the local workforce development
board to operate an integrated career center
or to participate in an integrated career cen-
ter system. Such entities may include the
following:

(1) Institutions of higher education.
(2) Area vocational education schools.
(3) Local employment service offices, es-

tablished under the Wagner-Peyser Act.
(4) Private nonprofit organizations, (in-

cluding community-based organizations).
(5) Private for-profit entities.
(6) Agencies of local governments.
(7) Other interested organizations and enti-

ties of demonstrated effectiveness, including
local chambers of commerce and other busi-
ness organizations, consistent with State
criteria established pursuant to subsection
(b).

(f) DUTIES.—Each integrated career center
system shall, to the extent practicable as de-
termined by the Governor, carry out the fol-
lowing duties:

(1) PROVISION OF CORE SERVICES.—An inte-
grated career center system shall make
available the following information and core
services to individuals on a universal and
nondiscriminatory basis, with reasonable ac-
commodations to address the needs of indi-
viduals with disabilities, in the workforce
development area in which such center is lo-
cated:

(A) Outreach and intake for services pro-
vided under chapter 2 of title II, title III,
subtitle A of title IV, and title I of the Reha-
bilitation Act of 1973.

(B) A preliminary assessment of the skill
levels and the need for services of the indi-
vidual for programs under chapter 2 of title
II, title III, subtitle A of title IV, and title I
of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 of individ-
uals, which may include such factors as basic
skills, occupational skills, career develop-
ment skills, prior work experience, employ-
ability, interests, aptitudes, vocational reha-
bilitation needs, and supportive service
needs.

(C) Labor market information relating to
local and State, and if appropriate, to re-
gional or national, occupations in demand
and skill requirements for such occupations,
including job listings for the local labor mar-
ket.

(D) Information relating to youth services,
including information on at-risk youth de-
velopment and career preparation programs
authorized under title II, on vocational edu-
cation and school-to-work opportunities, and
on youth apprenticeship opportunities.

(E) Career counseling and career planning
based on a preliminary assessment of the in-
dividual.

(F) Job search assistance.

(G) Information related to vocational reha-
bilitation services, as provided for in title I
of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973.

(H) Information relating to federally fund-
ed education and job training programs (in-
cluding registered apprenticeships), and stu-
dent aid programs, including the eligibility
requirements of and services provided by
such programs.

(I) Information on, and assistance in
accessing referral to additional services
through programs providing adult education
and literacy services, vocational rehabilita-
tion, youth and adult workforce preparation
and development, and supportive services,
including those programs authorized in titles
II through IV, title I of the Rehabilitation
Act of 1973, available in the workforce devel-
opment area.

(J) Information on the extent to which the
services provided under titles II and III, sub-
title A of title IV, and title I of the Rehabili-
tation Act of 1973, meet or exceed the ex-
pected levels of performance described in the
State and local plans, and the performance-
based information provided by the State to
local workforce development boards on cer-
tified providers of education and training, as
required under section 108(d)(3).

(K) Acceptance of applications for unem-
ployment compensation.

(L) Other appropriate activities to assist
individuals into employment.

(2) DISTRIBUTION OF CAREER GRANTS.—A
center or an affiliated site may serve as the
point of distribution of career grants for edu-
cation, training, and vocational rehabilita-
tion services to eligible individuals in ac-
cordance with section 108.

(3) SPECIAL ARRANGEMENTS.—For the pur-
pose of providing core services to individuals
with severe disabilities in the most effective
and efficient manner possible, the integrated
career center system may arrange to have
such core services provided to an individual
by a certified provider or the State either on
a contract basis or through the use of career
grants.

(g) ADDITIONAL SERVICES.—Integrated ca-
reer center systems, may provide customized
workforce development services to employ-
ers on a fee-for-service basis, as determined
by the local workforce development board.

(h) ALTERNATIVE STATE STRATEGY.—
Through the collaborative process described
in section 103, the Governor has the author-
ity to develop alternative strategies to the
integrated career center system, which are
designed to accomplish the full integration
of workforce development programs. These
alternative strategies shall be described in a
proposal to the Secretaries of Education and
Labor for joint review and approval or dis-
approval not later than 60 days after the date
of receipt of such proposal.
SEC. 108. IDENTIFICATION OF ELIGIBLE EDU-

CATION, TRAINING, AND VOCA-
TIONAL REHABILITATION SERVICE
PROVIDERS.

(a) ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS.—A program
offered by a provider of education and train-
ing services shall be eligible to receive funds
under title III, and title I of the Rehabilita-
tion Act of 1973 through the receipt of career
grants, or through contract, if such program
and provider—

(1) is either—
(A) eligible to participate in title IV of the

Higher Education Act of 1965, or
(B) determined to be eligible under the pro-

cedures described in subsection (b); and
(2) provides the performance-based infor-

mation required pursuant to subsection (c),
except that providers eligible under subpara-
graph (A) only have to provide information
for programs other than programs leading to
a degree.

(b) ALTERNATIVE ELIGIBILITY PROCEDURE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Governor shall estab-
lish an alternative eligibility procedure for
providers of education, training, and voca-
tional rehabilitation services (which may in-
clude private sector, for profit and nonprofit
providers of such services) in any State de-
siring to receive funds under title III of this
Act and title I of the Rehabilitation Act of
1973, but that are not eligible to participate
in title IV of the Higher Education Act of
1965. Such procedure shall establish mini-
mum acceptable levels of performance for
such providers, and be based on guidelines
developed by the Secretaries of Labor and
Education. The Governor may utilize such
criteria to certify service providers as hav-
ing the ability to meet occupational skill
standards promoted by the National Skill
Standards Board, or to meet, high, industry-
recognized standards that result in a port-
able skill certificate in the subject, occupa-
tion, or industry for which training is pro-
vided, except where such standards are not
appropriate for the services rendered. The
Governor shall utilize the local workforce
development boards, for the identification of
eligible qualified providers of education,
training, and vocational rehabilitation serv-
ices. During a transition period, not to ex-
ceed 2 years, identification of eligible pro-
grams and providers under this subsection
may be based on the performance of such
programs and providers under the Job Train-
ing Partnership Act, the Rehabilitation Act
of 1973, or other objective measures of pre-
vious performance, such as employer evalua-
tions.

(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), if the
participation of an institution of higher edu-
cation in any of the programs under such
title of such Act is terminated, such institu-
tion shall not be eligible to receive funds
under this Act for a period of not less than
two years.

(c) PERFORMANCE-BASED INFORMATION.—
The State shall identify performance-based
information that is to be submitted by pro-
viders of services for programs to be eligible
under this section. Such information may in-
clude information, relating to—

(1) the percentage of students completing
the programs conducted by the provider;

(2) the rates of licensure of graduates of
the programs conducted by the provider;

(3) the percentage of graduates of the pro-
grams meeting industry-recognized skill
standards and certification requirements
that are at least as challenging as skill
standards endorsed by the National Skill
Standards Board, once such standards are
available.

(4) measures of program effectiveness such
as the rates of placement and retention in
employment, and the earnings of graduates
of programs conducted by the provider, em-
ployer evaluations of provider services, and
adherence to accepted industry quality
standards (where available) by such provid-
ers;

(5) the percentage of students who obtained
employment in an occupation related to the
program conducted by the provider;

(6) the warranties or guarantees provided
by such provider relating to the skill levels
or employment to be attained by students;

(7) other information for providers of serv-
ices under title I of the Rehabilitation Act of
1973 that reflects the priority of serving indi-
viduals with severe disabilities; and

(8) the percentage of students who, as a re-
sult of participation in the program dem-
onstrate significant gains in literacy and
basic skills.

(d) ADMINISTRATION.—
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(1) STATE AGENCY.—The Governor is au-

thorized to designate a State agency to col-
lect, verify, and disseminate the perform-
ance-based information submitted pursuant
to subsection (c).

(2) APPLICATION.—A provider of education
and training services that desires to be eligi-
ble to receive funds under this title shall
submit the information required under sub-
section (c) to the State agency designated
under paragraph (1) of this subsection at
such time and in such form as such State
agency may require.

(3) LIST OF ELIGIBLE PROVIDERS.—The State
agency shall compile a list of eligible pro-
grams and providers, accompanied by the
performance-based information submitted,
and disseminate such list and information to
the local workforce development boards and
integrated career center systems within the
State.

(4) ACCURACY OF INFORMATION.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—If the State agency deter-

mines that information concerning a pro-
vider is inaccurate, such provider shall be
disqualified from receiving funds under this
title for a period of not less than two years,
unless such provider can demonstrate to the
satisfaction of the Governor or his or her
designee, that the information was provided
in good faith.

(B) APPEAL.—The Governor shall establish
a procedure for a service provider to appeal
a determination by a State agency that re-
sults in a disqualification under subpara-
graph (A). Such procedure shall provide an
opportunity for a hearing and prescribe ap-
propriate time limits to ensure prompt reso-
lution of the appeal.

(5) ASSISTANCE IN DEVELOPING INFORMA-
TION.—The State agency established pursu-
ant to paragraph (1) may provide technical
assistance to education, training, and voca-
tional rehabilitation providers in developing
the information required under subsection
(b). Such assistance may include facilitating
the utilization of State administrative
records, such as unemployment compensa-
tion wage records, and other appropriate co-
ordination activities.

(e) ON-THE-JOB TRAINING EXCEPTION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Providers of on-the-job

training are not subject to the requirements
of subsections (a), (b), (c), and (d).

(2) COLLECTION AND DISSEMINATION OF IN-
FORMATION.—The Workforce Development
Board shall collect such performance-based
information from on-the-job training provid-
ers as the Governor may require, and dis-
seminate such information to the local inte-
grated career center systems.

(f) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION REGARDING
STATE AS PROVIDER OF SERVICES.—This sec-
tion does not prohibit a State from being a
provider of education and training services
under title III, or under title I of the Reha-
bilitation Act of 1973, subject to the State
meeting the requirements of this section for
serving as such a provider.
SEC. 109. MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEMS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Each State is authorized
to use a portion of the funds it receives
under this Act to design a unified manage-
ment information system that is in accord-
ance with guidelines established jointly by
the Secretaries in consultation with the
Governors.

(b) REQUIREMENTS.—Each unified manage-
ment information system shall, to the extent
practicable as determined by the Governor—

(1) be utilized for federally required fiscal
reporting and monitoring for each of the pro-
grams authorized under this Act;

(2) be used by all agencies involved in
workforce development activities, including
integrated career center systems which shall
have the capability to track the overall pub-

lic investments within the State and
workforce development areas, and to inform
policymakers as to the results being
achieved and the demographic characteris-
tics of the individuals served through that
investment;

(3) contain a common structure of finan-
cial reporting requirements, fiscal systems
and monitoring for all workforce develop-
ment expenditures included in the workforce
development system that shall utilize com-
mon data elements and the definitions in-
cluded in section 5;

(4) support local efforts to establish
workforce development systems, including
intake and eligibility determination for all
services; and

(5) contain data on the demographic char-
acteristics on the participants served by pro-
grams authorized under this Act, which shall
be collected, produced, and published by the
Secretaries.

(c) PRIVACY.—Nothing in this Act shall vio-
late the provisions of the Family Education
Rights and Privacy Act under section 444 of
the General Education Provisions Act and
the privacy and confidentiality provisions
under section 22(b) of title II of the Wagner
Peyser Act as amended by this Act.
SEC. 110. PERFORMANCE ACCOUNTABILITY SYS-

TEM.
(a) IN GENERAL.—In order to promote high

levels of performance and to ensure an ap-
propriate return on the Nation’s investment
in the workforce development and literacy
system, each State receiving funds under
this Act shall develop, or have developed, a
statewide performance accountability sys-
tem in accordance with the provisions of this
section.

(b) INDICATORS OF PERFORMANCE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Each State receiving

funds under this Act shall identify indicators
of performance for each of the programs es-
tablished under titles II through IV of this
Act and title I of the Rehabilitation Act of
1973, consistent with State goals as described
in the State plan in accordance with section
104. Such indicators shall, at a minimum, in-
clude the core indicators described in sub-
section (f), and be expressed in an objective,
quantifiable, and measurable form. Such in-
dicators may also include post-program sur-
veys measuring customer satisfaction of
both employers and program participants.

(2) TECHNICAL DEFINITIONS OF CORE INDICA-
TORS.—In order to ensure nationwide com-
parability of performance data, the Sec-
retary of Labor and the Secretary of Edu-
cation, in collaboration with the States and
with representatives of business and indus-
try, employees, educational agencies, service
providers, participants, parents and other in-
terested parties, shall promulgate technical
definitions of each of the core indicators de-
scribed in subsection (f), to be used under
this Act in measuring performance.

(c) EXPECTED LEVELS OF PERFORMANCE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—(A) Each State shall iden-

tify the level of performance, consistent with
State goals described under section 104, that
is expected for local workforce development
areas and other applicable local administra-
tive entities under this Act. In determining
such levels, the State shall take into ac-
count the challenging levels identified under
paragraph (2), and initially develop baseline
levels of performance upon which the State
will measure continuous improvement.

(B) The Governor, through the collabo-
rative process, may adjust the expected level
of performance with respect to each local
area taking into account specific economic,
demographic, and geographic factors, and
the characteristics of the population to be
served.

(2) CHALLENGING LEVELS OF PERFORM-
ANCE.—In order to encourage high levels of

performance and advance the Nation’s com-
petitiveness in the global economy, the Sec-
retary of Labor and the Secretary of Edu-
cation, in collaboration with the States and
with representatives of business and indus-
try, employees, educational agencies, service
providers, participants, parents and other in-
terested parties, shall identify challenging
levels of performance with respect to appro-
priate core indicators selected from among
the core indicators described in subsection
(f). Where applicable, such challenging levels
of performance shall reflect industry-recog-
nized skill standards.

(d) REPORT ON PERFORMANCE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The State shall report to

the Secretary of Labor and the Secretary of
Education, the levels of performance
achieved by local workforce development
areas and other applicable local administra-
tive entities with respect to the indicators
identified pursuant to subsection (b)(1) for
each program year. The Secretaries shall
make such information available to the gen-
eral public through publication and other ap-
propriate methods, and shall disseminate
State-by-State comparisons, and compari-
sons with other industrialized nations (where
appropriate).

(2) REPORTING OPTIONS.—In the collection
and reporting of such data, States are en-
couraged to utilize administrative reporting
data on quarterly earnings, establishment
and industry affiliation, and geographic lo-
cation of employment, such as unemploy-
ment insurance wage-data records.

(e) CONSEQUENCES FOR POOR PERFORM-
ANCE.—

(1) CRITERIA.—The Governor, through the
collaborative process, is authorized to estab-
lish criteria for determining whether local
workforce development areas and other ap-
plicable local administrative entities have
failed to meet expected levels of performance
with respect to programs under this Act.

(2) CONSEQUENCES FOR POOR PERFORM-
ANCE.—

(A) STATE CONSEQUENCES.—If a State fails
to meet expected levels of performance for a
program for any program year as established
pursuant to subsection (a), the Secretary of
Education or the Secretary of Labor, as ap-
propriate to the particular program, may
provide technical assistance, including as-
sistance in the development of a perform-
ance improvement plan. If such failure con-
tinues for a second consecutive year, the ap-
propriate Secretary may reduce by not more
than 5 percent, the amount of the grant that
would (in the absence of this paragraph) be
payable to the State under such program for
the immediately succeeding program year.
Such penalty shall be based on the degree of
failure to meet expected levels of perform-
ance.

(B) LOCAL CONSEQUENCES.—(i) If a local
workforce development area, or other appli-
cable local administrative entity, fails to
meet expected levels of performance for a
program for any program year under the cri-
teria established in paragraph (1), the Gov-
ernor, through the collaborative process,
may provide technical assistance, including
the development of a performance improve-
ment plan.

(ii) If such failure continues for a second
consecutive year, the Governor may take
corrective actions, such as the withholding
of funds, the redesignation of a local admin-
istrative entity, or such other actions as the
Governor, through the collaborative process,
determines are appropriate, consistent with
State law, section 104(c)(3) of this Act, and
the requirements of this Act.

(f) CORE INDICATORS OF PERFORMANCE.—
(1) COMMON CORE INDICATORS FOR ADULTS.—

In addition to the core indicators of perform-
ance described in paragraph (2), common
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core indicators of performance for programs
conducted under titles III and IV of this Act,
and under title I of the Vocational Rehabili-
tation Act of 1973 shall be weighted and ap-
plied to each of the individual programs, ac-
cording to the purposes of such titles, and in-
clude measures of—

(A) placement in unsubsidized employ-
ment;

(B) retention in unsubsidized employment
for not less than 6 months and for not less
than 12 months, respectively;

(C) increases in earnings, or in earnings in
combination with employer-assisted bene-
fits;

(D) attainment of industry-recognized oc-
cupational skills, including basic workplace
competencies and industry-recognized skill
standards, which may include the acquisi-
tion of a skill certificate in the occupation
for which the individual has been prepared;

(E) attainment of a high school diploma, a
general equivalency diploma, or a certificate
of completion of a program authorized under
the Rehabilitation Act of 1973; and

(F) such other measures of performance
that the State may wish to collect.

(2) ADDITIONAL CORE INDICATORS FOR
ADULTS.—

(A) ADULT EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING PRO-
GRAMS.—In addition to the common core in-
dicators described in paragraph (1), the core
indicators of performance for programs con-
ducted under title III shall include measures
of the success of individuals with barriers to
employment, including dislocated workers,
economically disadvantaged individuals,
older workers, individuals with disabilities,
displaced homemakers, veterans, and indi-
viduals who are basic skills deficient, in
achieving performance goals established pur-
suant to this Act.

(B) ADULT EDUCATION AND FAMILY LITERACY
PROGRAMS.—In addition to the common core
indicators described in paragraph (1), the
core indicators of performance for programs
conducted under title IV shall include meas-
ures of—

(i) the number of individuals who, as a re-
sult of participation in programs funded
under this Act, demonstrate significant
gains in literacy skills; and

(ii) such other measures of performance
that the State may wish to collect, including
measures of the success of family literacy
programs, increased English language skills,
and increased community involvement.

(C) PROGRAMS ESTABLISHED UNDER TITLE I
OF THE REHABILITATION ACT OF 1973.—In addi-
tion to the common core indicators de-
scribed in paragraph (1), the core indicators
of performance for programs conducted
under title I of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973
shall include measures of the success of indi-
viduals with severe disabilities, including
those individuals determined to have a dis-
ability under title II or title XVI of the So-
cial Security Act, in achieving performance
goals established pursuant to this Act.

(3) CORE INDICATORS FOR YOUTH DEVELOP-
MENT AND CAREER PREPARATION PROGRAMS.—
The core indicators of performance for pro-
grams conducted under title II shall include
measures of—

(A) attainment of challenging State aca-
demic standards;

(B) attainment of a high school diploma or
a general equivalency diploma;

(C) attainment of industry-recognized oc-
cupational skills, including basic workplace
competencies and industry-recognized skill
standards, which may include the acquisi-
tion of a skill certificate in the occupation
for which the individual has been prepared; if
such skill certificate is acquired in addition
to or in combination with a high shool di-
ploma or general equivalency diploma;

(D) reduction in school dropout rates;

(E) positive results such as placement in
postsecondary education or advanced train-
ing, military service, employment, or reg-
istered apprenticeships;

(F) the success of individuals described
under section 201(12) in achieving perform-
ance goals established pursuant to this Act,
including placement in nontraditional train-
ing and employment; and

(G) such other measures of performance
that the State may wish to collect.
SEC. 111. LIMITATION ON FEDERAL REGULA-

TIONS.
The Secretary of the Department of Labor

and the Secretary of the Department of Edu-
cation shall issue regulations under this Act
only to the extent that such regulations are
necessary to ensure that there is compliance
with the specific requirements of this Act.
SEC. 112. GENERAL PROVISION.

Nothing in this Act shall mandate that any
individual, particularly youth served under
title II of this Act, be required to choose a
specific career path or major.
SEC. 113. LIABILITY.

Expenditures that are disallowed (except in
the case of fraud, embezzlement, or other
criminal activities) under this Act or under
title I of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, may
be repaid from funds allocated under the
title for which such disallowance occurs, in
subsequent program years or fiscal years, as
appropriate, after the year in which such dis-
allowance occured. The amount of funds re-
paid should be equal to the amount of funds
disallowed.

Subtitle B—Amendments to Wagner-Peyser
Act

SEC. 131. GENERAL PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.
(a) DEFINITIONS.—Section 2 of the Act of

June 6, 1933 (commonly known as the ‘‘Wag-
ner-Peyser Act’’) (29 U.S.C. 49a) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘Job
Training Partnership Act’’ and inserting
‘‘Consolidated and Reformed Education, Em-
ployment, and Rehabilitation Systems Act’’;

(2) in paragraph (2) to read as follows:
‘‘(2) the term ‘local workforce development

board’ means a local workforce development
board established under title I of the Con-
solidated and Reformed Education, Employ-
ment, and Rehabilitation Systems Act;’’;

(3) in paragraph (4) to read as follows:
‘‘(4) the term ‘local workforce development

area’ means a local workforce development
area established under title I of the Consoli-
dated and Reformed Education, Employ-
ment, and Rehabilitation Systems Act;’’;

(4) in paragraph (5), by striking the period
at the end and inserting a semicolon; and

(5) by adding at the end the following new
paragraphs:

‘‘(6) the term ‘public employment office’
means an office which provides employment
services to the general public as part of an
integrated career center system; and

‘‘(7) the term ‘integrated career center sys-
tem’ means an integrated career center sys-
tem established under title I of the Consoli-
dated and Reformed Education, Employ-
ment, and Rehabilitation Systems Act.’’.

(b) DUTIES.—Section 3(a) of such Act (29
U.S.C. 49b(a)) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(a) The Secretary of Labor shall, pursu-
ant to title II of this Act—

‘‘(1) assist in the coordination and develop-
ment of a nationwide system of labor ex-
change services for the general public;

‘‘(2) assist in the development of perform-
ance standards, benchmarks, and continuous
improvement models for such nationwide
system which ensures private sector satisfac-
tion and meets the demands of jobseekers;
and

‘‘(3) ensure the continued services for indi-
viduals receiving unemployment compensa-
tion.’’.

(c) REQUIREMENTS FOR RECEIPT OF FUNDS.—
Section 4 of such Act (29 U.S.C. 49c) is
amended by striking ‘‘a State shall, through
its legislature’’ and inserting ‘‘the Governor
of a State shall, through the collaborative
process described in title I of the Consoli-
dated and Reformed Education, Employ-
ment, and Rehabilitation Systems Act’’.

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Section 5 of such Act (29 U.S.C. 49d) is
amended by inserting before the period at
the end the following: ‘‘, of which not less
than 25 percent shall be for carrying out both
section 14 and title II of this Act’’.

(e) USE OF FUNDS UNDER THIS ACT.—Sec-
tion 7(c)(2) of such Act (29 U.S.C. 49f(c)(2)) is
amended by striking ‘‘any of the following
provisions of law’’ and all that follows and
inserting ‘‘the Consolidated and Reformed
Education, Employment, and Rehabilitation
Systems Act.’’.

(f) STATE PLAN.—Section 8 of such Act (29
U.S.C. 49g) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a) to read as follows:
‘‘(a) Any State desiring to receive assist-

ance under this Act shall submit to the Sec-
retary, as part of the State workforce devel-
opment and literacy plan authorized under
title I of the Consolidated and Reformed
Education, Employment, and Rehabilitation
Systems Act, detailed plans for carrying out
the provisions of this Act within such
State.’’;

(2) by striking subsections (b), (c), and (e);
and

(3) by redesignating subsection (d) as sub-
section (b).

(g) ELIMINATION OF FEDERAL ADVISORY
COUNCIL.—Section 11 of such Act (29 U.S.C.
49j) is hereby repealed.

(h) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Such Act is amended by inserting after

section 2 the following new heading:

‘‘TITLE I—GENERAL PROGRAM
REQUIREMENTS’’.

(2) Section 4 of such Act is amended by
striking ‘‘United States Employment Serv-
ice’’ and inserting ‘‘Secretary of Labor’’.

(3) Section 7(b)(2) of such Act is amended
by striking ‘‘private industry council’’ and
inserting ‘‘local workforce development
board’’.

(4) Section 7(d) of such Act is amended—
(A) by striking ‘‘United States Employ-

ment Service’’ and inserting ‘‘Secretary of
Labor’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘Job Training Partnership
Act’’ and inserting ‘‘Consolidated and Re-
formed Education, Employment, and Reha-
bilitation Systems Act’’.

(5) Section 12 of such Act is amended by
striking ‘‘The Director, with the approval of
the Secretary of Labor,’’ and inserting ‘‘The
Secretary of Labor’’.

SEC. 132. LABOR MARKET INFORMATION.

The Act of June 6, 1933 (commonly known
as the ‘‘Wagner-Peyser Act’’; 29 U.S.C. 49), as
amended by section 131, is further amended
by adding at the end the following new title:

‘‘TITLE II—LABOR MARKET INFORMATION

‘‘SEC. 21. PURPOSE.

‘‘The purpose of this title is to ensure a
comprehensive and coordinated system of
labor market information which will provide
locally based, accurate, up-to-date, easily ac-
cessible, and user friendly labor market in-
formation through a cooperative Federal,
State, and local governance structure which
includes partnerships with the private sector
at all levels.

‘‘SEC. 22. SYSTEM CONTENT.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Labor,
in accordance with the provisions of this
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title, shall oversee the development, mainte-
nance, and continuous improvement of a na-
tionwide system of labor market informa-
tion using statistically valid data, which in-
clude—

‘‘(1) statistical data from survey and pro-
jection programs and data from administra-
tive reporting systems, which, taken to-
gether, enumerate, estimate, and project the
supply and demand for labor at Federal,
State, and local levels in a timely manner,
including data on—

‘‘(A) the demographic characteristics, as
defined in section 5 of the Consolidated and
Reformed Education, Employment, and Re-
habilitation Systems Act, socioeconomic
characteristics, and current employment
status of the population, including self-em-
ployed, part-time, and seasonal workers, and
individuals with severe disabilities, as such
data are available from the Bureau of Census
and other sources;

‘‘(B) job vacancies, education and training
requirements, skills, wages, benefits, work-
ing conditions, and industrial distribution of
occupations, as well as current and projected
employment opportunities and trends by in-
dustry and occupation;

‘‘(C) the educational attainment, training,
skills, skill levels, and occupations of the
population aggregates, as such data area are
available from the Bureau of Census and
other sources;

‘‘(D) information (such as unemployment
insurance wage data records) maintained in
a longitudinal manner on the quarterly earn-
ings, establishment and industry affiliation,
and geographic location of employment; and

‘‘(E) the incidence, industrial and geo-
graphical location, and number of workers
displaced by permanent layoffs and plant
closings;

‘‘(2) State and local employment and
consumer information on—

‘‘(A) job openings, locations, hiring re-
quirements, and application procedures, as
well as profiles of employers in the local
labor market describing the nature of work
performed, employment requirements,
wages, benefits, and hiring patterns as such
information is volunteered by employers;

‘‘(B) aggregate data on job seekers, includ-
ing their education and training, skills, skill
levels, employment experience, and employ-
ment goals; and

‘‘(C) education courses, training programs,
job placement programs, and vocational re-
habilitation programs (where appropriate),
including—

‘‘(i) program performance information as
required by this Act, such as summary data
on program completion, acquisition of indus-
try-recognized skill standards, job place-
ment, earnings, and the level of satisfaction
of the participants and their employers; and

‘‘(ii) descriptive information on programs,
such as eligibility requirements, costs, fi-
nancial support, or other supportive services,
and other appropriate information which
may be available with these courses and pro-
grams;

‘‘(3) technical standards for data and infor-
mation that will—

‘‘(A) as a minimum guarantor of data use-
fulness and quality, ensure compatibility
and additivity of data and information to en-
able comparisons among localities and
States;

‘‘(B) support standardization and aggrega-
tion of data and information from the ad-
ministrative reporting systems of employ-
ment-related programs; and

‘‘(C) include—
‘‘(i) classification and coding systems for

industries, occupations, skills, programs,
and courses;

‘‘(ii) nationally standardized definitions of
terms;

‘‘(iii) a common system for designating ge-
ographic areas;

‘‘(iv) quality control mechanisms for data
collection and analysis; and

‘‘(v) common schedules for data collection
and dissemination;

‘‘(4) analysis of data and information for
uses including—

‘‘(A) Federal, State, and local economic
policymaking;

‘‘(B) the implementation of Federal poli-
cies, including the allocation of Federal
funds to States and localities and the facili-
tation of job search and hiring in local labor
markets;

‘‘(C) Federal, State, and local program
planning and evaluation; and

‘‘(D) research on labor market dynamics;
‘‘(5) dissemination mechanisms for data

and analysis, including mechanisms which
may be standardized among the States and
technical standards in the design of auto-
mated databases, and the design of user
interfaces and communications protocols;

‘‘(6) programs of technical assistance for
States and localities in the development,
maintenance, and utilization of data, analy-
sis, and dissemination mechanisms, includ-
ing assistance in adopting and utilizing auto-
mated systems and improving the access,
through electronic and other means, of
youth, adults, and employers to labor mar-
ket information for localities, States, and
the Nation;

‘‘(7) programs of research and demonstra-
tion, which may be carried out by States and
other public or private entities, on ways to
improve the products and processes author-
ized in this title; and

‘‘(8) objective performance measures,
which will allow for the continuous monitor-
ing of the progress of the labor market infor-
mation system at national, State, and local
levels.

(b) INFORMATION TO BE CONFIDENTIAL.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—No officer or employee of

the Federal Government or agent of the Fed-
eral Government may:

(A) use the information furnished under
the provisions of this title for any purpose
other than the statistical purposes for which
it is supplied;

(B) make any publication whereby the data
furnished by any particular establishment or
individual under this title can be individ-
ually identified; or

(C) permit anyone other than the sworn of-
ficers and employees of any Federal depart-
ment or agency to examine the individual re-
ports.

(2) IMMUNITY FROM LEGAL PROCESS.—Any
information which is collected and retained
under this title shall be immune from the
legal process and shall not, without the con-
sent of the individual or establishment con-
cerned, be admitted as evidence or used for
any purpose in any action, suit, or other ju-
dicial or administrative proceeding.
‘‘SEC. 23. FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITIES.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Nation’s labor mar-
ket information system shall be planned, ad-
ministered, overseen, and evaluated by a co-
operative governance structure involving the
Federal Government, States, and local enti-
ties.

‘‘(b) DUTIES.—The Secretary, with respect
to data collection, analysis, and dissemina-
tion of labor market information, shall carry
out the following duties:

‘‘(1) Ensure that all statistical and admin-
istrative data collection activities within
the Department of Labor, including the Em-
ployment and Training Administration, Vet-
erans’ Employment and Training Service,
Employment Standards Administration, and
the Occupational Health and Safety Admin-
istration, are consistent with those of the
Bureau of Labor Statistics.

‘‘(2) Assign responsibilities, as appropriate,
to agencies such as the Employment and
Training Administration to work with the
Bureau of Labor Statistics in the collection,
analysis and, particularly, in the dissemina-
tion of labor market information, and in the
provision of training and technical assist-
ance to users of information, including the
States, employers, youth, and adults.

‘‘(3) In cooperation with other Federal
agencies, including the Department of Com-
merce, Department of Defense, Department
of the Treasury, Department of Education,
Department of Health and Human Services,
Department of Agriculture, Department of
Veterans’ Affairs, and the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, establish and maintain
mechanisms for ensuring complementarity
and nonduplication in the development and
operation of statistical and administrative
data collection activities, in order to ensure
a comprehensive labor market information
system.

‘‘(4) Actively seek the participation of
other Federal agencies, particularly the Na-
tional Center for Education Statistics and
the Division of Adult and Vocational Edu-
cation, and the Rehabilitation Services Ad-
ministration of the Department of Edu-
cation, the Veterans’ Employment and
Training Service of the Department of Labor
and the Department of Veterans’ Affairs
with respect to vocational rehabilitation
programs in the design and provision of
standardized information to the States to
support section 22(2), and in the dissemina-
tion of labor market information.

‘‘(5) Establish confidentiality standards for
the labor market information system at Fed-
eral, State, and local levels, including such
provisions as may be necessary, to be taken
in coordination with the States, to ensure
that privacy and confidentiality protections
are guaranteed with respect to individuals
and firm data.

‘‘(c) ADDITIONAL DUTIES.—The Secretary,
in collaboration with the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, with the assistance of other agen-
cies of the Department where appropriate,
shall—

‘‘(1) establish and maintain, with the co-
operation of the States, elements of the sys-
tem described in sections 22(a)(1) and 22(a)(3);

‘‘(2) develop and promulgate standards,
definitions, formats, collection methodolo-
gies, and other necessary system elements
for the use of the States in their assembling
and presentation of the employment infor-
mation specified in section 22(a)(2);

‘‘(3) eliminate gaps and duplication in sta-
tistical undertakings, with the
systemization of wage surveys as an early
priority;

‘‘(4) recommend any needed improvements
in administrative reporting systems to sup-
port the development of labor market infor-
mation from their data; and

‘‘(5) ensure that—
‘‘(A) data are sufficiently timely relevant

to employers and other users, and locally de-
tailed for uses including those specified in
section 22(a)(4);

‘‘(B) administrative records are standard-
ized to facilitate the aggregation of data
from local to State and national levels and
to support the creation of new statistical se-
ries from program records; and

‘‘(C) paperwork and reporting requirements
on employers and individuals are reduced.
‘‘SEC. 24. ANNUAL PLAN.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Labor,
in collaboration with the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, and with assistance of other ap-
propriate Federal agencies, shall prepare an
annual plan to be the operational mechanism
for achieving a cooperative Federal/State
governance structure for labor market infor-
mation and provide the written justification
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for the Department of Labor’s budget re-
quest to Congress by describing the activi-
ties and priorities of the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, other offices within the Depart-
ment of Labor, and other Federal agencies
with regard to data collection, analysis, and
dissemination of labor market information
for fiscal years succeeding the fiscal year in
which the plan is developed and shall in-
clude—

‘‘(1) the results of a periodic review of
users’ needs and priorities, including the
identification of new employment issues and
the attendant emergence of new needs, on
the part of Congress, the States, employers,
youth, and adults, for data, analysis, and dis-
semination;

‘‘(2) an evaluation, including the results of
objective measures, of the performance of
the labor market information system in
meeting these needs and the steps to be
taken to overcome deficiencies;

‘‘(3) a summary of ongoing data programs
and activities under section 22 and a descrip-
tion of the development of new data pro-
grams, analytical techniques, definitions and
standards, dissemination mechanisms, train-
ing and technical assistance, governance
mechanisms, and funding processes to meet
new needs; and

‘‘(4) the results of an annual review of the
costs to the States of meeting contract re-
quirements for data production under this
title, including a description of how the Sec-
retary’s requested budget will cover these
costs.

‘‘(b) COOPERATION WITH THE STATES.—The
Secretary and the Bureau of Labor Statis-
tics, in cooperation with the States, shall de-
velop the plan by—

‘‘(1) establishing procedures and mecha-
nisms for holding formal and periodic con-
sultations on products and administration of
the system, at least once each quarter, with
representatives of employers as well as with
representatives of the States from each of
the 10 Federal regions of the Department of
Labor, elected by and from among the State
directors of labor market information, ac-
cording to a process set forth by the Sec-
retary; and

‘‘(2) incorporating in the annual plan, for
its submission to Congress, the results of
these consultations, including any supple-
mentary or dissenting views from represent-
atives of the States.

‘‘(c) REPRESENTATIVES OF STATES DEEMED
TO BE FEDERAL EMPLOYEES.—For purposes of
the development of the annual plan and to
meet the provisions of Office of Management
and Budget Circular A–11, the representa-
tives of the States, elected in accordance
with subsection (b)(1), shall be considered to
be employees of the Department of Labor.
‘‘SEC. 25. GOVERNOR’S RESPONSIBILITIES.

‘‘(a) DESIGNATION OF STATE AGENCY.—The
Governor of each State shall designate a sin-
gle State agency to be the agency respon-
sible for the management and oversight of a
statewide comprehensive labor market infor-
mation system and for the State’s participa-
tion in the cooperative Federal/State govern-
ance structure for the nationwide labor mar-
ket information system.

‘‘(b) DUTIES.—In order to receive Federal
financial assistance under this Act, the
State agency shall—

‘‘(1) develop, maintain, and continuously
improve a comprehensive labor market in-
formation system, which shall—

‘‘(A) include all the elements specified in
section 22; and

‘‘(B) be responsive to the needs of the State
and its localities for planning and evaluative
data, including employment and economic
analyses and projections, as required by this
Act, the Consolidated and Reformed Edu-

cation, Employment, and Rehabilitation
Systems Act, the Social Security Act, and
other provisions of law which require the use
of labor market information;

‘‘(2) ensure the performance of contract
and grant responsibilities for data collec-
tion, analysis, and dissemination;

‘‘(3) conduct such other data collection,
analysis, and dissemination activities as will
ensure comprehensive State and local labor
market information;

‘‘(4) actively seek the participation of
other State and local agencies, with particu-
lar attention to State education, economic
development, human services, and welfare
agencies, in data collection, analysis, and
dissemination activities in order to ensure
complementarity and compatibility among
data; and

‘‘(5) participate in the development of the
national annual plan.’’.

Subtitle C—General Provision
SEC. 141. WORKER RIGHTS.

The following requirements shall apply to
programs under titles II and III of this Act:

(1) PROHIBITION ON DISPLACEMENT.—A par-
ticipant in a program under titles II or III
shall not displace any currently employed
worker (including a partial displacement,
such as a reduction in the hours of non-over-
time work, wages, or employment benefits).

(2) PROHIBITION ON IMPAIRMENT OF CON-
TRACTS.—A program under title II or III shall
not impair existing contracts for services or
collective bargaining agreements, and no
such program that would be inconsistent
with the terms of a collective bargaining
agreement shall be undertaken without the
written concurrence of the labor organiza-
tion and employer concerned.

(3) PROHIBITION ON REPLACEMENT.—A par-
ticipant in a program under title II or III
shall not be employed—

(A) when any other individual is on tem-
porary layoff, with the clear possibility of
recall, from the same or any substantially
equivalent job with the participating em-
ployer; or

(B) when the employer has terminated the
employment of any regular employee or oth-
erwise reduced the workforce of the em-
ployer with the intention of filling the va-
cancy so created with the student.

(4) WORKPLACES.—A participant in a pro-
gram under title II or III shall be provided
with adequate and safe equipment and safe
and healthful workplaces in conformity with
all health and safety requirements of Fed-
eral, State, and local law.

(5) EFFECT ON OTHER LAWS.—Nothing in
this Act shall be construed to modify or af-
fect any Federal or State law prohibiting
discrimination on the basis of race, religion,
color, ethnicity, national origin, gender, age,
or disability, or to modify or affect any right
to enforcement of this Act that may exist
under other Federal laws, except as expressly
provided by this Act.
SEC. 142. TRANSFERABILITY.

The Governor, through the collaborative
process, has the authority to transfer not
more than 10 percent of the total allotment
to a State under title II or title III of this
Act, between such titles. Funds transferred
under this authority must be distributed to
local providers in accordance with the provi-
sions of title II and III of this Act.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to title I?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KILDEE

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

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. KILDEE: H.R.
1617: Page 91, strike lines 12 through 18.

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I am of-
fering this amendment with my col-
league, the gentleman from Montana
[Mr. WILLIAMS]. This amendment would
strike six lines in the bill which were
added after the bill was reported from
committee. That provision would allow
transfer of 10 percent of funding from
the youth block grant to the adult
training block or vice versa. This pro-
vision would never have been approved
in committee because it would com-
pletely undermine the ability of local
communities to plan for the rational
and effective use of limited education
and work force preparation dollars.

When we set up these block grants,
Mr. Chairman, we engaged in a produc-
tive debate about how to design an in-
tegrated, high performance career
preparation and education system. In
the face of 20 percent cuts in the au-
thorization level, and over $2 billion in
job training and education funds, this
represents a very real threat to the
stability of the system.

The greatest threat this poses is to
local schools, your local schools. We all
know that it is going to be next to im-
possible, Mr. Chairman, for States to
meet the very stringent work require-
ments of the emerging welfare com-
promise.

Now, for Governors who are trying to
avoid the penalties of failure to meet
those targets, this new provision,
which was not discussed in committee,
will provide an irresistible source of
funds for Governors. Our schools will
be left holding the bag as Governors
pull that 10 percent, from the schools
transfer the funds to the adult training
block to meet those emerging work re-
quirements in welfare. So our schools
again will be left holding the bag and
the uncomfortable choice of raising
local property taxes or new school lev-
ies.

Mr. Chairman, I would support this
provision, if it contained the stipula-
tion that the Governor certify that all
needs under the title from which the
funds are being transferred have been
met. But that is not part of the provi-
sion. Otherwise this provision will seri-
ously, I think, threaten the school-
based part of vocational education by
tempting the Governors to reach into
the schools to pull more money toward
those work requirements in the welfare
bill.

So, I urge my colleagues to support
this amendment.

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

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
KILDEE]. I realize that it did pass out of
committee without this change, but we
have had the Governors and others
have come to us with requests, and in
trying to reach down, trying to push
the money down to the local commu-
nities, it seems that this is a worth-
while thing to give them, 10 percent of
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leeway between the two. Out of 100 per-
cent of money, Mr. Chairman, we are
only giving them 10 percent of leeway,
and I think the Governors have every
bit as much compassion on the local
level as we do. There was language that
this gives the States the flexibility to
use the funds where there is the great-
est need, but it does protect the basic
four-grants structure of the bill. It
gives the funds locally and ensures
that the Federal dollars will reach the
people and not the bureaucrats.

Some might argue and see this provi-
sion as the glass is half-empty, but I
think that it is half-full in giving the
local people more jurisdiction. The lan-
guage provides a voice for local people.
They can lobby their State legislators
for funding, and their Governor. We are
moving the decision-making out of
Washington into the States, into the
States and localities, and I think the
whole premise of the bill is to drive de-
cision-making down locally, however
we do retain 10 percent of the decision
here in Washington.

So, I think this is just a good com-
promise that we have been able to
work out.

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

Mr. MCKEON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. KILDEE. Two things that bother
me:

First of all, schools have to plan. As
my colleague knows, that is why we
generally have education forward fund-
ed. The schools have to plan, and with
the schools never knowing for sure
whether the Governor may reach in
and pull 10 percent of those funds out
does not really make for good plan-
ning.

Would the gentleman be willing to
put it some language saying that the
Governor must certify that all needs
under the block have been met before
any funds are transferred.

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I served on a school
board for 9 years. I understand what
the gentleman is saying about plan-
ning, and it is a problem, but it is
something that school boards live with
all the time.

I know while I served on the school
board the State would pass our budget
and it would come down, the fiscal year
was started in July, and throughout
the whole year we were subject at any
time to recall of some of those funds.
They have that problem now that they
live with, and this would be a small
portion of the funds that they receive.

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, I
have two sons in the military, so I
would not want this to happen. But we
would never say the President could
transfer 10 percent of the funds from
the Pentagon to some other program
here, because the Pentagon has to plan
also, and schools have to plan just like
the Pentagon.

We would never be able to success-
fully have an amendment here on the

floor allowing the President of the
United States to transfer 10 percent of
some Pentagon funds to another agen-
cy. Why do we do this to schools?

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, the schools, as they
are now operating in the real world,
never plan to spend 100 percent.

Mr. KILDEE. The Pentagon is in the
real world, I would hope. My two sons
are lieutenants in the Army.

Mr. MCKEON. School boards never
plan to spend their whole 100 percent
because they understand how this proc-
ess works, and they always leave a con-
tingency there, and I think that is
good sound planning. I think they
would continue to do that on this basis.

Mr. KILDEE. Well, I am just wonder-
ing why we always make schools have
bake sales to make up the difference.
We always let people raid school funds
and not other areas of government.

Mr. MCKEON. This is not just
schools, it could be just the opposite. It
could be 10 percent from those out of
schools. It could mean more money for
schools.

Mr. KILDEE. It could.
Mr. MCKEON. So, really, what we are

looking at is we have 50 Governors over
the 50 States, we have the State legis-
latures, who are very close to the peo-
ple in their local States, their local
communities, and we are just trying to
give them a little discretion out of all
this money that we are giving them. I
think that this is reasonable.

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, I
read the amendment. I know it could
flow from title II to title III and vice
versa. But in this environment which
are we are in right now, while we are
changing welfare as we know it, and we
are putting increased pressure on get-
ting into the work force, which I agree
with, the pressure is going to be on
pulling money from schools to the
adult part. That is the way the money
will flow in the next few years.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

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

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in strong opposition to this amend-
ment and encourage my colleagues to
understand what we are talking about
here. First and foremost we are talking
about flexibility. That is the founda-
tion of the whole bill.

Second, let us understand that we are
recognizing that we are making cuts,
cuts the gentleman from Michigan and
I might not necessarily like, but the
reality of deficit reduction means we
are going to be making cuts. That
means States and locals are going to
have to make priorities.

Mr. Chairman, I will tell Members
that the job training realities in Michi-
gan are different than the job training
realities in Wisconsin, and different
than the job training realities in Cali-
fornia, and different than the job train-

ing realities in Pennsylvania. What
does that mean? That may mean in a
unique situation there is some State
that wants to take money out of the
youth training and put it in the adult
training. I am willing to venture that
the bulk of the transfer of moneys,
however, will be from adult training
into the youth training. It will be into
the schools. This money can go either
way. There is not a prohibition that
says it can only go in one direction.

Mr. Chairman, let us assume the
worst case scenario. Let us assume the
worst case scenario, that every Gov-
ernor in every State decides to transfer
10 percent of the funds from one pro-
gram to another nationwide. We are
talking about the maximum amount of
every Governor transferring is $200 mil-
lion. That is the maximum number,
based on the authorization not on the
appropriation level. If we look at what
the appropriation bills are doing in this
area, it will be less than that.

I think we should understand here
what we are trying to do. We are trying
to recognize that we are going to have
to allow some flexibility and some cre-
ativity in each State. We should take a
look at the programs in the adult area
and we will find that most of those pro-
grams in the adult area, most of the
funding is in dislocated worker assist-
ance or in adult training programs as
we know them. Job Training Partner-
ship Act. Let us assume a State like
Wisconsin. We have a very good econ-
omy right now. I have little doubt
what our Governor is going to do. Our
Governor, who is committed to some of
these transition programs for youth, I
have little doubt that what he will do
is take some of hat money that we
would get under the adult training side
and literally put it into the schools, be-
cause it would make sense from a Wis-
consin Governor’s perspective to do
just that.

Mr. Chairman, I would encourage my
colleagues to recognize flexibility goes
both ways, and, most likely, when we
look at the programs there in each
area, especially when we are dealing
with equal funding, the number of pro-
grams in the youth training program is
2.9, the number of programs that are in
the adult training is 2.7. We are not
robbing Peter to pay Paul. Here they
are both starting on equal funding, and
we are saying to the Governors we are
going to recognize your desire for some
flexibility in this area.

This is not going to be disastrous on
either side. It is going to provide some
flexibility, and, from that perspective,
I would encourage my colleagues to re-
ject the amendment and live with the
base bill.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

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

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment, and I would
like to speak briefly about two aspects
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of this problem. One is, education is
being cut drastically. Education is
being cut by almost $4 billion. Federal
aid to education. Those are not the
only cuts in education. They are cut-
ting education at the State levels and
cutting education at the city levels.
Education for children in school.

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

Mr. OWENS. I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
appreciate the gentleman yielding be-
cause that is the whole purpose. I was
one of the Republicans who voted
against the appropriations bill. I agree
with the gentleman that we have cut
education too much, but the bill we
have in front of us will allow those
Governors to transfer some money
from those adult programs into the
very education programs that the gen-
tleman thinks have been cut too much.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, I thank the gentleman for
his observation, but what I am speak-
ing of, has the gentleman seen these
values that liquid can flow one way but
it cannot flow back? We need a valve
where they can transfer money into
the school systems and not out of it. If
we can get transfer that way, that is
the most appropriate transfer, because
the bleeding is taking place in the pub-
lic school systems, in the systems that
serve children.

That is where the tremendous lacera-
tions have been made by this Repub-
lican controlled Congress; $4 billion, al-
most, is being lost, and now we are
jeopardizing just another $200 million
we say might be transferred. But every
bit counts.

Mr. Chairman, there are some school
systems, like the one that serves my
constituents in New York City that
started out with a negative: 8,000 high
school children and no seats to put
them in. There is no hope on the hori-
zon for getting funds for new buildings.
At the elementary school level they do
not have money for chalk and erasers.
So we are in a desperate situation here,
and it will not be made better by the
cuts they are going to face next fall.

They think things are bad this fall,
wait until the Republican cuts go into
effect next fall. And $1.1 billion is being
cut out of title I. That is one-seventh
of the title I funds. That means one-
seventh of the money flowing into the
New York City schools will be cut from
the title I program. That is no small
amount of money.

So, Mr. Chairman, we have a problem
in terms of education, which we need
so drastically. It is on the losing end.
Never before have we had such drastic
cuts in Federal aid to education. But
that does not tell the whole story. The
Federal Government is setting the tone
for what is happening at the State and
local levels. So there are cuts all
around.

The other thing we must consider is
the fact that this myth that has been
perpetrated this year is totally inac-

curate. The myth that State and local
governments are superior to the Fed-
eral Government in terms of incorrupt-
ibility, in terms of competence, in
terms of efficiency. That is a myth
that has been generated this year.
There is nothing in history to support
that myth. There is nothing in the
clippings of our local newspapers that
will support that myth.

Mr. Chairman, if we go back and ex-
amine some of the worst corruption
cases in the history of the country, the
corruption cases are at the local level.
There is corruption at the State level.
If we look at Federal funding for pro-
grams close to the one we are consider-
ing today, look at the SETA program.
SETA was destroyed by corruption and
incompetence at the local level.

It is the local and State levels that
were the problems and continue to be
the problems. This myth we have in-
vented for the convenience of the budg-
et cutters, people who want to make
drastic reductions in the Federal aid to
education, have chosen to blow up local
government and State government as
some kind of paragons of virtue. They
are not. The likelihood that we will
have patronage considerations over
educational considerations, the likeli-
hood that we will have out-and-out cor-
ruption is greater at the local level and
at the State level. Sure, it does not get
as much publicity, and one of the rea-
sons that corruption goes on and on
forever is because it is not exposed in
the way the Federal Government is ex-
posed. At the Federal level we have
much more visibility.

Mr. Chairman, we are up against a
situation where there is the likelihood
that Governors and local administra-
tors will have more pressure put on
them by the local clubhouse hacks to
produce jobs and to produce results for
the adult programs than for the chil-
dren. That likelihood is very real. It is
very real, and we need safeguards
against it. Beyond the safeguards, we
need to have some kind of incentives
provided, some kind of protection pro-
vided for education.

Mr. Chairman, the one-way valve I
am talking about would be a much
more innovative and useful device for
the education of children. I do not
think children would be protected at
all by leaving it wide open and allow-
ing this flexibility at the level of the
Governors and the local level. I think
that the fact that this language was
slipped in at the last minute shows
that the people who are the authors of
the bill do not lend credibility to them-
selves.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words, and I rise to reluctantly, and I
want to say very reluctantly, oppose
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

I hope if there are ever grades given
in the art of compromise, that I do not
pass with high and flying colors; that I
get it kicking and screaming, just a
bare passing grade. As Members may

know, in committee, I worked with the
gentleman from Montana [Mr. WIL-
LIAMS], and others that have concern
about Governors moving the money be-
tween the different categories. I be-
lieve that when the Federal Govern-
ment allocates the money, we can at
least set minimum criteria, not in how
to execute these grants but in basic
guidelines of where, in general terms,
the money should go and some over-
riding standards as to the results that
should be achieved but not
micromanage their decisions.

Mr. Chairman, I believe in this bill
we have made a number of com-
promises in order to move forward, to
keep the four categories as opposed to
a general block grant, to protect as
many of the categories as possible.
While this does allow a minimum num-
ber of moving between a couple of cat-
egories, which I personally only sup-
ported with great reluctance, at this
point I do believe we have a bill that
can hold together and make it through
the House and into law, and so I reluc-
tantly oppose the gentleman from
Michigan, even though I very much re-
spect his point.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words, and I support the amendment of
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. KIL-
DEE], my friend and colleague, al-
though I must say, if we only look at
the money that could be moved, it is a
close call. It is not a close call, though,
on other elements, which I think have
not been fully explored during the de-
bate, and that is with regard to govern-
ance.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment, al-
lowing Governors to move money be-
tween youth and adult training pro-
grams, will allow them to do some-
thing with Federal money that they
cannot now do with their own State
money.
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There are 15 States that elect chief
State school officers and give them
governance over education. There are
nine States that have State elected
boards of education. They choose a
chief State school officer and provide
all education governance to that chief
State school officer.

So my friends, the point is this: In
those States, Governors cannot move
money from education to training. Yet
we are going to give them the right to
do that with Federal money, a right
that they do not now have under law.
They are going to be able to violate the
constitutional responsibility of their
own chief State school officer, take
education money, up to 10 percent of
the total of the Federal money, away
from that chief State school officer,
and put it over here in labor, in train-
ing programs. This is something they
now cannot do with their own money,
because of their own constitutional
prohibitions.

Now, there is another problem in
what we are doing. I think that first
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problem is very significant and going
to create a lot of consternation in the
States between the chief State school
officers and the Governors. But there is
a second problem.

This Congress, after many, many ses-
sions of work, and after attempts by
two or three Presidents, is finally, I
think, going to pass significant welfare
reform legislation, and we are going to
have a massive training component and
work requirement, at least work re-
quirement, in that welfare reform bill.
We are going to do something else: We
are going to cut the money available to
the Governors to train our own con-
stituents.

What are the Governors going to do?
Turn to the education money, pull 10
percent of it out, and put it over here
in the training money so they can
train their welfare reform people and
bring them up to the standards that
are going to be required.

So on the one hand, we are going to
propel the Governors to do this
through our welfare reform legislation;
and on the other hand, we are forcing
them into a fight, if they do do so, with
the very people in their States who
now have jurisdiction over this edu-
cation money. We are going to force
the Governors to reach in, take money
from their chief State school officer,
take it away from youth education and
use it over here in adult training. That
is a fight the Governors and chief State
school officers are going to wish we had
never forced them into.

Therefore, I think the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. KILDEE] is showing
some good foresight here and wisdom
in saying ‘‘Let’s not start down this
path. It will create governance prob-
lems, and, to a lesser degree, will cre-
ate financial problems for the chief
State school officers.’’

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, with all due respect to
my colleagues on the other side of the
aisle, because I think they have made
very constructive contributions to the
drafting of this legislation, I should
point out that the language presently
in the bill, the 10-percent transfer-
ability, represent a compromise with
the governors, who initially wanted a
20-percent transferability across the
four consolidation block grants.

In drafting this legislation, we have
attempted to at each stage of the way
find a delicate balance between the
concerns of various interest groups like
the Governors, like the family groups,
like the business community, in com-
ing up with language that would be ac-
ceptable on a broad basis.

This bill language just observes the
longstanding American tradition of de-
centralized decisionmaking in edu-
cation. I do not think anybody partici-
pating in this debate today would dis-
pute that longstanding tradition.

Furthermore, it respects the needs of
local communities. We want to give
not only the Governors, but local
decisionmakers in local communities

the maximum say and the maximum
flexibility in ultimately deciding how
to use these funds from the Federal
taxpayers to best meet the needs of
their local work force, and certainly of
young people who are in the education
system and are making steps towards
entering the work force.

So, again, we are simply here trying
to observe the concept of federalism,
taking a decentralized approach, re-
specting the longstanding tradition of
States and local communities to con-
trol education and job training deci-
sions.

The other point I wanted to make
was on the funding level, because we
are going to hear a lot of debate here
on the floor today about whether or
not we are adequately funding these
block grants. I want to point out to my
colleagues that I share the concerns of
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
GUNDERSON], as one member of the
Committee on Appropriations.

I personally hope we are able to come
through the appropriations process and
fund these education and job training
block grants at the postrescissions
level. Another way of putting that is, I
hope we can get the funding back to
the level previously determined
through a bipartisan agreement be-
tween the Republican-controlled Con-
gress and the Democratic administra-
tion and the President on the rescis-
sions bill. That is my hope and intent
as we gear up here for the final stage of
the appropriations process and go to
conference on the Labor-HHS-Edu-
cation appropriations bill with the
Senate.

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

Mr. RIGGS. I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s comments.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman men-
tioned that this is a compromise with
the Governors. It is a compromise with
his side of the aisle, because the Gov-
ernors never negotiated with us. We
wrote this bill in committee in a very
bipartisan spirit. The bill came out of
committee, I think, with only four neg-
ative votes. Then the Governors came
to that side of the aisle and worked out
a compromise.

I think they have jeopardized a bipar-
tisan effort. if they want a com-
promise, we are still here, too, but they
choose to compromise only with that
side of the aisle.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, I would simply point out,
my personal view is that the sugges-
tions and contributions by the Gov-
ernors, and obviously we have been
principally working with the Repub-
lican Governors, but all the Governors,
have only helped to refine and improve
the legislation before us.

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

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT NO. 25 OFFERED BY MR. WILLIAMS

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment, amendment No.
25.

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WILLIAMS: Page
31, strike line 1 and insert the following:

(2) the lead State agency, entity, official,
or officials

Page 31, line 4, after ‘‘(including’’ insert
‘‘the State entity responsible for setting edu-
cation policies for activities under this Act,
consistent with State law, on the day preced-
ing the date of the enactment of this Act
and’’.

Page 32, after line 16, insert the following:
(2) ACCEPTANCE OF CERTAIN RECOMMENDA-

TIONS.—The recommendations of any State
agency, State entity, or State public official
described in subsection (b)(2) with respect to
any portion of the State plan described in
section 104 that affects programs that are
under the jurisdiction of the agency, entity,
or official shall be accepted by the Governor
of the State and the other participants in
the collaborative process, and shall be incor-
porated in the plan, unless the plan includes
a finding by the Governor that the rec-
ommendations are inconsistent with the pur-
pose of this Act.

Page 32, line 17, strike ‘‘(2)’’ and insert
‘‘(3)’’.

Page 36, after line 7, insert the following:
(11) A designation, consistent with State

law, of the State agency or agencies to serve
as administrative or fiscal agents for pur-
poses of titles II and IV.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, this
is my State governance amendment
and follows on the last debate, and in
particular on my words in the last de-
bate. That is, I am concerned that this
legislation, particularly given that the
Kildee amendment has failed, will cre-
ate a governance problem within the
States among the Governor and the
chief State school officers.

My amendment makes it clear that
this bill does not interfere with the de-
cisions that States themselves make
with regard to how to organize them-
selves, particularly when they have
done it under constitutional mandate.
At both the subcommittee and full
committee level I worked with both of
the chairmen to develop language that
stated that this bill was not intended
to negate or supersede or interfere with
State organizational decisions. Al-
though we placed some language in the
bill, we also set up a process for put-
ting together State and local plans
that could be in conflict with this prin-
ciple and which could also lead to un-
necessary confusion at the State and
local level, and that would have the re-
sult of unfortunate political strug-
gling.

So my amendment follows what I
hope is a pretty simple path: It says
when putting together the State plan
for funding under this bill, the Gov-
ernor has to include as part of that
plan the recommendations of the State
agency that has jurisdiction over those
specific areas funded under this plan. If
the Governor, however, finds out that
those recommendations would be in-
consistent with the purposes of this
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act, he would not have to include them
in his agency recommendations.

Now, let me say again part of what I
said during this debate just concluded.
Let me tell you why this is, I believe,
necessary.

In a number of States, there are
State constitutions that place jurisdic-
tion for education programs under the
jurisdiction of some person other than
a Governor, quite often an elected chief
State school officer. Some States, by
the way, do the same for labor pro-
grams and the training efforts that
come under them.

We obviously have to respect those
State constitutional decisions, or we
will be allowing Governors, perhaps, to
do something under the cover of Fed-
eral law that they cannot do under
their own State constitutions. Maybe
that is why Governors came in here at
the last minute lobbying for some of
these changes, do you suppose?

Let me also say again what I said be-
fore, in case there is anyone in the
Chamber of listening that was not here
during the last debate. We have 15
State school officers who are elected
representatives of their people with ju-
risdiction over State education mat-
ters. They are the constitutionally
chosen individuals within their States
to administer education programs, in-
cluding Federal education programs.
But this bill, without this amendment
that I am now offering, undermines
those State decisions.

We have, as I said earlier, other
States that elect their State school
boards who appoint a chief State
school officer and place in that person
the jurisdiction of administering and
being responsible for State education
efforts. So in those States, education is
not under the control of the Governor.
In some States training programs are
not under the control of the Governor

I think we should make it clear as
possible with this legislation that we
are not trying to impose on the States
our governance structure through this
bill with regard to what authority the
Governors have, particularly if that
governance structure in this bill is at
variance with the State’s constitution.

So my amendment makes no changes
to the heart of this bill. But what it
does do is preserve State decisionmak-
ing, particularly governance matters
and jurisdictions with regard to the
States.

I encourage my colleagues to accept
this amendment. I believe it is impor-
tant. I think it will stop or prevent a
lot of legal and political wrangling in
the various States.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, this issue is always a
very difficult issue on every piece of
legislation that comes out of our com-
mittee, and we have gone round and
round on this for many, many years.
The problem, however, with this par-
ticular piece of legislation is it is so
different than many others, in that we
are not just talking about education,

we are bringing into this collaborative
process many different entities.

Now, if we would accept the gentle-
man’s amendment, then we would set
education on a totally different level
than all of the others who are partici-
pating in this collaborative process. So
normally we are talking only about
education. It makes it a little more
simple than this. But this particular
time we are not only talking about
education, we are trying to develop a
collaborative process that will finally
fine tune our programs so we will be
able to compete on a worldwide basis in
the 21st century. So my opposition
would be that we will positively dilute
the collaborative process if we go this
route.

Now, in the bill we say nothing in
this act shall be construed to negate or
supersede the legal authority under
State law of any State agency, State
entity, or State public official over the
programs that are under the jurisdic-
tion of the agency and the official.

We say nothing in this act shall be
construed to interfere with the author-
ity with such agency, entity, or official
to enter into a contract under any pro-
vision of law.

Several State constitutions which
have elected chief State schooling offi-
cers or State boards of education, these
State constitutions also require that
education funds go to these elected
bodies. Language in the CAREERS bill
prohibits the Federal Government from
superseding State constitution and
State laws.
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In States where there is not a con-

stitutional issue, CAREERS provides
the Governor with the final authority.

So, again, I realize this is always a
very difficult issue. I am sure it will
get more recognition as we go through
the conference. But it is somewhat dif-
ferent this particular time, because
now we are talking about a collabo-
rative process, we are not only talking
about education in relationship to the
Governor and the State.

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

Mr. GOODLING. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Montana.

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

I know from working with the chair-
man of the committee that he has the
concern that this governance matter be
properly respected. That is the matter
to which he is speaking now. There is
still, as the gentleman knows, a dif-
ference of opinion about whether we
have really boilerplated this so as to
stop this political and legal haggling
which I fear we may create.

Knowing the chairman’s wish to get
this part right, I would be happy to
withdraw the amendment with the
Chair’s assurances that the Chair is not
entirely married to the committee lan-
guage and is still willing to consider
our point of view and work with us as
we approach conference.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
think we can consider each other’s
point of view between now and during
conference, because I am sure it will be
an issue again in conference. I share
the gentleman’s concern.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, we do
have the gentleman’s assurance that he
shares the concern on the governance
matter.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw my amendment.

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

There was no objection.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OWENS

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. OWENS: Page 71,

line 2, strike ‘‘Expenditures’’ and insert
‘‘With the approval of the Secretary, expend-
itures’’.

Page 71, line 3, insert after ‘‘other criminal
activities’’ the following: ‘‘, or mis- expendi-
tures of funds due to willful disregard to
statutory requirements, gross negligence, or
failure to observe accepted standards of ad-
ministration’’.

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

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment would impose financial
penalties for the misuse or abuse of
Federal training dollars. One of the
great mythologies, as I pointed out
when discussing the previous amend-
ment, one of the great mythologies
upon which this bill is based is that the
only bad government is the Federal
Government, that waste and corrup-
tion can only occur in Washington and
that State and local governments are
populated by saints and angels.

Massive amounts of Federal dollars
are turned over to States and local
governments in this bill with minimal
supervision and minimal accountabil-
ity. There has not been a job training
program this loosely structured since
CETA, the Comprehensive Employment
Training Act. Do Members recall what
happened to CETA?

Do Members recall how infamy was
brought to CETA by local and State
governments? I have served at all lev-
els of government. I know from experi-
ence that the sponsor’s faith in the pu-
rity of State and local government is
misplaced. This is a myth that has
been deliberately created to justify
moving large numbers of programs to
the State and local level in order to cut
those programs in the process.

Mismanagement, incompetence,
greed, and venality are, if anything,
more pervasive the lower one goes into
government. It is less visible, but it is
more pervasive. For that reason I have
no doubt that, if this bill is enacted
into law, we will all be reading about
outrageous scandals and abuses in a
year or two.

But if we are going to adopt the
honor system when it comes to job
training programs, if we are going to
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create CETA part 12, we should obtain
some mechanism for the Federal Gov-
ernment to recover taxpayer dollars
that are misspent or wasted. Under our
current job training programs, as
under all Federal grant programs,
grantees who misspend funds must
repay them to the Treasury with non-
Federal dollars.

This bill, however, includes a very
generous forgiveness provision that
lets the wrongdoers off the hook. Tax-
payers listen closely. Instead of repay-
ing the money they misspend, they can
just deduct is from their next grant. No
questions asked.

The taxpayers lose their money. Per-
sons who need training do not get it.
And the bureaucrat responsible for it
all gets away without even a slap on
the wrist. My amendment would more
carefully target those instances in
which the forgiveness provision would
be available.

It would deny forgiveness and require
restitution when a bureaucrat
misspends funds due to, one, a willful
disregard of statutory requirements,
gross negligence or, three, a failure to
observe accepted standards of adminis-
tration. In other instances when an au-
diting exception is due to simple error
or an honest mistake, grantees could
deduct the funds from the next grant.
But when the misexpenditures are de-
liberate, or due to incompetence, res-
titution must be made.

In many cases, the problem will be
deliberate misuse of funds, and this is
not play money. These are tax dollars.
No one, whether they are in Federal,
State, or local government, should be
given license to misspend the tax-
payers’ dollars.

This is a very elementary amend-
ment, very elementary proposal. This
is a very standard requirement that is
included in all legislation up to now.
Why are we suddenly creating incen-
tives for misspending funds? Why are
we creating temptations for people to
play with Federal money? The amount
of Federal money gets smaller and
smaller that is available for education
and for job training. We want to make
small amounts of money more vulner-
able to being raided by people who prey
upon Federal programs and who prey
upon the people who need these very
critical programs.

I would like to know why this
amendment cannot be accepted as sort
of standard operating procedure being
continued? We have it already. For
what purpose has the majority decided
to make things more easy, lenient for
people who engage in misspending of
Federal funds? For what purposes are
we courting corruption? What do we
gain by making the laws more lax as
we go through this gigantic trans-
formation of government pushing down
to the local level and to the State level
programs which recently worked under
the jurisdiction of the Federal Govern-
ment?

I do not understand why we have
taken this step. All of us know that

there are still cities and towns in this
country controlled by organized crime.
All of us know that there are rampant
examples occurring every day of gross
mismanagement in various depart-
ments of State government and city
government.

I do not like to refer to the O.J. trial
in this setting, but we see massive in-
competence in every level of Los Ange-
les City government, and we see in the
context of the police department a de-
partment of city government with on-
going gross corruption of the worst
kind.

In New York State recently we had
the State police facing a scandal of fin-
gerprints being planted by State police.
On and on it goes. Corruption at the
local level is the basic problem, and we
should try to counteract it.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, first of all, I under-
stand the concerns just expressed. We,
too, of course do not want program dol-
lars for individuals to be diverted to
cover up sloppy administration. We
want to work with you as we head to
conference on the issue. But herein is
the problem. It was mentioned over
and over and over again, local officials,
corrupt local officials.

I do not want to say that somehow or
other all State and local officials are
corrupt. I think we have some housing
ghosts in our own closet on the Federal
level. But herein lies the problem, we
are trying to get away from having
local officials dominating what hap-
pens. So we set up this work force
board, and we set up a board that is
primarily made up of local business
persons.

We cannot assign them the risk, the
liability. Who then do we assign the
risk and the liability? Well, we assign
it to those very local officials that
were just degraded. That is the di-
lemma that we are faced with. How do
we have this board be autonomous?
How do we lift this board away from
the influence and the control of those
local elected officials?

If we do not deal with the liability
issue somehow, we are not going to be
able to make that change. The local of-
ficials are still going to be totally in
charge, and that board, of course, will
have very little influence whatsoever.
And we are counting on that board to
make the changes that we believe need
to be made.

I realize it is a tremendous dilemma,
but what we are doing, if we go strictly
by the gentleman’s amendment, what
we are doing is turning it right back to
total domination by those local elected
officials that we talked about. There
must be come way to change that.

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

Mr. GOODLING. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Missouri.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, we under-
stand what problem the gentleman is
trying to get at. We on this side, most
of us agree that there is a problem. I

was just wondering if maybe we could
work on this and get some language by
the time we get to conference that will
achieve what we want.

I think that these funds ought to
come out of the administrative funds
that are going instead of penalizing the
recipients of the training program. So I
am in total agreement with what the
gentleman is trying to accomplish.

Maybe between now and conference
we can work on some language.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
would be happy to work between now
and the time we get to conference and
see whether we cannot come up with
some agreeable language where we can
protect those local private people and
at the same time not allow the local
elected officials to dominate the
changes we are trying to make, the re-
forms we are trying to make.

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

Mr. GOODLING. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, in plac-
ing liability, I did not see where liabil-
ity will be placed on the recipients.
The gentleman said the recipients of
the training would be suffering. I do
not see where the recipients would suf-
fer at all except in the case of where we
take money out of next year’s program
to pay for mistakes that have been
made in the previous program. Then we
are shortchanging the recipients.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
think where the recipients will be hurt
is that we are going to turn the total
control of the operation back to the
local government that the gentleman
had a lot of dissatisfaction with. That
is where I think they will be hurt.

I think the recipients will get a much
better program if we give as much
flexibility and as much control to that
board. But if we stick that board with
liability, of course, then that board is
not going to serve, is not going to func-
tion. It is going to be the local elected
officials who are going to assume the
liability and then assume control to-
tally of the program. Then I think we
are back to CETA.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, I do
not agree with the liability being a
problem where total control has to be
regained. I think it is a far simpler pro-
cedure than that. But if the gentleman
agrees to try to work it out, I certainly
would agree to an effort to work this
out.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to withdraw my
amendment.

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

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further

amendments to title I?
If not, the Clerk will designate title

II.
The text of title II is as follows:
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TITLE II—YOUTH DEVELOPMENT AND CA-

REER PREPARATION CONSOLIDATION
GRANT

SEC. 201. PURPOSES.
It is the purpose of this title to provide

States and local communities maximum
flexibility in designing youth development
and career preparation programs that—

(1) help youth attain the academic skills
and occupational skills needed to be success-
ful in a global economy and for lifelong
learning;

(2) best suit the needs of in-school and at-
risk youth in their communities;

(3) promote strong connections between in-
school and at-risk programs, to ensure that
youth are prepared for further education op-
portunities and good jobs, and promote
youth development and career preparation
programs that provide opportunities for
youth to receive postsecondary education
and occupational training;

(4) promote the formation of education and
business partnerships that are dedicated to
linking the worlds of school and work; and

(5) promote high academic and occupa-
tional standards and quality vocational-
technical education, including improved sec-
ondary and postsecondary programs, by fo-
cusing resources on program improvement
initiatives that help prepare youth for fur-
ther education, training, and high-wage jobs
in high-performance workplaces.
SEC. 202. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this title:
(1) The term ‘‘administration’’ means ac-

tivities of a State necessary for the proper
and efficient performance of its duties under
this title, including supervision, but does not
include curriculum development activities,
personnel development, or research activi-
ties.

(2) The term ‘‘all aspects of the industry’’
means strong experience in, and understand-
ing of, all aspects of the industry that youth
are preparing to enter, including planning,
management, finances, technical and produc-
tion skills, underlying principles of tech-
nology, labor issues, and health and safety.

(3) The term ‘‘articulation agreement’’
means a commitment to a program designed
to provide students with a nonduplicative se-
quence of progressive coursework in second-
ary and postsecondary education.

(4) The term ‘‘cooperative education’’
means a method of instruction of education
for youth who, through written cooperative
arrangements between the school and em-
ployers, receive instruction, including re-
quired academic courses and related instruc-
tion by alternation of study in school with a
job in any occupational field. Such alter-
nation shall be planned and supervised by
the school and employers so that each con-
tributes to the youth’s education and em-
ployability. Work periods and school attend-
ance may be on alternate half days, full
days, weeks, or other periods of time in ful-
filling the cooperative program.

(5) The term ‘‘corrections vocational edu-
cation’’ means programs administered by the
State to assist juvenile and adult criminal
offenders in correctional institutions in the
State, including correctional institutions op-
erated by local authorities.

(6) The term ‘‘curricula’’ means instruc-
tional and related or supportive material, in-
cluding materials using advanced learning
technology, in any occupational field which
is designed to strengthen the academic foun-
dation and prepare youth for employment at
the entry level or to upgrade occupational
competencies of those previously or pres-
ently employed in any occupational field,
and appropriate counseling and guidance ma-
terial.

(7) Except as otherwise provided, the term
‘‘eligible institution’’ means a local edu-

cational agency, an area vocational edu-
cation school, an intermediate educational
agency, an institution of higher education
(as such term is defined in section 1201(a) of
the Higher Education Act of 1965), a State
corrections educational agency, or consortia
of such entities.

(8) The term ‘‘partnership’’ means a local
entity that is responsible for local youth de-
velopment and career preparation programs
and may consist of parents, employers, rep-
resentatives of local educational agencies
and local postsecondary educational institu-
tions (including representatives of area voca-
tional education schools, where applicable),
local educators (such as teachers, counselors,
or administrators), representative employee
organizations, students, and may include
other entities.

(9) The term ‘‘Secretary’’ means the Sec-
retary of Education.

(10) The term ‘‘sequential course of study’’
means an integrated series of courses which
are directly related to the educational and
occupational skill preparation of youth for
jobs, or preparation for postsecondary edu-
cation.

(11) The term ‘‘single parent’’ means an in-
dividual who—

(A) is unmarried or legally separated from
a spouse; and

(B)(i) has a minor child or children for
whom the parent has either custody or joint
custody; or

(ii) is pregnant.
(12) The term ‘‘special populations’’ in-

cludes individuals with disabilities, economi-
cally disadvantaged individuals, individuals
of limited English proficiency, and individ-
uals who are eligible for nontraditional
training and employment.

(13) The term ‘‘tech-prep education pro-
gram’’ means a program of study which—

(A) combines at least 2 years of secondary
and 2 years of postsecondary education in a
nonduplicative sequential course of study;

(B) integrates academic and vocational in-
struction;

(C) provides technical preparation in at
least 1 field of engineering technology, ap-
plied science, mechanical, industrial, or
practical arts or trade, or agriculture, health
occupations, or business;

(D) builds student competence in mathe-
matics, science, communications, and work-
place skills, through applied academics and
integrated instruction in a coherent se-
quence of courses;

(E) leads to an associate degree or certifi-
cate in a specific career field;

(F) leads to placement in appropriate em-
ployment or further education; and

(G) enables a student to fulfill a career re-
lating to labor market needs.

(14) The term ‘‘vocational education’’
means organized educational programs offer-
ing a sequence of courses which are directly
related to the preparation of youth in paid or
unpaid employment in current or emerging
occupations, including nonbaccalaureate cer-
tificate and degree programs and bacca-
laureate vocational degree programs. Such
programs include competency-based applied
learning which contributes to a youth’s aca-
demic knowledge, higher-order reasoning,
and problem-solving skills, work attitudes,
general employability skills, and the occupa-
tional-specific skills necessary for economic
independence as a productive and contribut-
ing member of society. Such term also in-
cludes applied technology education.

(15) The term ‘‘vocational student organi-
zations’’ means those organizations for indi-
viduals enrolled in vocational education pro-
grams which engage in activities as an inte-
gral part of the instructional program. Such
organizations may have State and national
units which aggregate the work and purposes

of instruction in vocational education at the
local level.

Subtitle A—State Funding
SEC. 211. NATIONAL AND STATE FUNDING.

(a) NATIONAL PROGRAMS.—In each fiscal
year, of the amounts made available under
section 4, the Secretary is authorized to re-
serve 20 percent or $25,000,000, whichever is
less, to carry out the provisions of subtitle
D.

(b) STATE ALLOTMENT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Of the funds remaining

after the reservation under subsection (a),
the Secretary shall allot to each State for
each fiscal year an amount based on that
State’s allotment percentage.

(2) ALLOTMENT PERCENTAGE.—(A) Except as
provided in subparagraph (B), the allotment
percentage of a State for a fiscal year shall
be the same percentage of funds allotted to
the State under this section in the preceding
fiscal year.

(B) The allotment percentage of a State for
fiscal year 1996 shall be the percentage of
funds allotted to the State in fiscal year 1995
under—

(i) section 101 or 101A of the Carl D. Per-
kins Vocational and Applied Technology
Education Act as such Act was in effect on
the day before the date of the enactment of
this Act; and

(ii) the funding allotted in fiscal year 1995
under section 252 and 262 of the Job Training
Partnership Act as such Act was in effect on
the day before the date of the enactment of
this Act.

(3) STATE MINIMUM.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law and subject to para-
graph (1), any fiscal year for which the
amounts appropriated for programs author-
ized by this title exceed the amounts avail-
able under subparagraph (B) for fiscal year
1995, a State shall receive not less than one-
quarter of one percent of the amount avail-
able for each such program for that fiscal
year under this subsection. Amounts nec-
essary for increasing such payments to
States to comply with the preceding sen-
tence shall be obtained by ratably reducing
the amounts to be paid to other States.

(4) DEFINITION.—For the purposes of this
subsection the term ‘‘State’’ means, in addi-
tion to the several States, the District of Co-
lumbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico,
the Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa,
and the Northern Mariana Islands.

(c) FUNDING FOR STATE PROGRAMS.—Of the
funds allotted to a State under subsection (b)
for each fiscal year, the Governor, through
the collaborative process, shall—

(1) make available not less than 90 percent
to local providers;

(2) make available not more than 8 percent
for State programs described in section 222;
and

(3) make available not more than 2 percent
for administrative purposes at the State
level.

(d) PROVISO.—None of the funds made
available under this title shall be used to
compel any youth to pursue a specific career.
Youth participating in programs under this
title shall be eligible to change their course
of study and training.
SEC. 212. WITHIN STATE ALLOCATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—
(1) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS.—From the

amounts made available pursuant to section
211(c)(1), the Governor, through the collabo-
rative process, shall—

(A) allocate to eligible institutions an
amount equal to not less than 40 percent of
such amount for in-school youth programs
described in section 241;

(B) allocate to local workforce develop-
ment boards an amount equal to not less
than 40 percent of such amount for at-risk
youth programs described in section 245.
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(2) DISCRETIONARY FUNDS.—From the

amounts made available pursuant to section
211(c)(1), the Governor, through the collabo-
rative process, is authorized to provide 10
percent of such amounts for discretionary
purposes, as determined by the Governor, to
eligible institutions or local workforce de-
velopment boards for in-school and at-risk
youth.

(3) REMAINDER OF FUNDS.—From the re-
mainder of amounts made available pursuant
to section 211(c)(1) and distributed pursuant
to paragraphs (1) and (2) of this subsection,
the Governor, through the collaborative
process, shall allocate the remainder of any
such amounts to carry out the purposes of
subparagraphs (A) or (B) of paragraph (1).

(b) WITHIN STATE FORMULA.—
(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Governor,

through the collaborative process, and after
consultation with local chief elected officials
in the local workforce development area and,
where appropriate, local educators in such
area, shall develop a formula for the alloca-
tion of funds in accordance with paragraph
(1) of subsection (a). Such formula shall take
into account—

(A) poverty rates within each local com-
munity, as determined by the State;

(B) the proportion of the State’s youth
population residing within each local com-
munity; and

(C) such other factors as considered appro-
priate.

(2) ADDITIONAL FACTORS.—In establishing
such formula, the Governor shall ensure that
funds are distributed equitably throughout
the State, and that the factors described in
paragraph (1) do not receive disproportionate
weighting.

(c) MINIMUM GRANT AMOUNTS.—
(1) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES.—A local

educational agency or consortium of such
agencies that receives a subgrant from a
State under paragraph (1) of subsection (a)
for any fiscal year shall receive not less than
$15,000.

(2) POSTSECONDARY INSTITUTIONS.—A post-
secondary institution or consortium of such
institutions that receives a subgrant from a
State under paragraph (1) of subsection (a)
for any fiscal year shall receive not less than
$50,000.

(3) LOCAL DEVELOPMENT BOARD.—A local de-
velopment board that receives a subgrant
from a State under paragraph (1) of sub-
section (a) for any fiscal year shall receive
not less than $15,000.

(4) SECONDARY-POSTSECONDARY CONSOR-
TIA.—One or more local educational agencies
and one or more eligible institutions may
enter into a consortium agreement. A con-
sortium formed pursuant to this paragraph
that receives a subgrant from a State under
this subtitle shall receive not less than
$50,000 in any fiscal year.

(d) FUNDS TO CONSORTIUM.—Funds allo-
cated to a consortium formed to meet the re-
quirements of subsection (c) shall be used
only for purposes and activities that are mu-
tually beneficial to all members of the con-
sortium. Such funds may not be reallocated
to individual members of the consortium for
purposes or activities benefiting only one
member of the consortium.

(e) WAIVER.—The State may waive the ap-
plication of subsection (c) in any case in
which a grant recipient—

(1) is located in a rural, sparsely-populated
area; and

(2) demonstrates an inability to enter into
a consortium for purposes of providing serv-
ices under this title.

Subtitle B—State Organizational, Planning,
and Reporting Responsibilities

SEC. 221. STATE PLAN.
In addition to the requirements described

in title I, a State that desires to receive

funds for any fiscal year under this title
shall, as part of the State Workforce Devel-
opment and Literacy Plan under title I, sub-
mit to the Secretary of Education informa-
tion that includes—

(1) a description of the State’s plan to de-
velop the academic and occupational skills
of youth and provide the attainment of chal-
lenging vocational-technical education
standards, including industry-approved skill
standards and workplace competencies;

(2) a description of how the State will im-
prove comprehensive career guidance and
counseling which may include linkages to
career exploration and guidance counseling
outside of the school system and shall de-
scribe how the State will effectively dem-
onstrate the system of career preparation for
youth, which includes elements such as pro-
fessional development, and secondary-post-
secondary collaborations;

(3) a description of the strategy of the
State for integrating academic, vocational,
and work-based learning, including a de-
scription of how the State will promote col-
laboration between secondary and post-
secondary occupational and academic pro-
grams and institutions and incorporating
learning in all aspects of the industry; and

(4) a description of how the State will pro-
mote the active involvement of parents and
business (including small- and medium-sized
businesses) in the planning, development,
and implementation of youth development
and career preparation programs authorized
under this title.
SEC. 222. STATE PROGRAMS AND STATE ACTIVI-

TIES.

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—From amounts
made available to a State under section
211(c)(2), each State shall conduct State pro-
grams and activities.

(b) USES OF FUNDS.—The programs and ac-
tivities described in subsection (a) may in-
clude—

(1) an assessment of programs conducted
with assistance under this title, including
the development of—

(A) performance indicators and measures
for such programs; and

(B) program improvement and accountabil-
ity with respect to such programs;

(2) the support for tech-prep education;
(3) support for workforce preparation pro-

grams for single parents, displaced home-
makers, and single pregnant women;

(4) support for corrections vocational edu-
cation;

(5) professional development activities for
vocational teachers, academic teachers,
school administrators, counselors, workplace
mentors, and local providers regarding inte-
gration of vocational, academic, and work-
based curricula, including—

(A) inservice and preservice training of
teachers and faculty in state-of-the-art pro-
grams and techniques and nontraditional
training and employment; and

(B) support of public teacher-education
programs to ensure vocational teachers stay
current with the needs, expectations, and
methods of industry to meet employer stand-
ards;

(6) development, dissemination, and field
testing of curricula, especially—

(A) curricula that integrate vocational,
academic, and work-based methodologies;

(B) curricula that provide a coherent se-
quence of courses through which academic
and occupational skills may be measured;
and

(C) curricula for work-based learning;
(7) leadership and instructional programs

in technology education;
(8) support for cooperative education;
(9) support for family and consumer

science programs;

(10) creative use of technologies, including
professional development in the use of such
technologies for instructional purposes and
to increase counselor’s and youth’s knowl-
edge of, and use of, additional information
resources;

(11) support for vocational student organi-
zations; and

(12) improving comprehensive career guid-
ance and counseling.
SEC. 223. INCENTIVE AWARDS.

The State, may, from the amount made
available under section 211(c)(2) for any fis-
cal year make performance awards to 1 or
more eligible institutions or local providers
that have—

(1) exceeded in the performance goals de-
scribed in section 110(f)(3);

(2) implemented exemplary youth develop-
ment and career preparation programs at the
local level in accordance with the purposes
described in section 201; or

(3) provided exemplary education services
and activities for at-risk youth.
Subtitle C—Subgrants for In-School and At-

Risk Youth
SEC. 231. PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENTS.

(a) PARTNERSHIP.—A local workforce devel-
opment board and eligible institutions that
desire to receive a subgrant from a State
under this subtitle in any fiscal year shall
form a partnership for the purposes of col-
laborative planning, coordination of in-
school and at-risk programs, and effective
public participation.

(b) PLAN.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The partnership referred

to in subsection (a) shall, in collaboration,
develop and submit for approval to the Gov-
ernor through the State collaborative proc-
ess a comprehensive youth development and
career preparation plan for in-school and at-
risk youth. Such plan shall describe how the
youth development and career preparation
system meets the requirements of sections
241 and 245 and shall address comments re-
ceived through the collaborative process.

(2) COLLABORATIVE PROCESS.—The partner-
ship shall assure the involvement of parents,
teachers, and the community in the collabo-
rative planning process which involves de-
sign of the indicators, strategies, articula-
tion, and cooperative agreements, assess-
ments, and evaluation of program activities.

(3) DISPUTES.—In the event a partnership
cannot come to agreement on the content of
local plans, the Governor, through the col-
laborative process, is authorized to develop
procedures for the resolution of issues in dis-
pute.
SEC. 232. DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS.

(a) IN-SCHOOL PROGRAMS.—Based upon an
application submitted by the partnership to
the Governor through the State collabo-
rative process, a State shall distribute funds
made available in a fiscal year as provided in
section 212(a)(1)(A) to eligible institutions to
carry out in-school youth programs de-
scribed in section 241.

(b) AT-RISK YOUTH PROGRAMS.—A State
shall distribute funds made available in any
fiscal year as provided in section 212(a)(1)(B)
to local workforce development boards to
carry out at-risk youth programs described
in section 245.

CHAPTER 1—IN-SCHOOL YOUTH
SEC. 241. USES OF FUNDS FOR IN-SCHOOL

YOUTH.
(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—Each eligible in-

stitution that receives a subgrant under this
chapter shall use funds provided under such
grant to improve youth development and ca-
reer preparation programs.

(b) REQUIREMENTS FOR USES OF FUNDS.—
Funds provided by a State pursuant to sec-
tion 212(a)(1)(A) shall be used to provide in-
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school youth development and career prepa-
ration programs that—

(1) are of such size, scope, and quality as to
be effective;

(2) integrate academic, vocational, and
work-based learning, stressing applied and
contextual learning, through a coherent se-
quence of courses so that youth achieve both
academic and occupational competencies and
have strong experience in, and understanding
of, all aspects of the industry;

(3) involve employers in the design and im-
plementation of programs;

(4) establish effective linkages with at-risk
youth programs, secondary and postsecond-
ary education;

(5) provide work-based learning experi-
ences with adult mentoring where appro-
priate; and

(6) provide comprehensive career guidance
and counseling, including exploration in the
practical arts or trade.

(c) ADDITIONAL USES OF FUNDS.—In carry-
ing out the provisions of subsection (b),
funds may be used by an eligible institution
for in-school youth activities such as—

(1) purchasing, leasing, or upgrading of
equipment, including instructional aids and
material;

(2) inservice training of vocational instruc-
tors, academic instructors, employers, and
workplace mentors, to integrate academic
and vocational education, and provide high-
quality school-based and work-based learn-
ing experiences;

(3) tech-prep education programs;
(4) supplementary services designed to

meet the needs of special populations;
(5) adaptation of equipment;
(6) apprenticeship programs;
(7) comprehensive mentoring programs in

institutions of higher education offering
comprehensive programs in teacher prepara-
tion which seek to fully use the skills and
work experiences of individuals currently or
formerly employed in business and industry,
who are interested in becoming classroom
instructors, and to meet the need of voca-
tional educators who wish to upgrade their
teaching competencies;

(8) local education and business partner-
ships for developing and implementing
school-based youth development and career
preparation systems;

(9) support for vocational student organiza-
tions;

(10) establishing effective activities and
procedures to enable program participants
and their parents to participate directly in
decisions that influence the character of pro-
grams, including providing information and
assistance needed for informed and effective
participation; and

(11) support for programs which prepare
youth with skills for personal and family life
management, work, and leadership in the
community and the Nation.

CHAPTER 2—AT-RISK YOUTH
SEC. 245. USES OF FUNDS FOR AT-RISK YOUTH.

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—Each local
workforce development board that receives a
subgrant under this chapter shall use funds
provided under such grant to improve youth
development and career preparation pro-
grams.

(b) REQUIREMENTS FOR USES OF FUNDS.—
Funds provided by a State pursuant to sec-
tion 212(1)(B) shall be used to provide youth
development and career preparation pro-
grams for at-risk youth that—

(1) are of such size, scope, and quality as to
be effective;

(2) integrate academic, vocational, and
work-based learning, stressing applied and
contextual learning, through a coherent se-
quence of courses so that in-school and at-
risk youth achieve both academic and occu-
pational competencies;

(3) involve employers in the design and im-
plementation of programs;

(4) establish effective linkages with in-
school youth programs, and secondary and
postsecondary education;

(5) provide work-based learning experi-
ences, including experiences in the practical
arts or trade, if applicable;

(6) provide adult mentoring as a core com-
ponent of the program;

(7) provide an objective assessment of the
academic level, skill level, and service needs
of each participant; and

(8) provide comprehensive career guidance
and counseling.

(c) ADDITIONAL USES OF FUNDS.—In carry-
ing out the provisions of subsection (b), pro-
viders of at-risk youth programs, as selected
by the local workforce development board,
may provide activities such as—

(1) tutoring, study skills training and in-
struction leading to completion of high
school;

(2) alternative high school services;
(3) training or education that is combined

with community service, and service learn-
ing opportunities;

(4) paid and unpaid work experience, in-
cluding limited internships, entry-employ-
ment experience programs, and summer em-
ployment opportunities, that are integrated
with year-round, school-based, or alternative
school-based programs;

(5) dropout prevention strategies, strate-
gies to encourage at-risk youth to reenter
high school or alternative high school pro-
grams, and programs that encourage preg-
nant and parenting youth to stay in school;

(6) preemployment and work maturity
skills training;

(7) peer-centered activities encouraging re-
sponsibility and other positive social behav-
iors during non-school hours; and

(8) training-related supportive services.
(d) LIMITATIONS ON USE OF FUNDS.—Not

more than 10 percent of the funds provided
under this chapter to a local workforce de-
velopment board may be used for adminis-
trative purposes.
SEC. 246. AT-RISK YOUTH PROVIDERS.

(a) ROLE OF LOCAL WORKFORCE DEVELOP-
MENT BOARD.—A local workforce develop-
ment board that receives funds under this
chapter shall not operate programs, but shall
contract with eligible providers of dem-
onstrated effectiveness, or with eligible pro-
viders utilizing service methodologies with
demonstrated effectiveness in serving the
youth development and career preparation
needs of at-risk youth, for the purpose of
providing services under this chapter.

(b) ELIGIBLE PROVIDERS.—For purposes of
this chapter, eligible providers may in-
clude—

(1) an ‘‘eligible institution’’ as defined
under section 202(7);

(2) a unit of local government;
(3) a private, nonprofit organization (in-

cluding community-based organizations);
(4) a private, for profit entity; or
(5) other organizations or entities of dem-

onstrated effectiveness and approved by the
local workforce development board.

Subtitle D—National Programs
SEC. 251. RESEARCH ACTIVITIES.

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—In order to carry out the

purpose of this title, the Secretary may, di-
rectly or through grants, contracts, or coop-
erative agreements, carry out research, de-
velopment, dissemination, replication of
model programs, demonstration programs,
evaluation, capacity-building, and technical
assistance activities with regard to the serv-
ices and activities carried out under this
title.

(2) INFORMATION SYSTEMS.—Activities car-
ried out under this section may include sup-

port for occupational and career information
systems.

(b) DISSEMINATION.—The Secretary shall
establish a system for disseminating infor-
mation resulting from research and develop-
ment activities carried out under this title.
SEC. 252. ASSESSMENT AND DATA COLLECTION

OF YOUTH DEVELOPMENT AND CA-
REER PREPARATION PROGRAMS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, through
the Office of Educational Research and Im-
provement, shall conduct a biennial assess-
ment of services and activities assisted
under this title, through studies and analy-
ses conducted independently through com-
petitive awards.

(b) CONTENTS.—The assessment required
under subsection (a) shall examine the ex-
tent to which services and activities assisted
under this title have achieved their intended
purposes and results, including the extent to
which—

(1) State and local services and activities
have developed, implemented, or improved
youth development and career preparation
systems established under this title;

(2) services and activities assisted under
this title succeed in preparing youth, includ-
ing youth who are members of special popu-
lations, for postsecondary education, further
learning, or entry into high-skill, high-wage
careers;

(3) youth who participate in services and
activities supported under this title succeed
in meeting challenging State academic and
industry-based skill standards; and

(4) the system improvement, participation,
local and State assessment, and accountabil-
ity provisions of this title, including the per-
formance goals and indicators established
under section 110(f)(3), are effective.
SEC. 253. NATIONAL CENTER OR CENTERS FOR

RESEARCH.
(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—
(1) NATIONAL CENTER.—The Secretary may,

through a grant or contract, establish one or
more national centers for conducting applied
research, development, dissemination, and
technical assistance activities which would
focus on improving the development and ca-
reer preparation of youth. The Secretary
shall consult with States prior to establish-
ing one or more such centers.

(2) ELIGIBILITY.—Entities eligible to re-
ceive funds under this section are institu-
tions of higher education, other public or
private nonprofit organizations or agencies,
and consortia of such institutions, organiza-
tions, or agencies.

(3) PREVIOUS CENTER.—The national center
in existence on the day before the date of the
enactment of the this Act shall continue to
receive assistance under this section in ac-
cordance with the terms of its current
award.

(b) ACTIVITIES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The applied research, de-

velopment, dissemination, and technical as-
sistance activities carried out by the na-
tional center or centers shall include—

(A) activities that assist recipients of
funds under this title to meet the require-
ments of section 110(f)(3);

(B) research and development of activities
that combine academic, vocational-technical
education, and work-based learning;

(C) developing new models for remediation
of basic academic skills which incorporate
appropriate instructional methods;

(D) identifying ways to establish effective
linkages among educational and job training
activities at the State and local levels;

(E) new models for comprehensive career
guidance and counseling;

(F) studies providing longitudinal informa-
tion or formative evaluation on programs
funded under this title, including an analysis
of the effectiveness of youth development
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and career preparation programs in serving
at-risk youth; and

(G) such other activities as the Secretary
determines to be appropriate to achieve the
purposes of this Act.

(2) DUTIES.—The center or centers shall—
(A) provide assistance to States and local

recipients in developing and using systems of
performance measures and indicators for im-
provement of youth development and career
preparation programs and services; and

(B) provide technical assistance and out-
reach.

(3) SUMMARY.—The center or centers con-
ducting the activities described in paragraph
(1) shall annually prepare a summary of key
research findings of such center or centers
and shall submit copies of the summary to
the Secretaries of Education and Labor. The
Secretary shall submit that summary to the
Committee on Labor and Human Resources
of the Senate, and the Committee on Eco-
nomic and Educational Opportunities of the
House of Representatives.

(c) CLEARINGHOUSE.—The center or centers
shall maintain a clearinghouse that will pro-
vide data and information to Federal, State,
and local organizations and agencies about
the condition of youth development and ca-
reer preparation systems and programs fund-
ed under this title.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to title II?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KILDEE

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

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. KILDEE: Page
100, after line 17, insert the following:

(e) FISCAL EFFORT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—No payments shall be

made under this title for any fiscal year to a
State unless the Secretary determines that
the combined fiscal effort per student or the
aggregate expenditures of such State with
respect to vocational education for the fiscal
year preceding the fiscal year for which the
determination is made was not less than 100
percent of such combined fiscal effort or ag-
gregate expenditures for the second fiscal
year preceding the fiscal year for which the
determination is made.

(2) WAIVERS.—The Secretary may waive,
for one fiscal year only, the requirements of
this subsection if the Secretary determines
that such a waiver would be equitable due to
exceptional or uncontrollable circumstances
such as a natural disaster or a precipitous
and unforeseen decline in the financial re-
sources of the State.

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I would
label this amendment the State-na-
tional partnership for education
amendment. It could also be called the
no-free-lunch amendment.

Right now States must show that
they are maintaining their fiscal com-
mitment to programs that are receiv-
ing Federal funds. Why do we do this?
Because it helps create a larger pool of
funding and a shared commitment to
achieving the goals of the program.
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My colleagues should know that the
Senate job-training bill, which will be
voted on next week, has the current
law, the current maintenance-of-efforts
language. This was never an issue over
in the Senate. It was assumed by our

colleagues in the other body that both
partners in this endeavor would be re-
quired to invest. The Senate welfare
bill also has a maintenance-of-effort
provision.

My good friend and chairman has on
many occasions said that he is opposed
to general revenue sharing, and that
Federal funds should not replace State
funds. Without my amendment, that is
precisely what we will see.

Finally, I want to read a quote from
a report recently issued by the Consor-
tium for Policy Research in Education
in ‘‘An Outlook for School Revenue in
the Next 5 Years.’’ The report states:
‘‘The environment for increases in real
school revenue per pupil in the rest of
the 1990s will not be favorable. The
most significant problem is likely to be
reductions in Federal aid to States.
States will respond to decreases in Fed-
eral aid for social and health programs
by trimming increases in State edu-
cation aid.’’

Mr. Chairman, let us not hand States
an open invitation to evade their re-
sponsibility. Let us keep this very
healthy partnership alive. I recognize
that in the manager’s amendments,
they put some half language in on sup-
plement not supplant, but this does not
address the core problem.

I think we have to have in place a
strong requirement that the States not
supplant their dollars with the Federal
dollars; that they fully maintain their
efforts. We should reinstate the lan-
guage that we have used for years, the
same language as the Senate in its wis-
dom kept in the bill.

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, the Federal Govern-
ment is reducing the overall amount of
funding provided for youth programs.
The Federal Government should not at
the same time, then, require States to
continue their support when they are
not maintaining the same amount.
There is burdensome paperwork that
would be involved with this. It is dif-
ficult to determine exactly what serv-
ices would or could be included.

In the Senate bill, on their side they
have a welfare bill offered by Senator
DOLE on September 17 that requires
States to maintain 80 percent of their
current commitment for AFDC pro-
grams. The amendment would be added
to the bill without any objection. What
we are striving to do with this overall
program is give as much leeway and
help to the local governments as is pos-
sible, and this amendment would cause
some problems with that. We are try-
ing to work on this at this time.

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

Mr. MCKEON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I just
want to point out to our colleagues
who may be following the debate on
the floor that the gentleman made just
a moment ago a very important point
when he mentioned the action in the
other body by Senate Majority Leader

DOLE in his manager’s amendment to
the welfare reform job training bill in
the other body requiring the States,
under a maintenance of effort provi-
sion, to maintain 80 percent of their
current commitment for AFDC pro-
grams. The amendment now on the
floor before the House, in fact the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. KILDEE]
was making mention just a moment
ago, I believe, of recent actions in the
other body, but his amendment would
require 100 percent maintenance of ef-
fort. Obviously there is a vast dif-
ference between the 100 percent main-
tenance of effort requirement in his
amendment and the amendment of-
fered by Senator DOLE to the welfare
reform job training program requiring
that funding be maintained at 80 per-
cent of the current level, but still al-
lowing us to achieve one of our most
important goals with the legislation,
and that is to actually accomplish an
administrative cost savings that can be
applied to deficit reduction and used as
part of our long-term efforts to balance
the Federal budget.

I appreciate the gentleman yielding
so I could make that very important
distinction.

Mr. MCKEON. Relaiming my time,
when I was home over the last week-
end, Mr. Chairman, I was visiting with
local school administrators and school
board teachers. They wanted to go over
some of the cuts we were talking
about. They agreed that some of the
cuts were necessary, but what they
asked was if possible, then, would we
not continue the mandates. If we are
going to cut back the funds, let us not
continue with the mandates. I am in
strong support of that. I think when we
cut back funds, we also should cut back
mandates so we do not burden the local
communities.

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

The amendment was rejected.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further

amendments to title II?
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. MINK OF HAWAII

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,
I offer an amendment.

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 15 offered by Mrs. MINK of
Hawaii: Page 105, after line 13 insert the fol-
lowing:

(5) a description of how the State will
maintain programs for single parents, dis-
placed homemakers, and single pregnant
women and programs that promote the
elimination of sex bias.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,
this amendment tracks parallel to the
amendment that we have just been dis-
cussing. It is an amendment which goes
to a concern that many of us have
shared over a long period of time. That
is, in the identifying of programs and
structuring many of the programs in
job training and vocational education,
particularly for women, much has been
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left out. So about 11 years ago, the
Congress saw fit to include in the de-
scription of the programs special atten-
tion for career development, vocational
education, educational programs gen-
erally that would be focused upon the
specific needs of girls and women.

What happens in this legislation,
which block-grants into four categories
large sums of moneys that are being
committed to the States, for the States
to identify exactly how they are to be
spent and what programs are to be
funded under it, we have no designa-
tions with respect to an emphasis or
consideration for women and girls, for
displaced homemakers, for single par-
ents, for single pregnant women, and so
forth.

While I understand the aversion of
the majority Members of this body to
earmarking and setting aside specific
funds for this purpose, I do not think
that the concerns of Members are any
less today than they have been with re-
spect to the recognition that girls and
women in these particular categories
need special attention, and we must
not allow the programs that are devel-
oped at the State level using these
block funds to forget or pay less atten-
tion to their needs.

What I have asked this committee to
do is to distinctly provide in title II of
this bill, H.R. 1617, language which re-
quires the States, in submitting their
plans, to describe how, in promoting
the objectives of this legislation with
the block grant authority which they
will be given under title II, to maintain
programs for the girls and women in
this specific area.

I think that this generalized lan-
guage, while it has no specific ear-
marks and designation of percentages
or set-asides, will at least require the
State and new committees that will be
organized to decide that the plan is to
at least address this issue of how much
of their previous programs had been or-
ganized around the special needs of
girls and women, both in and out of
school.

As we know, in title II we have 40
percent of our program for the in-
school youth, 40 percent for out-of-
school in the at-risk category, and 20
percent for such other programs that
might be considered appropriate under
this title, I think, in view of the
progress that the welfare reform debate
has made, and the obvious recognition
that the only way single parents in the
category of welfare recipients are
going to be able to make it, to find a
job, is to have adequate educational op-
portunities and job training. While
there is no specific earmark here, there
may very well be some specific ear-
marks and allocations in the bills that
deal with welfare.

It seems to me while we are
refashioning these over 100 programs in
job training, that we must at least
cause the people who are fashioning
the new guidelines and the new plans
to look to this area and to make spe-
cific proposals with respect to how

their new allocations are going to deal
with this, and to maintain the effort
and emphasis that has been put in this
area in the past. So I would hope that
the majority members of the commit-
tee on the other side would agree to
this amendment and would accept it,
and I believe it will go a long way to
achieving justice for everyone, because
by dealing and working for girls and
women, in effect, we are helping the
total community and the total society.

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

Mr. Chairman, we on this side of the
aisle are opposed to the amendment of-
fered by the gentlewoman because it
would effectively create a mandate on
the States, which is quite contrary to
the direction that we want to move
here in terms of maximizing flexibility
for the States. It would create a special
population within title II of the bill,
the youth consolidation grant, and
really amount to nothing more or less
than a gender-based maintenance of ef-
fort requirement.

This amendment would add a new re-
quirement under the State plan re-
quirements in the bill, the section of
the bill that requires the State to re-
port to the Federal Government on
how they are going to use Federal tax-
payer funds to accomplish their own
self-developed and self-defined goals.
Under the gentlewoman’s amendment,
the State would be required to describe
how they are maintaining their pro-
grams for single parents, displaced
homemakers, single pregnant women,
and programs that eliminate sex bias.
Again, I suggest that it really con-
stitutes a gender-based maintenance of
effort requirement imposed on the
States.

The language of the gentlewoman’s
amendment would require that States
maintain their current level of funding
commitment, and in crafting this bill,
we have endeavored to eliminate set-
asides for these and other categorical
programs, so the gentlewoman’s
amendment is, again, quite contrary to
the fundamental intent and purpose of
the bill.

The other point I would like to make
is there is nothing in the bill that pre-
vents the States and local communities
from designing programs that are spe-
cifically targeted to the special popu-
lations which would be served or which
are addressed by the gentlewoman’s
amendment. So while there is no man-
date of services for the special popu-
lations addressed in the gentlewoman’s
amendment, the States are asked to re-
port on how these special populations
are served and how they have met per-
formance goals.

Last, the bill allows, as an additional
use of funds, for in-school programs
‘‘supplementary services designed to
meet the needs of special populations,’’
so again, there is nothing in the bill,
the base bill, that prevents the States
from designing and offering programs
that are specifically targeted to these
special populations. However, the bill

is drafted in such a way so there is no
mandate that these types of programs
be offered to these special populations.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RIGGS. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Hawaii.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,
I want to make it perfectly clear that
the amendment, and certainly the in-
tent of the amendment and the lan-
guage, provides no such earmarks, no
such set-asides, no such mandates, as
has been described by the gentleman on
the floor.
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Rather, what it is saying is for the

States, in developing their plan, to
look to those programs that can be
identified as having been of special
help to this category of girls and
women in special circumstances and to
try to establish exactly what they have
done for these individuals and to come
up with proposals as to how they might
maintain that level of support.

There is no mandate. There is no re-
quirement, no set-aside whatsoever.

I differ with your understanding of
the amendment. That is clearly not
what I intended.

Mr. RIGGS. Reclaiming my time, I
am just looking at the language of the
gentlewoman’s amendment, ‘‘The
States would be required to describe
how they will,’’ and here is the opera-
tive term, ‘‘maintain programs for sin-
gle parents, displaced homemakers and
single pregnant women in programs
that promote the elimination of sex
bias.’’ I do not know how that can be
construed as anything other than a
mandate on the States, and again I
would point out to the gentlewoman, in
the committee bill we certainly have
not inserted any language that effec-
tively would preclude the States, those
States that would elect to have special
programs for these populations from
offering those programs.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the Mink amendment to H.R.
1617.

Mr. Chairman, this Congress will
soon complete consideration of a so-
called welfare reform measure that
does nothing—absolutely nothing—to
get welfare recipients into work and off
welfare permanently. This tragically
will leave the most needy among us—
women and children—without the Fed-
eral safety net which helped me, and
my children, survive 27 years ago.

Now, on top of that, the new major-
ity is attempting to scrap the existing
job training programs which get
women off of welfare and into jobs that
pay a family wage.

The Mink amendment is absolutely
essential if we want to successfully re-
form welfare. The amendment will pre-
serve job training programs which help
displaced homemakers and single
moms become self-sufficient.

Sex equity programs help needy
women escape the trap of pink-collar;
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low paying; dead-end jobs. These are
smart programs. They end up saving
the Government money in the long run
by giving women a chance to support
themselves and their children.

Let us not kid ourselves. If we do not
stand up for sex equity job training
programs today, they will be lost for-
ever.

Pass the Mink amendment, and give
women and children a real chance to
succeed.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
Mink amendment to help women and
girls attain equal opportunities in edu-
cation and employment.

Today, most women must work to
earn a living. Yet women still earn 25
percent less than men. They are often
tracked into traditionally female occu-
pations which pay considerably less
than the careers of their male counter-
parts.

This is why it is essential that we
continue to encourage and train
women to seek jobs which pay higher
wages. This amendment would do just
that. It would require States to main-
tain programs which encourage the
elimination of sexual bias in job train-
ing and vocational education. In this
way, women could substantially in-
crease their incomes by training for
nontraditional occupations which pay
20–30 percent more than traditional,
predominantly female ones.

This amendment would also require
States to continue to provide special-
ized services to meet the needs of dis-
placed-homemakers and single parents.
These programs, supported by both
Democrats and Republicans for the
past 11 years, have been tremendously
successful in decreasing dependency on
public assistance, and in increasing the
employment and wage rates of partici-
pants.

In one State, 71 percent of the people
who participated in the displaced
homemakers/single parent and sex eq-
uity programs doubled their incomes
after completing their training pro-
grams.

Let us be realistic. States will not
continue to serve the needs of these
important groups unless they are re-
quired to. Without establishing specific
set-asides, this amendment would re-
quire each State to continue providing
equitable job training and vocational
education for women, to give them the
tools to become economically self suffi-
cient.

For the past 11 years, Congress has
supported the effort to eliminate sex
bias and stereotyping in employment.
Let us continue to support women, as
well as single parents and displaced
homemakers, to learn new skills and
increase their earning potential and
productivity. Let us help them learn to
permanently provide for themselves
and for their families. Support the
Mink amendment.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

I want to kill a little time because I
know the gentlewoman from Maryland
[Mrs. MORELLA] would be totally dis-
traught if she could not get here and
participate in this, so I say to the gen-
tlewoman from Maryland [Mrs.
MORELLA], if you are out there, you
had better hustle because we may run
out of participants in the debate.

But at any rate, I do not want to
take a back seat to anyone when it
comes to displaced homemakers. I do
not want to pat myself on the back ei-
ther, but I probably have had more to
do over the years with keeping this
program moving than most anyone. I
have brought all of the successful par-
ticipants in displaced homemaker pro-
grams from my district down to testify
on numerous occasions.

What I want to point out is that it
would appear to me that if we say to
the State you must report how they
are served and how you have met the
performance goals, certainly we are
sending a message to States that we
expect them to take care of special
needs.

What we have tried to get away from
was the fact that over the years we get
a set-aside for everything under the
Sun, and then we diminish the effec-
tiveness of the program because we re-
duce the amount of money available
because we have had so many pro-
grams. We were trying to get away
from that set-aside issue and at the
same time indicate that certainly we
have a strong interest that they meet
those needs. That is why we say report
on how they are served and how they
met performance goals.

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

Mr. GOODLING. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding, just so I
could make the point, the previous
speaker on the other side, the gentle-
woman from California, who is a very
forceful and dynamic speaker, I think,
used the term ‘‘require’’ three or four
times in her remarks, making it explic-
itly clear the intent of this amendment
is to require States to maintain pro-
grams in this particular area, and I
share the Chairman’s concern that all
that ultimately leads to is fragmented
job training services at the local level.

Furthermore, I would like to point
out that I am not exactly sure why this
amendment is being offered under title
II, the youth development and career
preparation consolidation grant. It
seems to be misplaced. If it was to be
offered anywhere, it seems it should be
offered under title III.

Then when you go through the re-
quirements under section 221, pertain-
ing to the State plan, again, there is
nothing in there that is preventing the
State from incorporating these special
populations into their State plan under
the provisions of title II, subtitle B,
section 221, State plan.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GOODLING. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Hawaii.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. I would like
the opportunity to respond to the in-
quiry. There is nothing in the amend-
ment which requires the States to pro-
vide any explicit set-aside funding for
these programs, and to the point of
why the amendment was placed on
page 105, subtitle B, that section has to
do with the State plan, and that para-
graph begins by saying, ‘‘In addition to
the requirements described in title I, a
State that desires to receive funds
shall submit to the Secretary informa-
tion,’’ and then it lists the kinds of in-
formation that the Secretary is seek-
ing to help it determine the nature of
the programs that will be in place com-
pared to the past. This is a way to
evaluate the functioning of your new
program.

It is not a requirement. It is a way
for evaluating. It is a way to make as-
surances that you yourself say you
have supported all of these years, and
that is to help women in special cir-
cumstances.

So this description of a State plan to
develop academic and occupational
skills of youth, description of how the
State will improve comprehensive ca-
reer guidance, a description of the
strategy of how to integrate academic
programs with work-based training, a
description of how the State will pro-
mote active involvement of parents,
and then the fifth element, which I
have added, which is a description of
the States’ prior commitment to this
special area so that we can see what
they have done in the past and measure
it with the plan that they are now pro-
mulgating for the future and whether
this particular category of special
needs is going to be met.

I do not regard that as any kind of
set-aside requirement, mandate or
whatever. It is simply an effort to try
to define what information base a
State should provide the Secretary.

Mr. GOODLING. Reclaiming my
time, would the gentlewoman like to
end, after ‘‘bias,’’ that nothing in this
amendment requires the State to set
aside any amount of money for this
purpose?

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. If the gen-
tleman will yield further, I will be
happy to consider that if you will agree
to my amendment and we could discuss
those kinds of limitations when we go
to conference, but I think this concept
should stand on its face. I hope the
Members will support it.

Mr. GOODLING. Then did the gentle-
woman indicate she would be happy to
consider that?

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
Mink amendment. In a Congress where
we have debated at length methods of
moving families off welfare, and meth-
ods of helping individuals become self-
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sufficient, we must protect vocational
educational programs for women and
girls.

It is a fact that the earning power of
American women directly impacts the
well-being of the American family. Un-
fortunately, women who work full-time
still only make 72 percent of their male
colleagues’ earnings. This is a particu-
larly disturbing fact when viewed in
the context of a recent survey that
found that a majority of American
women earn at least half of their fam-
ily incomes. If we are going to value
families, we have to value those pro-
grams that allow parents to care for
their families.

The Mink amendment will preserve
important programs that help assure
equitable education and employment
opportunities for women and girls. The
Perkins programs for displaced home-
makers, single parents, and sex equity
have been very successful. For the past
11 years, these programs have helped
women move into new jobs that pro-
vide higher wages, better benefits, and
the possibility of career advancement.
Women in nontraditional occupations
earn 20–30 percent more than women in
traditional occupations.

Let me tell you about a woman from
New York City, Kelly Miles. Kelly is a
single mother of three, who was on
public assistance for many years.
Through a nontraditional employment
training program for women, Kelly was
able to move off of welfare, and is now
a second year apprentice electrician.
Kelly holds down a job, and goes to
classes twice a week at the Elec-
trician’s Union so that she can keep
advancing. Kelly is a perfect example
of what women can achieve through
these very important programs.

I urge all of my colleagues to support
the Mink amendment. Through these
programs we can reach thousands of
Kelly Miles—women who want to be
self-sufficient and just need a little bit
of help. Please help us to protect these
programs.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, let me first commend
the members of the Economic and Edu-
cational Opportunities Committee for
their efforts to consolidate more than
150 training and employment programs
into a coherent work force develop-
ment system. I also want to express my
great appreciation to Chairman GOOD-
LING and Chairman MCKEON for agree-
ing to include language in the bill that
will ensure that women have access to
nontraditional jobs that pay higher
wages and provide better benefits. For
displaced homemakers and single par-
ents, nontraditional jobs can be a path-
way to economic self-sufficiency and
family stability.

It is because of my interest in the
self-sufficiency of women that I now
rise in support of the Mink amendment
which would preserve programs for dis-
placed homemakers, single parents,
and pregnant women. It is my under-

standing that this amendment does not
add any cost to the bill. It merely re-
quires the States to describe how they
will maintain programs for displaced
homemakers and single parents and
programs that preserve sex equity.

Programs and services to displaced
homemakers and single parents have
received high marks. A national assess-
ment of past program participants
found that four out of five participants
rated the program they attended as ex-
cellent or very good. Three out of four
customers who participated in other
Government programs such as the wel-
fare system, JTPA, or Job Corps, rated
the displaced homemaker or single par-
ent programs as much better or better.
Nearly all of the participants agreed
that they would recommend the pro-
gram to a friend.

The Mink amendment will assure
that these successful programs will
continue. The amendment would also
provide States with the flexibility they
need to meet the needs of the girls and
women in their vocational education
and job training programs. I urge my
colleagues to support this important
amendment.
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Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I move

to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong
support of the Mink amendment which
enables women in crisis, single parents,
single pregnant women to get the
training, education and skills they
need to lead economically self-suffi-
cient lives.

Under the current law States are re-
quired to designate 10 percent of their
education funds for these programs.

This set-aside was created to redirect
women into higher skilled and high-
wage employment and to address the
unique needs of displaced homemakers
and single parents.

This amendment, however, does not
retain the specific set-aside, but mere-
ly requires that each State include in
their State plan a description of how
they will maintain these services.

I believe this language is essential to
ensure equitable educational and em-
ployment opportunities for women and
girls.

In New Haven County last year, these
programs directly provided educational
and employment assistance to nearly
500 women. Preparing them to enter
the work force and meet the need of
their children.

Let me tell you about just one of the
extraordinary women in my district
and her success story. Pamela C. of
West Haven, CT, is a 49-year-old moth-
er of three. When she came to the Dis-
placed Homemaker Program in New
Haven in 1993, Pamela was employed in
the service industry and bringing home
$16,000 a year for her family.

Pamela needed career counseling and
a referral to job training so she could
upgrade her job skills to earn more
money each week and provide a better
life for her family.

Pamela received vocational training
as a home health aide. She is now
working full time as a home health
aide for the Visiting Nurses Associa-
tion in New Haven County. Not only
does this provide her substantially
more in earnings, she enjoys her work
and feels good about going to work
each day.

Women like Pamela want to improve
themselves and provide for their fam-
ily. We must not shut the door of op-
portunity in their faces. The Mink
amendment makes sure that door will
remain open.

It is clear that these targeted serv-
ices are needed and are working for
families on the edge in my district.

The Mink amendment states that
States should maintain programs for
single parents, displaced homemakers,
and single pregnant women who are
struggling to provide for their families.
These women are trying to help them-
selves and contribute, they should be
supported and given assistance when
possible.

At a time when Congress is reforming
our welfare system, and specifically
imposing time limits on welfare serv-
ices, increasing the employability and
earning potential of women should be
our primary goal.

Mr. Chairman, the Mink amendment
does not ask for a set-aside and its does
not add any new costs to the bill.

I wholeheartedly support this amend-
ment and urge my colleagues to vote in
favor of it.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Chairman, as a long-
time supporter of programs designed to assist
displaced homemakers, I rise today to urge
my colleagues to vote in favor of the Mink
amendment. I also want to commend my col-
league from Hawaii for offering this important
provision.

The Mink amendment will require States to
include in their workforce development and lit-
eracy plan a description of how the State will
maintain job training and education programs
for displaced homemakers. It will not require
States to earmark funds for these programs,
nor will it add any cost to the underlying bill.

Mr. Chairman, displaced homemakers are
primarily women who have been full-time
homemakers for a number of years, but who
have lost their source of economic support
due to divorce, separation, abandonment, or
the death or disability of a spouse. Many dis-
placed homemakers are living at or near the
poverty level, are younger than 35 and have
children.

One out of every six American women is a
displaced homemaker. In 1990, there were
17.8 million displaced homemakers in the
United States. In my own State of Florida,
there were over 1.1 million displaced home-
makers in 1990—a 55 percent increase since
1980.

For many years, I have sponsored legisla-
tion to assist displaced homemakers by pro-
viding a tax credit to employers who hire and
train them. In the present Congress, I have re-
introduced this legislation as H.R. 110.

Specifically, my bill would allow employers a
tax credit for hiring displaced homemakers by
establishing them as a targeted group under
the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit [TJTC] program.
The TJTC program, which expired at the end
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of 1994, is intended to combat and lessen the
problem of structural unemployment among
certain hard-to-employ individuals.

My bill would reauthorize the TJTC program
and extend it solely to displaced homemakers.
Under the proposal, employers could apply for
a tax credit if they hire and train these individ-
uals who are having difficulty reentering the
job market.

I see this approach as cost-effective. By
providing prospective employers with the in-
centive to hire and train displaced home-
makers, we avoid the much more costly alter-
native of publicly supporting these home-
makers and their families.

Mr. Chairman, these are persons who are in
financial need and want to work. The Mink
amendment is designed to help them stand on
their own and reduce dependency on public
assistance. I hope my colleagues will join me
in supporting this important provision.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GOODLING TO THE
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. MINK OF HAWAII

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment to the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. GOODLING to

the amendment offered by Mrs. MINK of Ha-
waii: Beginning on line 1 of the matter pro-
posed to be inserted by the amendment,
strike out ‘‘maintain programs for’’.

At the end of the matter proposed, insert
‘‘Nothing in this Act shall be construed to
mandate an amount be set-aside for these
purposes.’’

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
yield to the gentlewoman from Hawaii
[Mrs. MINK].

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,
I have reviewed this amendment and it
is wholly consistent with my intent,
and I accept it.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman for accepting
the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. GOOD-
LING] to the amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK].

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK], as
amended.

The amendment, as amended, was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to title II?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SAWYER

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. SAWYER: Page

105, line 17, insert ‘‘, consistent with State
law,’’ after ‘‘shall’’.

Page 109, line 9, before ‘‘In’’ insert ‘‘(A)’’.
Page 109, after line 13, insert the following:
(B) If procedures are not in place for the

resolution of disputes an eligible institution
of such partnership may apply directly to
the State for a grant to carry out in-school
youth programs described in section 241.

Page 109, beginning on line 16, strike ‘‘by
the’’ and all that follows through ‘‘process,’’
and insert ‘‘according to the requirements
described in section 231’’.

Mr. SAWYER (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-

sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Chairman, I appre-

ciate the opportunity first to comment
on the importance of what we are try-
ing to accomplish here today, and on
the federally funded employment and
training services as proposed in this
bill. It is important for Governors to
have authority over the approval of the
overall State plan. However, the edu-
cation provisions of the plan in my
view should be administered by the au-
thorities within the States who have
the clear responsibility for administer-
ing State and local education pro-
grams.

It is for that reason that I offer this
amendment which gives the respon-
sibility for the authority to establish
procedures for dispute resolution, dis-
pute settlement for local work force
development boards, and to put that
into a place that is consistent with
State constitutional and statutory pro-
visions.

These procedures would be used to
settle disagreements over proposals for
State subgrants throughout this title
by delegating authority to establish
dispute settlement procedures solely to
the Governor, as the bill would sug-
gest. The provision infringes on State
laws and constitutions in about half of
the States.

Now, I recognize that it is the intent,
the expressed intent of many of the
speakers prior to me that this not be
the case. But the fact is that currently
at the State level the administration of
education is either shared by the Gov-
ernor and State legislators or dele-
gated to the education board or chief
State school officer. In most cases it is
not the sole responsibility of the Gov-
ernor. It is our intent not to disrupt
that for this procedural purpose.

I understand also that there are some
25 States or so in which the respon-
sibility for the governance and admin-
istration of education is delegated by
the Governor through his appointment
of a policy-sensitive chief State school
officer, and it is not my intention to
disrupt that relationship either. Rath-
er, it is to recognize the vocational
education is important for our Nation’s
many students who do not go on to col-
lege. It is important for the elevation
of skills available to employers, and so
it is important to make sure that the
dollars that are intended to go to these
students get there.

Mr. Chairman, my amendment would
defer to State law, and to give the au-
thority to establish procedures to set-
tle these disputes to whomever has
control of the administration of edu-
cation under State law.

My hope had also been to allow local
authorities to apply for in-State
subgrants in the event that a dispute
cannot be resolved within and specified
number of days. The goal would have

been to prevent students from being pe-
nalized when a local work force devel-
opment board cannot reach an agree-
ment. But it is not, Mr. Chairman, my
intent to prejudge or to provide any ad-
vantage to one side or another. So, I
have removed language from the bill,
but would rather leave in place a re-
quirement that procedures for resolv-
ing the disputes be in place so that an
eligible institution can apply directly
to the State to carry out a grant in the
event that those procedures are not in
place.

I understand that, If I could have the
attention of the chairman of the com-
mittee, that we have agreed fundamen-
tally with this set of principles, and
also understand that it is not our in-
tent to leave stalemated disputes unre-
solved at the local level, but rather, it
is not our intent either to give advan-
tage to any of the parties that are a
part of those local boards, and so rec-
ognize that it is important to work out
such a dispute resolution mechanism
at the local level between now and con-
ference.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I want to
just again say that I urge the support
of this amendment in order to ensure
that State sovereignty is honored and
that our Nation’s vocational students
have access to these important funds in
a timely way.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I would engage in a
colloquy with the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. SAWYER], so that I am exactly
sure about what we have done.

At the beginning of the gentleman’s
amendment, it says, ‘‘consistent with
State law’’ and then the gentleman has
‘‘after ‘shall.’ ’’ Is the gentleman indi-
cating that this only applies to States
who have constitutional language that
directs that money directly to the
State education group?

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

Mr. GOODLING. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Chairman, con-
stitutionally specified language as we
have discussed in this bill, specifically
with regard to States.

Mr. GOODLING. And then the gen-
tleman eliminates line 11 and ‘‘as the
case may be’’; you have eliminated
that language?

Mr. SAWYER. That is correct, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. GOODLING. And then the gen-
tleman has eliminated in line two
under (B), ‘‘Or a resolution is not
reached within 45 days after a written
request for resolution is made by a
member of the partnership’’?

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Chairman, as we
have discussed, that section is elimi-
nated, recognizing of course that a way
to break local deadlocks is important,
and that we probably do not have the
capacity to write language to accom-
plish that on the floor, but that we
ought to try to achieve that between
now and conference.
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Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, with

that understanding, we accept the
amendment.

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

The amendment was agreed to.
Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, I move

to strike the last word.
Mr. Chairman, I wish to engage in a

colloquy with the gentlewoman from
California [Mrs. SEASTRAND].

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
woman from California [Mrs.
SEASTRAND], who has helped us so
much on working on this bill, and I ap-
preciate that gentlewoman’s com-
ments.

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from California.

Mr. Chairman, it is important to rec-
ognize that our students of today are
our entrepreneurs of tomorrow, and for
many years we have sought to find the
best ways to educate our children to be
contributors to the society in which
they live, and to be prepared to take
that bold step from primary and sec-
ondary education to the workplace and
provider.

Now, as we consider any legislation
dealing with the education of our chil-
dren, or enhancing the skills for those
already in the workplace, or assessing
the needs of those in need of help and
assistance, whether it is an education
or workplace preparation, we under-
stand that the principles we must ad-
here to are those on which we place our
successes of today, the free market sys-
tem individual initiative, entrepre-
neurship, and personal freedom.

In this Congress, we are moving to
reexamine our direction of the last 40
years and determine, when possible,
how we can enhance those principles
and reduce the amount of Government
interference.

I believe the intent of this CAREERS
bill was to do just that.

b 1530

The Comptroller General of the Unit-
ed States identified 163 different Fed-
eral programs, administered by 14 dif-
ferent Federal agencies that offered
some form of education, job training,
or employment assistance to youth and
adults with a total cost of $20 billion.
The intent of CAREERS as presented
to me was to end these duplications
and fragmentations that existed within
the varied Federal work force prepara-
tion and development programs, to
eliminate conflicting requirements,
and to streamline and consolidate pro-
grams while providing maximum au-
thority and responsibility to State and
local communities.

Now I also understood that CA-
REERS would stress private sector
partnerships and increase leadership
and responsibility of the private sector
as it relates to investments in work
force training and preparation, that it
would establish a system which was
market-driven, accountable, providing
customer choice, improve education by

stressing programs resulting in higher
literacy rates, while simultaneously fo-
cusing on those trapped in poverty and
exhibiting inadequate educational
achievement.

Now I am supportive of all these
goals, but, as I began to read the spe-
cifics, I realized that CAREERS, in
transferring focus to the State and
local levels, had initiated some actions
that would work against our goals of a
free market driven economy, individ-
ual creativity and initiative, and I saw
particular need to correct certain situ-
ations, and I am satisfied that many
have been made. However one major
concern that remains relates to the
ideas of national skill standards and
requirements of skill certificates. I be-
lieve it is important that we emphasize
that the responsibility of establishing
standards and requirements for an indi-
vidual to gain achievement within a
particular field of work should be de-
termined and maintained by those
leaders within the particular field or
industry and not the Federal Govern-
ment.

This is an issue, I believe, that must
be resolved, and I do not believe that
this bill is the vehicle to do so. We
should have an opportunity to debate
the issue of national skills standards at
another time, and so I think it is a
topic of many concerns, I know, to con-
stituents of mine and constituents
across these United States.

So, Mr. Chairman, what I am asking
and strongly encouraging is further
discussion in the conference committee
regarding this particular issue.

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, because
job training and work force prepara-
tion programs are about preparing in-
dividuals for careers, it is important
that employers identify the skills
needed in the workplace and the train-
ing be tied to such skills in order that
employment and training programs are
relevant and useful. CAREERS in-
cludes the attainment of industry-rec-
ognized skill standards in its perform-
ance indicators for both adults and
youth. All references to the national
board are tied to voluntary provisions
in CAREERS. CAREERS says that the
Governors may take into account in-
dustry-recognized skill standards at
least as challenging as those endorsed
by the national board in identifying
education training providers who are
eligible to participate in a voucher sys-
tem.

As my colleague indicates, we do
need to continue this discussion. We
will do that in conference. We really
appreciate all of the gentlewoman’s
hard work and effort in bringing this to
the floor, and I pledge to her that we
will continue to work with her as we go
to the conference.

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from California
[Mr. MCKEON].

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. WOOLSEY

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Ms. WOOLSEY:
Page 121, after line 2, insert the following:

Subtitle E—Authorizations
SEC. 261. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

Notwithstanding section 4(a), there are au-
thorized to be appropriated—

(1) for title II, $3,000,000,000 for fiscal year
1997 and such sums as may be necessary for
each of the fiscal years 1998 through 2002 to
carry out the programs under such title;

(2) for title III, $3,225,000,000 for fiscal year
1997 and such sums as may be necessary for
each of the fiscal years 1998 through 2002 to
carry out the programs under such title; and

(3) for subtitle A of title IV, $597,000,000 for
fiscal year 1997 and such sums as may be nec-
essary for each of the fiscal years 1998
through 2002 to carry out the programs under
such subtitle.

Ms. WOOLSEY (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman
from California?

There was no objection.
Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, it

seems like we are on a roll here be-
tween the Republicans and the Demo-
crats, so I thought I should take this
opportunity for a very simple amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, my amendment in-
creases the amount of money that this
bill authorizes for education, for job
training, and literacy. It increases it to
a level where the programs can actu-
ally be successful.

As my colleagues know, it is hard to
believe that it was just last year when
I convinced this body to approve a
landmark resolution to increase our in-
vestment in education by 1 percent a
year until the education budget ac-
counts for 10 percent of our national
budget, and that should be by the year
2002.

Well, guess what, folks? Times have
changed. This bill does contain some
important bipartisan initiatives that
deserve to pass. But when it comes to
funding, this bill sends us in the wrong
direction. Unfortunately, the careers
act actually cuts funds for job training
programs for youths, for adults, and for
adult literacy and education.

Careers consolidates 30 existing edu-
cation and job training programs for
youth into one block grant, and then
cuts the funds for these programs by 20
percent. It combines all of the existing
Federal employment and job training
programs for adults, and reduces these
funds by 20 percent. The adult edu-
cation and literacy funds are cut by 10
percent.

Mr. Chairman, I find it truly ironic
that on the same day our colleagues in
the other body are voting on a bill to
reform welfare, we are debating a bill
that cuts funds for programs to get
people off of welfare. It also makes it
harder to prevent people from going on
welfare in the first place, because it
cuts programs that it train youth and
workers for jobs that pay a liveable
wage.

I have heard plenty of talk about
‘‘changing the welfare system as we
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know it.’’ Well, my amendment gives
this house the opportunity to ‘‘put its
money where its mouth is.’’ My amend-
ment increases funds for education and
training support for in-school and out-
of-school youth by less than a billion
dollars. It also adds close to $1 billion
to the adult employment and training
grant. The adult literacy and education
grant is increased by less than $300 mil-
lion.

Mr. Chairman, these modest in-
creases will ensure that more people
get the skills they need to get off wel-
fare—and, for heavens sake, it will help
prevent people from having to go on
welfare in the first place.

Mr. Chairman, there has always been
a bipartisan commitment to education
in this House. Let us continue that
commitment to education and training
by voting for my amendment to raise
the authorization levels in the
CAREERS Act.

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

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment offered
by the gentlewoman from California
[Ms. WOOLSEY].

Mr. Chairman, I am much too young
to have the noose come down around
by neck and string me up on a scaffold
someplace, and if I were to accept this
amendment, I am sure that would hap-
pen because the mandate from the
Committee on the Budget is different.

What I will promise the gentlewoman
from California [Ms. WOOLSEY] is to
certainly do everything I can, serving
on that conference, to make sure that
we move to the Senate numbers. Their
602(b) of course is not as difficult as
ours, and there is no one, probably,
who feels more strongly that particu-
larly the youth block certainly is in a
great deal of need for an increased ap-
propriation, and I will work in con-
ference to move to their numbers,
away from our numbers, but, as I said,
I am too young to die.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GOODLING. I yield to the gentle-
woman from California.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I say
to the gentleman, ‘‘I don’t want you to
die at all. I appreciate your consider-
ation of this, and I know you will fight
hard for it.’’

Mr. Chairman, we were on a roll; I
think it ended.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from California [Ms. WOOLSEY].

The amendment was rejected.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. TRAFICANT:
Page 121, after line 2, insert the following:

SEC. 254. PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIP-
MENT AND PRODUCTS.

(a) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense
of the Congress that, to the greatest extent
practicable, all equipment and products pur-
chased with funds made available under this
Act should be American-made.

(b) NOTICE REQUIREMENT.—In providing fi-
nancial assistance to, or entering into any
contract with, any entity using funds made
available under this Act, the head of each
Federal agency, to the greatest extent prac-
ticable, shall provide to such entity a notice
describing the statement made in subsection
(a) by the Congress.

Mr. TRAFICANT (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman,

with all this talk of death and dying, I
offer the standard Buy American
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, we have Governors
making decisions, chief officers of the
State school boards making decisions,
all kinds of decisions being made talk-
ing about welfare, talking about edu-
cation. Mr. Chairman, if we pass my
amendment, I do not know how much
it is going to do, but maybe there will
be a few more jobs, and people pay a
few more taxes, and we will have a few
more dollars to keep this train coming
down the track.

Mr. Chairman, this language has
been added to every appropriation bill
and to every authorizing bill in the
Congress. It does not reinvent the
wheel, but it does, in fact, encourage,
to the most practical extent possible,
that when people, regardless of who has
jurisdictional authority to do so, ex-
pend the hard-earned Federal taxpayer
dollars, they try, wherever possible, to
buy, within the limits of the law,
American-made products, made by
American hands, who get American
paychecks, pay American taxes. This is
no walk in the pork around here.

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, we
will be very happy to accept the
amendment on this side.

Mr. Chairman, I would feel much bet-
ter if at the end of paragraph 1 where
the gentleman has ‘‘American made’’
he would include ‘‘and manufactured
and purchased in Ohio and Pennsylva-
nia.’’

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, yes,
I would accept the gentleman’s tremen-
dous amendment. His intellect amazes
me.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, we
accept the amendment.

Mr. TRAFICANT. I appreciate that
and just take a couple minutes here.

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
GOODLING], who has handled this bill.
There was a lot of contentious items
coming in, and there has been an awful
lot of headway that has been made, and
I think the gentleman deserves a lot of
credit for that. I really mean that.

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Missouri, the distin-

guished ranking member, who as well
in the past has been a supporter of Buy
American and Made in America. Hope-
fully he will maintain his record.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I have
agreed with the gentleman in all of the
other instances where he introduced a
Buy American amendment, and I do
not see any reason why I would dis-
agree with him now. I think he is the
champion of all Americans when it
comes to Buy American.

Mr. Chairman, I was not listening to
at what point in the bill the gentleman
offered his amendment. I was trying to
get together the next amendment. But
I am sure, if it is consistent with what
he has been doing in the past, that I
will be supportive.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
appreciate that, and with that I say it
would apply to the entire act, and with
that I appreciate the support.

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

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further

amendments to title II?
If not, the Clerk will designate title

III.
The text of title III is as follows:
TITLE III—ADULT EMPLOYMENT AND

TRAINING CONSOLIDATION GRANT
SEC. 301. PURPOSE.

The purpose of this title is to establish an
efficient, high-quality, and equitable system
of employment, job training, and related as-
sistance designed to facilitate the transition
of adults into productive, high skills, private
sector employment.

Subtitle A—Adult Employment and Training
Consolidation Grant

SEC. 311. AUTHORIZATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In the case of each State
that in accordance with the requirements of
section 102 submits to the Secretary of Labor
(hereinafter in this title referred to as the
‘‘Secretary’’) a State workforce development
and literacy plan under section 104, the Sec-
retary shall provide a grant to the State for
the purpose of providing employment, job
training, and related assistance for adults in
the State.

(b) AMOUNT.—The grant shall consist of the
allotment determined for the State under
section 312.
SEC. 312. ALLOTMENT AMONG STATES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Of the amount appro-
priated pursuant to section 4(a)(2) to carry
out this title for a fiscal year, the Secretary
shall—

(1) allot 85 percent of such amounts in ac-
cordance with subsection (b); and

(2) reserve 15 percent for use under subtitle
B.

(b) ALLOTMENT AMONG STATES.—
(1) RESERVATION FOR THE TERRITORIES.—Of

the amount allotted under subsection (a)(1),
the Secretary shall allot not more than one
quarter of one percent among the Common-
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands,
American Samoa, Guam, and the Virgin Is-
lands.

(2) STATES.—After determining the amount
to be allotted under paragraph (1), the Sec-
retary shall allot the remaining amount to
the remaining States so that each State re-
ceives an amount that bears the same pro-
portion to such remaining amount as—
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(A) the amount allotted to each such State

from allotments under sections 202 and 302 of
the Job Training Partnership Act (29 U.S.C.
1602 and 1652) (as in effect before the date of
the enactment of this Act) for fiscal year
1995; bears to

(B) the aggregate of the amounts allotted
to all such States from allotments under
such sections for such fiscal year.

(c) MINIMUM ALLOTMENT.—No State shall
receive less than one-quarter of one percent
of the amount available under this title for
a fiscal year. Amounts necessary for increas-
ing such payments to States to comply with
the preceding sentence shall be obtained by
ratably reducing the amounts to be paid to
other States.
SEC. 313. ALLOCATION WITHIN STATES.

(a) RESERVATIONS FOR STATE ACTIVITIES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Governor of the State

shall reserve not more than 20 percent of the
amount allotted to the State under section
312(b) for a fiscal year for statewide activi-
ties for employment, job training, and relat-
ed assistance for adults.

(2) MANDATORY ACTIVITIES.—Such activities
shall include—

(A) rapid response activities; and
(B) additional assistance to areas that ex-

perience disasters, mass layoffs or plant clos-
ings, or other events which precipitate sub-
stantial increases in the number of unem-
ployed workers, to be expended in accord-
ance with the local plan of the relevant
workforce development area.

(3) DISCRETIONARY ACTIVITIES.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Such activities may in-

clude—
(i) subject to subparagraph (B), administra-

tion by the State of programs under this sub-
title;

(ii) capacity building and technical assist-
ance to local workforce development areas,
integrated career center systems, and service
providers, including the development and
training of staff and the development of ex-
emplary program activities;

(iii) incentives for program coordination,
performance awards, and research and dem-
onstrations;

(iv) implementation of innovative incum-
bent worker training programs, which may
include the establishment and implementa-
tion of an employer loan program to assist in
skills upgrading (in accordance with the re-
quirements of section 324);

(v) implementation of experimentation,
model activities, pilot projects, and dem-
onstration projects which further the goals
and purposes of this Act;

(vi) additional assistance for the develop-
ment and implementation of the integrated
career center system of the State established
in accordance with title I; and

(vii) support for a common management
information system as described in section
109.

(B) LIMITATION.—Not more than 25 percent
of the amount reserved by the Governor
under paragraph (1) may be used for adminis-
tration by the State of programs under this
subtitle.

(b) WITHIN STATE ALLOCATION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Governor of the State

shall allocate the remainder of the amount
allotted to the State under section 312(b) to
workforce development areas designated
under title I of this Act, in accordance with
paragraphs (1) and (2) of such section, for the
purpose of providing employment, job train-
ing, and related services for adults in accord-
ance with section 315.

(2) WITHIN STATE FORMULA.—
(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Governor,

through the collaborative process under sec-
tion 103 of this Act, and after consultation
with local chief elected officials in the local

workforce development area, shall develop a
formula for the allocation of 90 percent of
the remainder of funds described in para-
graph (1), to workforce development areas,
taking into account—

(i) poverty rates within each local
workforce development area, as determined
by the State;

(ii) unemployment rates within each local
workforce development area;

(iii) the proportion of the State’s adult
population residing within each local
workforce development area; and

(iv) such other factors as considered appro-
priate.

(B) ADDITIONAL FACTORS.—In establishing
such formula, the Governor shall ensure that
funds are distributed equitably throughout
the State, and that the factors described in
subparagraph (A) do not receive dispropor-
tionate weighting.

(3) WITHIN STATE DISCRETIONARY ALLOCA-
TION.—In addition, the Governor is author-
ized to allocate 10 percent of the remainder
of funds described in paragraph (1) to
workforce development areas designated
under title I of this Act. Amounts may be al-
located to such areas as determined by the
Governor.
SEC. 314. ADDITIONAL STATE PLAN REQUIRE-

MENTS.
The State shall, as part of the State

workforce development and literacy plan
under title I of this Act, submit to the Sec-
retary the following additional information:

(1) A description of how the State will
serve the employment and training needs of
dislocated workers, economically disadvan-
taged individuals, older workers, individuals
with disabilities, displaced homemakers, vet-
erans, and individuals with multiple barriers
to employment (as determined by the State),
including individuals who are basic skills de-
ficient.

(2) A description of how the State will pro-
vide rapid response assistance to workers ex-
periencing dislocation as a result of mass
layoffs and plant closings, either through the
direct provision of services or through the
transfer of funds to local workforce develop-
ment areas for the provision of such services.
SEC. 315. USE OF AMOUNTS.

(a) CORE SERVICES.—Amounts allocated
under section 313(b) shall be used to provide
core services to adults through integrated
career center systems in accordance with
title I of this Act.

(b) INTENSIVE SERVICES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Amounts allocated under

section 313(b) shall be used to provide inten-
sive services to adults—

(A) who are unable to obtain employment
through core services under subsection (a);
and

(B) who have been determined to be in need
of more intensive services in order to gain
employment.

(2) DELIVERY OF SERVICES.—Such intensive
services shall be provided—

(A) directly through integrated career cen-
ter systems in accordance with title I of this
Act; or

(B) through contracts through such sys-
tems with service providers approved by the
local workforce development board, which
may include private, for-profit providers.

(3) TYPES OF SERVICES.—Such intensive
services may include the following:

(A) Comprehensive and specialized assess-
ments of the skill levels and service needs of
adults, which may include—

(i) diagnostic testing and other assessment
tools; and

(ii) in-depth interviewing and evaluation
to identify employment barriers and appro-
priate employment goals.

(B) Development of an individual employ-
ment plan, to identify the employment

goals, appropriate achievement objectives,
and the appropriate combination of services
for the adult to achieve the employment
goal.

(C) Group counseling.
(D) Individual counseling and career plan-

ning.
(E) Case management for adults receiving

education and training services under sub-
section (c) or supportive services under sub-
section (d).

(F) Follow-up counseling for adults placed
in training or employment, for up to 1 year.

(c) EDUCATION AND TRAINING SERVICES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Amounts allocated under

section 313(b) shall be used to provide edu-
cation and training services to adults—

(A) who are unable to obtain employment
through core services under subsection (a);

(B) who are in need of education and train-
ing services in order to gain employment as
a result of determinations made through—

(i) preliminary assessments under section
107(f)(1)(B) of this Act; or

(ii) comprehensive and specialized assess-
ments under subsection (b)(3)(A); and

(C) who are unable to obtain other grant
assistance for such services, such as through
Federal Pell Grants established under title
IV of the Higher Education Act of 1965.

(2) DELIVERY OF SERVICES.—Such education
and training services shall be provided
through education and training providers
certified in accordance with title I of this
Act.

(3) TYPES OF SERVICES.—Such education
and training services may include the follow-
ing:

(A) Basic skills training, including reme-
dial education, literacy training, and English
literacy program instruction.

(B) Occupational skills training, including
training for nontraditional employment.

(C) On-the-job training.
(D) Programs that combine workplace

training with related instruction.
(E) Training programs operated by the pri-

vate sector.
(F) Skill upgrading and retraining.
(G) Entrepreneurial training.
(H) Employability training to enhance

basic workplace competencies.
(I) Customized training conducted with a

commitment by an employer or group of em-
ployers to employ an individual upon suc-
cessful completion of the training.

(4) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.—
(A) USE OF CAREER GRANTS.—
(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

clause (ii) and clause (iii), education and
training services under this section shall be
provided through the use of career grants in
accordance with this subsection, and shall be
distributed to eligible individuals through
integrated career centers or affiliated sites
as described in section 107, and in accordance
with section 108 regarding the identification
of eligible education and training providers.

(ii) EXCEPTIONS.—Education and training
services authorized under this title may be
provided pursuant to a contract for services
in lieu of a career grant if—

(I) such services are on-the-job training
provided by an employer;

(II) the local workforce development board
determines there are an insufficient number
of certified providers of education and train-
ing services in the workforce development
area to accomplish the purposes of a career
grant system;

(III) the local workforce development
board determines that the certified providers
of education and training in the workforce
development area are unable to provide ef-
fective services to special participant popu-
lations; or

(IV) the local workforce development
board decides to enter into a direct training
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contract with a community based organiza-
tion serving special participant populations.

(iii) TRANSITION.—States may have up to
three years from the date of enactment of
this Act to fully implement the require-
ments of clause (i), but nothing shall pro-
hibit states from beginning such implemen-
tation at an earlier date.

(B) LINKAGE TO OCCUPATIONS IN DEMAND.—
Education and training services under this
subsection shall be directly linked to occu-
pations for which there is a demand in the
local workforce development area, or in an-
other area to which an adult receiving such
services is willing to relocate.

(d) ADDITIONAL SERVICES.—
(1) SUPPORTIVE SERVICES.—Supportive serv-

ices may be provided for individuals—
(A) who are receiving assistance under any

of subsections (a) through (c); and
(B) who are unable to receive such services

through other programs providing such serv-
ices.

(2) NEEDS-RELATED PAYMENTS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Amounts allocated under

section 313(b) may be used to provide needs-
related payments to adults who are unem-
ployed and do not qualify for (or have ceased
to qualify for) unemployment compensation
for the purpose of enabling such adults to
participate in education and training pro-
grams under subsection (c).

(B) ADDITIONAL ELIGIBILITY REQUIRE-
MENTS.—In addition to the requirements con-
tained in subparagraph (A), a dislocated
worker who has exhausted unemployment in-
surance benefits may be eligible to receive
needs-related payments under this paragraph
only if such worker was enrolled in edu-
cation or training by the end of the 8th week
of the worker’s initial unemployment com-
pensation benefit period, or, if later, by the
end of the 8th week after the worker is in-
formed that a short-term layoff will in fact
exceed 6 months.

(e) PRIORITY.—Local workforce develop-
ment boards shall establish a process
through which priority is given to dislocated
workers and economically disadvantaged in-
dividuals, for receipt of services provided
under subsections (b) and (c), in the event
that funds are limited within the workforce
development area.

(f) PROHIBITION ON PRIVATE RIGHT OF AC-
TION.—Nothing in this section may be con-
strued to establish a right for a participant
to bring an action to obtain services under a
program established under this section.

(g) LIMITATIONS ON USE OF FUNDS.—Not
more than 10 percent of the funds provided
under this title to a local workforce develop-
ment board may be used for administrative
purposes.

Subtitle B—Federal Programs
SEC. 321. NATIONAL DISCRETIONARY GRANTS.

(a) GRANTS FOR DISLOCATED WORKERS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—From amounts reserved

under section 312(a)(2) for any fiscal year,
the Secretary is authorized to award na-
tional discretionary grants to address major
economic dislocations that result from plant
closures, base closures, or mass layoffs.

(2) APPLICATION.—To receive a grant under
this section, an eligible entity shall submit
an application to the Secretary at such time,
in such manner, and accompanied by such in-
formation as the Secretary determines is ap-
propriate.

(3) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—Grants under this
section may be awarded to—

(A) the State;
(B) a local workforce development board

administering assistance under this Act;
(C) employers and employer associations;
(D) worker-management transition assist-

ance committees and other employer-em-
ployee entities;

(E) representatives of employees;
(F) community development corporations

and community-based organizations; and
(G) industry consortia.
(b) INCENTIVE GRANTS.—From amounts re-

served under section 312(a)(2) for any fiscal
year, the Secretary may provide awards to
States—

(1) to assist in the implementation of ex-
emplary statewide workforce development
system designs; and

(2) for the achievement of exceptional per-
formance in the statewide workforce devel-
opment system.
SEC. 322. DISASTER RELIEF EMPLOYMENT AS-

SISTANCE.
(a) IN GENERAL.—From amounts reserved

under section 312(a)(2) for any fiscal year,
the Secretary may provide assistance to the
Governor of any State within which is lo-
cated an area that has suffered an emergency
or a major disaster as defined in paragraphs
(1) and (2), respectively, of section 102 of the
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer-
gency Assistance Act (referred to in this sec-
tion as the ‘‘disaster area’’).

(b) USE OF FUNDS.—
(1) PROJECTS RESTRICTED TO DISASTER

AREAS.—Funds made available under this
section—

(A) shall be used exclusively to provide em-
ployment on projects to provide food, cloth-
ing, shelter, and other humanitarian assist-
ance for disaster victims and on projects re-
garding demolition, cleanup, repair, renova-
tion, and reconstruction of damaged and de-
stroyed structures, facilities, and lands lo-
cated within the disaster area; and

(B) may be expended through public and
private agencies and organizations engaged
in such projects.

(2) ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS.—An individ-
ual shall be eligible to be offered disaster
employment under this section if such indi-
vidual is a dislocated worker or is tempo-
rarily or permanently laid off as a con-
sequence of the disaster.

(3) LIMITATIONS ON DISASTER RELIEF EM-
PLOYMENT.—No individual shall be employed
under this part for more than 6 months for
work related to recovery from a single natu-
ral disaster.
SEC. 323. RESEARCH, DEMONSTRATION, EVALUA-

TION, AND CAPACITY BUILDING.
(a) IN GENERAL.—From amounts reserved

under section 312(a)(2) for any fiscal year,
the Secretary is authorized to establish and
carry out research, demonstration, and ca-
pacity building activities in accordance with
this section.

(b) ACTIVITIES.—The Secretary is author-
ized to carry out the following activities
under this section:

(1) RESEARCH.—The Secretary is authorized
to conduct continuing research, which may
include studies and other methods and tech-
niques, that will aid in the solution of the
employment and training problems of the
United States. Such studies may include the
extent to which individuals who participate
in programs established under this title
achieve self-sufficiency as a result of such
participation, including the identification by
State and locality, to the extent practicable,
of indicators measuring such self-sufficiency.

(2) DEMONSTRATIONS.—The Secretary is au-
thorized to conduct pilot and demonstration
projects for the purpose of developing and
improving methods and techniques for ad-
dressing employment and training needs
which may include—

(A) projects conducted jointly with the De-
partment of Defense to develop training pro-
grams utilizing computer-based and other in-
novative learning technologies. The Sec-
retary may award grants and enter into con-
tracts with appropriate entities to carry out
such projects; and

(B) Projects which promote the use of dis-
tance learning, enabling students to take
courses through the use of technology such
as videos teleconferencing, computers, and
the internet.

(3) EVALUATION.—
(A) ACTIVITIES.—
(i) JOB TRAINING ACTIVITIES.—The Sec-

retary shall provide for the continuing eval-
uation of activities conducted under this
Act, including the use of controlled experi-
ments using experimental and control groups
chosen by scientific random assignment, and
at a minimum, determine whether job train-
ing and job placement programs effectively
raise the hourly wage rates of individuals re-
ceiving training through such programs.

(ii) OTHER PROGRAMS.—The Secretary may
conduct evaluations of other federally fund-
ed employment-related activities including
programs administered under—

(I) the Wagner-Peyser Act (29 U.S.C. 49 et
seq.);

(II) the National Apprenticeship Act (29
U.S.C. 50 et seq.);

(III) the Older Americans Act of 1965 (42
U.S.C. 3001 et seq.); and

(IV) the Federal unemployment insurance
program under titles III, IX, and XII of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 501 et seq.,
1101 et seq., and 1321 et seq.).

(B) EFFECTIVENESS.—The Secretary shall
evaluate the effectiveness of programs au-
thorized under this Act with respect to—

(i) the statutory goals;
(ii) the performance standards established

by the Secretary; and
(iii) the extent to which such programs en-

hance the employment and earnings of par-
ticipants, reduce income support costs, im-
prove the employment competencies of par-
ticipants in comparison to comparable per-
sons who did not participate in such pro-
grams, and to the extent feasible, increase
the level of total employment over the level
that would have existed in the absence of
such programs.

(4) NATIONAL PARTNERSHIP AND SPECIAL
TRAINING.—The Secretary may award special
grants to eligible entities to carry out ac-
tivities that are most appropriately adminis-
tered at the national level. Such activities
may include—

(A) partnerships with national organiza-
tions with special expertise in developing,
organizing, and administering employment
and training services at the national, State,
and local levels, such as industry and labor
associations, public interests groups, com-
munity-based organizations representative
of groups that encounter special difficulties
in the labor market, in education and train-
ing; and

(B) activities that—
(i) address industry-wide skill shortages;
(ii) meet training needs that are best ad-

dressed on a multistate basis;
(iii) further the goals of increasing the

competitiveness of the United States labor
force;

(iv) require technical expertise available at
the national level to serve the needs of par-
ticular client groups that encounter signifi-
cant barriers to employment and who the
Secretary determines require special assist-
ance; and

(v) promote and experiment with model ac-
tivities, pilot projects, and demonstration
projects which further the goals and pur-
poses of this Act.

(5) CAPACITY BUILDING AND TECHNICAL AS-
SISTANCE.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro-
vide, through grants, contracts, or other ar-
rangements, staff training and technical as-
sistance to States, local workforce develop-
ment boards, career centers, communities,
business and labor organizations, service
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providers, industry consortia, and other enti-
ties, to enhance their capacity to develop
and deliver effective employment and train-
ing services.

(B) ACTIVITIES.—The staff training and
technical assistance authorized under sub-
paragraph (A) may include—

(i) development of management informa-
tion systems;

(ii) development and maintenance of a na-
tional capacity building, information and
dissemination network; and

(iii) grants for the replication of successful
employment and training models and activi-
ties.

SEC. 324. WORKFORCE SKILLS AND DEVELOP-
MENT LOANS.

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—From amounts reserved

under section 312(a)(2) for any fiscal year,
the Secretary of Labor may use a portion of
such amounts to provide grants to States to
provide loans to eligible entities described in
paragraph (2) to assist such entities in pro-
viding skills upgrading.

(2) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—An eligible entity
described in this paragraph is—

(A) an employer;
(B) a representative of employees;
(C) a business association;
(D) a trade organization; or
(E) a consortium consisting of—
(i) more than 1 of the entities described in

subparagraphs (A) through (D); or
(ii) an institution of higher education (as

such term is defined in section 481 of the
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1088)
which continues to meet the eligibility and
certification requirements under section 498
of such Act) and 1 or more of the entities de-
scribed in subparagraphs (A) through (D).

(b) APPLICATION.—The Secretary may pro-
vide a grant to a State under subsection (a)
only if such State submits to the Secretary
an application which contains such informa-
tion as the Secretary may reasonably re-
quire.

(c) USE OF AMOUNTS.—A State shall use
amounts received from a grant under sub-
section (a) to establish a loan guarantee pro-
gram to assist eligible entities described in
paragraph (2) of such subsection to provide
skills upgrading. In carrying out such pro-
gram, the State shall meet the following re-
quirements:

(1) ESTABLISHMENT OF RESERVE FUND FOR
LOAN GUARANTEES.—The State shall establish
a reserve fund from amounts received from
such grant for the purpose of making com-
mitments to guarantee the payment of prin-
cipal and interest on loans made by financial
institutions to such eligible entities to pro-
vide skills upgrading.

(2) CRITERIA FOR LOAN GUARANTEES.—The
State, in conjunction with appropriate finan-
cial institutions, shall establish and publish
criteria for providing loan guarantees to eli-
gible entities under the program, including
criteria that provides for the following:

(A) A loan guarantee may be issued under
the program only if, at the time such guar-
antee is issued the eligible entity agrees to
pay as an insurance premium an amount
equal to 1 percent of the principal received
by such entity under the loan to the State’s
reserve fund.

(B)(i) Subject to clause (ii), the eligible en-
tity will use amounts received from the loan
to provide skills upgrading for mid- and
lower-level employees, which may include—

(I) training in total quality management,
statistical process control, production tech-
niques, office automation, materials re-
source planning; and

(II) training to improve basic skills, in-
cluding reading, writing, and arithmetic.

(ii) In providing such skills upgrading, the
eligible entity shall give priority to employ-
ees who—

(I) directly produce or deliver goods or
services; or

(II) are in danger of being terminated or
laid off as a result of modernization in the
workplace, corporate downsizing, foreign or
domestic competition, or Federal policies ad-
versely affecting 1 or more industries.

(C) Amounts from a loan shall not be used
to pay the wages or other benefits of any em-
ployee receiving assistance under the pro-
gram.

(3) PAYMENT BY STATE TO FINANCIAL INSTI-
TUTIONS IN CASES OF DEFAULT.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—In accordance with cri-
teria developed by the Secretary, the State
shall make payments from the State’s re-
serve fund to financial institutions that have
provided loans to eligible entities that have
defaulted on such loans for the purpose of re-
imbursing such institutions for the amount
of principal and interest remaining unpaid to
the institutions by reason of such default.

(B) NO FULL FAITH AND CREDIT OF THE UNIT-
ED STATES.—Loans provided by financial in-
stitutions to eligible entities under loan
guarantee programs under this section shall
not be obligations of, or guaranteed in any
respect by, the United States.

(4) INTEREST FROM AMOUNTS IN RESERVE
FUND.—Any interest earned from amounts in
the State’s reserve fund shall be credited to
such fund.

(d) FEDERAL AND STATE SHARE.—
(1) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share

under this section may not exceed 50 percent
of the total cost of the program established
under subsection (c) for any fiscal year.

(2) STATE SHARE.—The State share shall be
provided from non-Federal sources and may
be in cash or in-kind, fairly evaluated.
SEC. 325. EMPLOYMENT, TRAINING, AND EDU-

CATION ASSISTANCE FOR NATIVE
AMERICANS.

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—From amounts re-
served under section 4(a)(2) for any fiscal
year, there shall be reserved one quarter of
one percent, or $85,000,000, whichever is less,
to provide grants to, or enter into contracts
or cooperative agreements with, Indian
tribes and tribal organizations, tribally-con-
trolled colleges, tribally-controlled post-
secondary vocational institutions, Indian-
controlled organizations serving off-reserva-
tion areas, Alaska Native village and re-
gional entities serving areas as described in
the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act
and Hawaiian Native-controlled organiza-
tions to provide employment, training, voca-
tional rehabilitation, library services, and
education assistance for Native Americans.

(b) TRANSFER OF AUTHORITY FOR VOCA-
TIONAL EDUCATION ACTIVITIES.—In carrying
out subsection (a), the Secretary of Labor
may enter into an agreement with the Sec-
retary of Education to carry out any portion
of assistance under such subsection devoted
to vocational educational activities, includ-
ing support for the United Tribes Technical
College and Crownpoint Institute of Tech-
nology.

(c) CONSOLIDATION OF FUNDS.—Entities re-
ceiving assistance under subsection (a) may
consolidate such assistance with assistance
received from related programs in accord-
ance with the provisions of the Indian Em-
ployment, Training and Related Services
Demonstration Act (Public Law 102–477).

(d) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall
consult with Indian, Alaska Native and Ha-
waiian Native groups in establishing regula-
tions to carry out this section, including per-
formance standards for entities receiving as-
sistance under subsection (a), taking into ac-
count the economic circumstances of such
groups.

SEC. 326. EMPLOYMENT, TRAINING, AND EDU-
CATION ASSISTANCE FOR MIGRANT
AND SEASONAL FARMWORKERS.

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—From amounts reserved

under section 4(a)(2) for any fiscal year,
there shall be reserved one quarter of one
percent, or $85,000,000, whichever is less, to
provide grants to, or enter into contracts or
cooperative agreements with, entities de-
scribed in paragraph (2) to provide employ-
ment, training, and education assistance for
migrant and seasonal farmworkers.

(2) ENTITIES DESCRIBED.—An entity de-
scribed in this paragraph is an entity the
Secretary determines to have the capacity to
administer effectively a diversified
workforce development program for migrant
and seasonal farmworkers.

(b) USE OF AMOUNTS.—An entity shall use
amounts received under subsection (a) to
provide employment, training, educational
development, high school equivalency, post-
secondary education assistance, vocational
rehabilitation, literacy, English as a second
language, work-based education and develop-
ment, worker safety training, employability
enhancements, emergency or other disaster
relief, housing, technical assistance, out-
reach, intake, assessment, follow-up, stipend
support, supportive services, other needs-
based assistance, self-employment and relat-
ed business enterprise development edu-
cation, and the management of a database on
participating migrant and seasonal farm-
workers.

(c) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall con-
sult with seasonal and migrant farmworker
groups in establishing regulations to carry
out this section, including performance
standards for entities receiving assistance
under subsection (a)(2), taking into account
the economic circumstances of such groups.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments to title III?

If not, the Clerk will designate title
IV.

The text of title IV is as follows:
TITLE IV—ADULT EDUCATION AND FAM-

ILY LITERACY CONSOLIDATION GRANT
AND LIBRARY SERVICES AND TECH-
NOLOGY CONSOLIDATION GRANT

SEC. 401. FINDINGS.
The Congress finds as follows:
(1) According to the 1990 census, 21 percent

of our Nation’s adults (more than 38 million
persons) lack a high school credential or are
limited English proficient.

(2) The National Adult Literacy Survey,
conducted under the Adult Education Act,
found that 20 percent of all adults in the
United States, or about 40 million people,
have minimal levels of literacy skills and
that the lack of such skills is related to un-
employment, low wages, and fewer weeks
worked.

(3) The success of State efforts to reform
and improve public education are dependent
on the ability of the United States to break
intergenerational cycles of illiteracy and in-
adequate education by ensuring that parents
possess a strong educational foundation and,
as the first and most continuous teachers of
their children, model for, and instill in, their
children a commitment to family literacy
and life-long learning.

(4) Generations of immigrants have con-
tributed to our communities and our econ-
omy, but for them to continue to do so given
recent technologies and the competitive
global economy, they must master English
as rapidly as possible.

(5) Studies have found that incarcerated
adults are twice as likely as nonincarcerated
adults to lack a good education and that
such lack is a significant statistical indica-
tor of recidivism.
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(6) Certain short-term and long-term goals

of the Nation may not be met unless the
United States improves its current system of
adult education and life-long learning
through Federal leadership.
SEC. 402. DEFINITIONS.

As used in this title:
(1) CORRECTIONAL EDUCATION AGENCY.—The

term ‘‘correctional education agency’’ means
an entity that provides programs for crimi-
nal offenders in corrections institutions and
for other institutionalized individuals which
include academic programs for basic edu-
cation, special education, bilingual or Eng-
lish language instruction, vocational train-
ing, library development, corrections edu-
cation programs, guidance and counseling,
and other supportive services for criminal of-
fenders which may emphasize coordination
of educational services with educational in-
stitutions, community-based organizations
of demonstrative effectiveness, and the pri-
vate sector, designed to provide education
and training.

(2) EDUCATIONALLY DISADVANTAGED
ADULT.—The term ‘‘educationally disadvan-
taged adult’’ means an adult who—

(A) demonstrates basic skills equivalent to
or below that of students at the fifth grade
level; or

(B) has been placed in the lowest or begin-
ning level of an adult education program
when that program does not use grade level
equivalencies as a measure of students’ basic
skills.

(3) FAMILY LITERACY SERVICES.—The term
‘‘family literacy services’’ means services
that are of sufficient intensity in terms of
hours, and of sufficient duration, to make
sustainable changes in a family and that in-
tegrate all of the following activities:

(A) Interactive literacy activities between
parents and their children.

(B) Training for parents on how to be their
children’s primary teacher and full partners
in the education of their children.

(C) Parent literacy training.
(D) An age-appropriate education program

for children.
(4) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’

means the Secretary of Education.
Subtitle A—Adult Education and Family

Literacy Consolidation Grant
SEC. 411. PURPOSES.

The purposes of this subtitle are to assist
States to provide—

(1) to adults, the basic educational skills
necessary for employment and self-suffi-
ciency;

(2) to adults who are parents, the edu-
cational skills necessary to be full partners
in the educational development of their chil-
dren;

(3) to adults, the basic English language
skills necessary to participate in the civic,
social, and economic life of the United
States; and

(4) to adults, the opportunity to attain a
high school degree or its equivalent in order
to permit them to pursue further education
and training or improve their family and
work situations.

CHAPTER 1—FUNDING
SEC. 421. RESERVATIONS FROM AMOUNTS AP-

PROPRIATED.
(a) NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR LITERACY.—

For any fiscal year, the Secretary shall re-
serve $4,500,000 of the amount appropriated
under section 4(a)(3) to carry out the activi-
ties of the National Institute for Literacy
described in section 441.

(b) NATIONAL LEADERSHIP ACTIVITIES.—For
any fiscal year, the Secretary shall reserve
$4,500,000 of the amount appropriated under
section 4(a)(3) to establish and carry out the
program of national leadership and evalua-
tion activities described in section 442.

SEC. 422. ALLOTMENT.
(a) INITIAL ALLOTMENT.—From the sums

available for the purpose of making grants
under chapter 2 for any fiscal year, the Sec-
retary shall allot—

(1) $100,000 each to Guam, American
Samoa, the Commonwealth of the Northern
Mariana Islands, and the Virgin Islands; and

(2) $250,000 to each of the other States.
(b) ADDITIONAL ALLOTMENT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—From the remainder of

the sums described in subsection (a) after the
application of the subsection, the Secretary
shall allot to each State an amount which
bears the same ratio to such remainder as
the number of qualifying adults in the State
bears to the number of such adults in all
States.

(2) QUALIFYING ADULT.—For purposes of
this subsection, the term ‘‘qualifying adult’’
means an adult who—

(A) is at least 16 years of age, but less than
61 years of age;

(B) is beyond the age of compulsory school
attendance under State law;

(C) does not have a certificate of gradua-
tion from a school providing secondary edu-
cation (or its equivalent); and

(D) is not currently enrolled in elementary
or secondary school.

CHAPTER 2—GRANTS TO STATES
SEC. 431. REQUIREMENT TO MAKE GRANTS.

For fiscal year 1997 and subsequent fiscal
years, the Secretary shall make a grant to a
State in an amount equal to the initial and
additional allotments of the State for the
year if the State—

(1) has satisfied the requirements of title I
and section 433(a)(1);

(2) agrees not to expend the grant for any
purpose other than in accordance with sec-
tion 432;

(3) agrees to satisfy the grant requirements
in section 433(a)(2) and 433(b); and

(4) agrees not to expend the grant for the
purpose of supporting or providing programs,
services, or activities for individuals who are
not adults, except if such programs, services,
or activities are related to family literacy
services.
SEC. 432. USES OF FUNDS.

(a) STATE USES OF FUNDS.—
(1) GRANTS TO SERVE TARGET POPU-

LATIONS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Of the funds paid to a

State under this title for fiscal year 1998 and
subsequent fiscal years, 3 percent shall be
distributed as performance grants made by
the State on a competitive basis, and con-
sistent with subsection (b) and section
433(b)(2), to local service providers that have
provided, during the immediately preceding
fiscal year, adult education or family lit-
eracy services to the target populations de-
scribed in subparagraph (C).

(B) LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS.—The local
service providers referred to in subparagraph
(A) may include the following:

(i) Local educational agencies.
(ii) Correctional educational agencies.
(iii) Community-based organizations.
(iv) Public or private nonprofit agencies.
(v) Institutions of higher education.
(vi) Libraries.
(vii) Other institutions that the State de-

termines to have the ability to provide lit-
eracy services to adults and families.

(C) TARGET POPULATIONS.—The target pop-
ulations referred to in subparagraph (A) are
the following:

(i) Adults with more than one barrier to
self-sufficiency, such as being unemployed or
an educationally disadvantaged adult.

(ii) Families on public assistance (as deter-
mined by the State).

(iii) Parents who are educationally dis-
advantaged adults and who have a child who
is less than 8 years of age.

(iv) Adults who are individuals with dis-
abilities or who have similar special needs.

(2) GRANTS TO LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS.—
Of the funds paid to a State under this sub-
title for any fiscal year that remain after the
application of paragraph (1), at least 85 per-
cent shall be distributed as grants made by
the State on a competitive basis, and con-
sistent with subsection (b) and section
433(b)(2), to local service providers to estab-
lish, conduct, or expand programs, services,
or activities to achieve a purpose of this sub-
title. Such local service providers may in-
clude the local service providers described in
paragraph (1)(B).

(3) OTHER STATE ACTIVITIES.—A State may
use not more than 12 percent of the funds
paid to the State under this subtitle for any
fiscal year that remain after the application
of paragraph (1) for one or more of the fol-
lowing purposes:

(A) The establishment or operation of pro-
fessional development programs to improve
the quality of instruction provided in local
adult education and literacy programs, in-
cluding instruction provided by volunteers.

(B) The provision of technical assistance to
local service providers.

(C) The provision of technology assistance
to local service providers to enable them to
improve the quality of their programs, serv-
ices, and activities that achieve a purpose of
this subtitle, including—

(i) providing hardware and software;
(ii) paying for service connection fees asso-

ciated with gaining access to computerized
databases; and

(iii) upgrading the technological capabili-
ties of local service providers to improve the
quality of their services and to assist them
in providing services on a flexible schedule
that meets the needs of diverse populations.

(D) The support of State or regional net-
works of literacy resource centers that—

(i) enhance the coordination of literacy
services across public and private programs
and State agencies;

(ii) enhance the capacity of the State and
local service providers to provide literacy
services through the diffusion and adoption
of state-of-the-art teaching methods and
technologies;

(iii) provide linkages between the National
Institute for Literacy established under sec-
tion 441 and local service providers for the
sharing of literacy information, research,
and resources;

(iv) encourage government and industry
partnerships; and

(v) provide training and technical assist-
ance to literacy instructors in reading in-
struction, the use of state-of-the-art meth-
odologies, instructional materials, and tech-
nologies, and professional development.

(E) Monitoring and evaluating the quality
of, and the improvement in, services and ac-
tivities conducted with Federal financial as-
sistance under this subtitle, including carry-
ing out section 433(a)(2).

(F) The support of a common management
information system as described in section
109.

(G) Carrying out other activities of state-
wide significance that promote the purposes
of this Act.

(4) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—For any fis-
cal year, a State may use not more than 3
percent of the funds paid to the State under
this subtitle that remain after the applica-
tion of paragraph (1) or $50,000, whichever is
greater, for—

(A) planning, administration, and inter-
agency coordination associated with a grant
under this subtitle; and

(B) support for integrated career center
systems described in section 107.
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(b) LOCAL USES OF FUNDS.—A State shall

require that a local service provider that re-
ceives a grant from the State under para-
graph (1) or (2) of subsection (a) use the
grant to establish or operate one or more
programs that provide instruction or serv-
ices within one or more of the following cat-
egories:

(1) Adult basic education that is designed
for an adult who—

(A) has minimal competence in reading,
writing, or computation;

(B) is not sufficiently competent in read-
ing, writing, or computation to meet the re-
quirements of adult life in the United States;
or

(C) is not sufficiently competent in speak-
ing, reading, or writing the English language
to obtain employment commensurate with
the adult’s intellectual abilities.

(2) Adult secondary education that is de-
signed for an adult who is literate and can
function in everyday life, but who—

(A) has not acquired basic educational
skills, including reading, writing, and com-
putation; or

(B) does not have a certificate of gradua-
tion from a school providing education to
students in grade 12, or its equivalent.

(3) English literacy instruction that is de-
signed for an adult—

(A) who—
(i) has limited ability in speaking, reading,

writing, or understanding the English lan-
guage and whose native language is a lan-
guage other than English; or

(ii) lives in a family or community envi-
ronment where a language other than Eng-
lish is the dominant language; and

(B) who, by reason of a condition described
in subparagraph (A), has sufficient difficulty
reading, writing, or understanding the Eng-
lish language that the adult is unable—

(i) to learn successfully in a classroom
where the language of instruction is English;
or

(ii) to participate fully in the society of
the United States.

(4) Family literacy services.
(c) AUTHORIZATION TO RECEIVE PAYMENTS

FROM OTHER PROGRAMS.—A local service pro-
vider that receives a grant from a State
under paragraph (1) or (2) of subsection (a),
and that provides adult education and lit-
eracy services to an adult who was referred
to the provider by a program supported
under title II or III, may receive payment for
the services from the program, either in the
form of a career grant or by some other
means.
SEC. 433. ADDITIONAL GRANT REQUIREMENTS.

(a) GOALS, PROGRESS INDICATORS, PERFORM-
ANCE MEASURES.—

(1) PLANNING REQUIREMENTS.—A State that
desires to receive a grant under this subtitle
shall accomplish the following:

(A) Establish, through the collaborative
process described in section 103, measurable
goals for improving literacy levels, retention
in literacy programs, and long-term learning
gains of individuals in the State.

(B) Based on such goals and the perform-
ance measures described in section 110(f), es-
tablish, through such collaborative process,
progress indicators to be used to evaluate
the performance of local service providers re-
ceiving a grant under paragraph (1) or (2) of
section 432(a).

(C) Describe such goals and progress indi-
cators in the State workforce development
and literacy plan submitted to the Secretary
under section 104.

(2) IMPLEMENTATION REQUIREMENTS.—A
State that receives a grant under this sub-
title shall accomplish the following:

(A) With respect to each local service pro-
vider receiving a grant under paragraph (1)

or (2) of section 432(a), based on the goals and
progress indicators established under para-
graph (1), measure the performance measures
described in section 110(f) and use the data
produced by such measurement to improve
the quality of services provided to program
participants or service recipients.

(B) Beginning on the date that is 2 years
after the first date that a local service pro-
vider receives a grant under paragraph (1) or
(2) of section 432(a), annually assess the de-
gree to which the provider is meeting or ex-
ceeding the progress indicators applicable to
the provider.

(C) Annually report to the Secretary on
the performance measures described in sec-
tion 434 for each category described in such
section.

(b) OTHER REQUIREMENTS.—A State that re-
ceives a grant under this subtitle shall en-
sure the following:

(1) EXPENDITURES OF NON-FEDERAL FUNDS.—
For any fiscal year for which a grant is made
to the State under this subtitle, the State
shall expend, on programs and activities re-
lating to adult education and family literacy
services, an amount, derived from sources
other than the Federal Government, equal to
25 percent of the State’s initial and addi-
tional allotments for the year.

(2) PRIORITY FOR PLANNING WITH BOARDS
AND SYSTEMS.—In awarding grants to local
service providers under paragraph (1) or (2) of
section 432(a), the State shall give priority
to providers that demonstrate joint planning
with local workforce development boards
and integrated career center systems.

(3) EQUITABLE ACCESS.—Local educational
agencies, public or private nonprofit agen-
cies, community-based organizations, correc-
tional education agencies, institutions of
higher education, libraries, and institutions
which serve educationally disadvantaged
adults shall be provided direct and equitable
access to Federal funds provided under this
subtitle in accordance with this subtitle.

(4) PAYMENTS BY LOCAL WORKFORCE DEVEL-
OPMENT BOARDS TO LOCAL SERVICE PROVID-
ERS.—A local service provider that receives a
grant from a State under paragraph (1) or (2)
of section 432(a) may negotiate with a local
workforce development board with respect to
receipt of payments for adult education and
literacy services provided by the provider to
adults referred to the provider by a program
supported under title II or III.

CHAPTER 3—NATIONAL PROGRAMS
SEC. 441. NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR LITERACY.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—There shall be established

a National Institute for Literacy (in this sec-
tion referred to as the ‘‘Institute’’). The In-
stitute shall be administered under the
terms of an interagency agreement entered
into by the Secretary of Education with the
Secretary of Labor and the Secretary of
Health and Human Services (in this section
referred to as the ‘‘Interagency Group’’). The
Secretary may include in the Institute any
research and development center, institute,
or clearinghouse established within the De-
partment of Education whose purpose is de-
termined by the Secretary to be related to
the purpose of the Institute.

(2) BOARD RECOMMENDATIONS.—The Inter-
agency Group shall consider the rec-
ommendations of the National Institute for
Literacy Advisory Board (in this section re-
ferred to as the ‘‘Board’’) established under
subsection (d) in planning the goals of the
Institute and in the implementation of any
programs to achieve such goals.

(3) DAILY OPERATIONS.—The daily oper-
ations of the Institute shall be carried out by
the Director of the Institute appointed under
subsection (g).

(b) DUTIES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Institute shall—
(A) provide national leadership for the im-

provement and expansion of the system for
delivery of literacy services;

(B) coordinate the delivery of such serv-
ices;

(C) support the creation of new methods of
offering improved services;

(D) serve as a national resource for adult
education and family literacy services by
providing to the public the best and most
current information available on the sub-
jects; and

(E) assist States in developing levels of
performance.

(2) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—In order to
carry out the duties described in paragraph
(1), the Institute may—

(A) establish a national electronic
database of information that includes—

(i) information on—
(I) effective practices in the provision of

literacy and basic skills instruction;
(II) public and private literacy and basic

skills programs and Federal, State, and local
policies affecting the provision of literacy
services at the national, State, and local lev-
els; and

(III) technical assistance, meetings, con-
ferences, and other opportunities that lead
to the improvement of literacy and basic
skills services; and

(ii) a communication network for literacy
programs, providers, and students;

(B) coordinate support for the provision of
literacy and basic skills services across Fed-
eral agencies and at the State and local
level;

(C) coordinate the support of research and
development on literacy and basic skills in
families and adults across Federal agencies
and carry out basic and applied research and
development on topics that are not being in-
vestigated by other organizations or agen-
cies;

(D) collect and disseminate information on
methods of advancing literacy that show
promise of success; and

(E) assist in the development of policy
with respect to literacy and basic skills.

(3) GRANTS, CONTRACTS, AND AGREEMENTS.—
The Institute may enter into contracts or
cooperative agreements with, or make
grants to, individuals, public or private in-
stitutions, agencies, organizations, or con-
sortia of such institutions, agencies, or orga-
nizations to carry out the activities of the
Institute. Such grants, contracts, or agree-
ments shall be subject to the laws and regu-
lations that generally apply to grants, con-
tracts, or agreements entered into by Fed-
eral agencies.

(c) LITERACY LEADERSHIP.—
(1) FELLOWSHIPS.—The Institute, in con-

sultation with the Board, may award fellow-
ships, with such stipends and allowances as
the Director considers necessary, to out-
standing individuals pursuing careers in
adult education or literacy in the areas of in-
struction, management, research, or innova-
tion.

(2) USE OF FELLOWSHIPS.—Fellowships
awarded under this subsection shall be used,
under the auspices of the Institute, to en-
gage in research, education, training, tech-
nical assistance, or other activities to ad-
vance the field of adult education or lit-
eracy, including the training of volunteer
literacy providers at the national, State, or
local level.

(3) INTERNS AND VOLUNTEERS.—The Insti-
tute, in consultation with the Board, may
award paid and unpaid internships to indi-
viduals seeking to assist the Institute in car-
rying out its mission. Notwithstanding sec-
tion 1342 of title 31, United States Code, the
Institute may accept and use voluntary and
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uncompensated services as the Institute de-
termines necessary.

(d) NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR LITERACY AD-
VISORY BOARD.—

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—There shall be a National

Institute for Literacy Advisory Board. The
Board shall consist of 10 individuals ap-
pointed by the President with the advice and
consent of the Senate from individuals who—

(i) are not otherwise officers or employees
of the Federal Government; and

(ii) are representative of entities or groups
described in subparagraph (B).

(B) ENTITIES OR GROUPS DESCRIBED.—The
entities or groups referred to in subpara-
graph (A) are—

(i) literacy organizations and providers of
literacy services, including—

(I) nonprofit providers of literacy services;
(II) providers of programs and services in-

volving English language instruction; and
(III) providers of services receiving assist-

ance under this subtitle;
(ii) businesses that have demonstrated in-

terest in literacy programs;
(iii) literacy students;
(iv) experts in the area of literacy re-

search;
(v) State and local governments; and
(vi) representatives of employees.
(2) DUTIES.—The Board shall—
(A) make recommendations concerning the

appointment of the Director and staff of the
Institute;

(B) provide independent advice on the oper-
ation of the Institute; and

(C) receive reports from the Interagency
Group and the Director.

(3) TERMS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Each member of the

Board shall be appointed for a term of 3
years, except that the initial terms for mem-
bers may be 1, 2, or 3 years in order to estab-
lish a rotation in which 1⁄3 of the members
are selected each year.

(B) VACANCY APPOINTMENTS.—Any member
appointed to fill a vacancy occurring before
the expiration of the term for which the
member’s predecessor was appointed shall be
appointed only for the remainder of that
term. A member may serve after the expira-
tion of that members’ term until a successor
has taken office. A vacancy in the Board
shall be filled in the manner in which the
original appointment was made. A vacancy
in the Board shall not affect the powers of
the Board.

(4) QUORUM.—A majority of the members of
the Board shall constitute a quorum but a
lesser number may hold hearings. Any rec-
ommendation may be passed only by a ma-
jority of its members present.

(5) CHAIRPERSON AND VICE CHAIRPERSON.—
The chairperson and vice chairperson of the
Board shall be elected by the members. The
term of office of the chairperson and vice
chairperson shall be 1 year.

(6) MEETINGS.—The Board shall meet at the
call of the chairperson or a majority of its
members.

(e) GIFTS, BEQUESTS, AND DEVISES.—The In-
stitute may accept, administer, and use gifts
or donations of services, money, or property,
both real and personal.

(f) MAILS.—The Board and the Institute
may use the United States mails in the same
manner and under the same conditions as
other departments and agencies of the Unit-
ed States.

(g) STAFF.—The Interagency Group, after
considering recommendations made by the
Board, shall appoint and fix the pay of a Di-
rector.

(h) APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN CIVIL SERV-
ICE LAWS.—The Director and staff of the In-
stitute may be appointed without regard to
the provisions of title 5, United States Code,

governing appointments in the competitive
service, and may be paid without regard to
the provisions of chapter 51 and subchapter
III of chapter 53 of that title relating to clas-
sification and General Schedule pay rates,
except that an individual so appointed may
not receive pay in excess of the maximum
rate payable under section 5376 of title 5,
United States Code.

(i) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.—The Board
and the Institute may procure temporary
and intermittent services under section
3109(b) of title 5, United States Code.

(j) REPORT.—The Institute shall submit a
biennial report to the Interagency Group and
the Congress.
SEC. 442. NATIONAL LEADERSHIP ACTIVITIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es-
tablish and carry out a program of national
leadership and evaluation activities to en-
hance the quality of adult education and
family literacy programs nationwide.

(b) REQUIRED ACTIVITY.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The program of national

leadership and evaluation activities under
subsection (a) shall include a national eval-
uation, conducted by the Secretary, of the
programs and activities carried out by
States and local service providers with Fed-
eral funds received under this subtitle. Such
evaluation shall include information on the
following:

(A) The manner in which States and local
service providers use Federal funds, includ-
ing the manner in which States allocate such
funds among such providers.

(B) The manner in which States establish
goals and performance standards and use
such goals and standards to manage and im-
prove programs.

(C) The effectiveness of the funds used
under subparagraphs (B) and (C) of section
432(a)(3).

(D) The manner in which economically dis-
advantaged individuals and educationally
disadvantaged adults are being served by
States and local service providers.

(E) The coordination between programs
and activities carried out with Federal funds
received under titles II and III and programs
and activities carried out with Federal funds
received under this subtitle.

(F) The percentage of individuals receiving
a service from an integrated career center
system who are referred by such system to a
local service provider providing adult edu-
cation or literacy services.

(2) REPORT.—Not later than September 30,
2001, the Secretary shall provide to the Con-
gress and publicly publish the results of the
evaluation conducted under paragraph (1).

(c) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The program of national

leadership and evaluation activities under
subsection (a) may include the following:

(A) Assisting States in developing levels of
performance.

(B) Research and development.
(C) Demonstration of model and innovative

programs.
(D) Evaluations, including independent

evaluations of adult education and family
literacy programs carried out with financial
assistance received pursuant to this subtitle.

(E) Data collection.
(F) Professional development.
(G) Technical assistance to States and

local service providers receiving Federal fi-
nancial assistance pursuant to this subtitle.

(H) Making grants to State or regional net-
works of literacy resource centers described
in section 432(a)(3)(D).

(I) Other activities to enhance the quality
of adult education and family literacy pro-
grams nationwide.

(2) GRANTS, CONTRACTS, AND COOPERATIVE
AGREEMENTS.—The Secretary may carry out

the activities described in paragraph (1) di-
rectly or through grants, contracts, and co-
operative agreements.
Subtitle B—Library Services and Technology

Consolidation Grant
SEC. 451. PURPOSES.

The purposes of this subtitle are—
(1) to consolidate Federal library service

programs;
(2) to improve public access to information

through electronic networks; and
(3) to provide linkages among and between

libraries and integrated career center sys-
tems.
SEC. 452. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to
be appropriated to carry out this subtitle
$110,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 1997
through 2002.

(b) ADVANCE NOTICE OF FUNDING.—For the
purpose of affording adequate notice of fund-
ing available under this subtitle, an appro-
priation to carry out this subtitle is author-
ized to be included in an appropriation Act
for the fiscal year preceding the fiscal year
for which such appropriation is first avail-
able for obligation.
SEC. 453. ALLOTMENTS.

(a) INITIAL ALLOTMENTS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—From the sums appro-

priated under section 452 for any fiscal year,
the Secretary shall allot—

(A) $40,000 each to Guam, American Samoa,
the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana
Islands, and the Virgin Islands; and

(B) $200,000 to each of the other States.
(2) RATABLE REDUCTION.—If the sums ap-

propriated under section 452 for any fiscal
year are insufficient to pay all of the allot-
ments under paragraph (1), each such allot-
ment shall be ratably reduced.

(b) ADDITIONAL ALLOTMENTS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—From the remainder of

the sums appropriated under section 452 for
any fiscal year after the application of sub-
section (a), the Secretary shall allot to each
State an amount which bears the same ratio
to such remainder as the population of the
State bears to the population of all States.

(2) DETERMINATION OF POPULATION OF
STATES.—For the purpose of this subsection,
the population of each State, and the total
population of all States, shall be determined
by the Secretary on the basis of the most re-
cent census data available to the Secretary,
and the Secretary shall use for such purpose,
if available, the annual interim current cen-
sus data produced by the Secretary of Com-
merce pursuant to section 181 of title 13,
United States Code.
SEC. 454. GRANTS TO STATES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall make
a grant for a fiscal year to a State if the
State—

(1) has submitted to the Secretary for the
year an annual application that has been ap-
proved by the Secretary under section 456;
and

(2) has entered into a written agreement
with the Secretary that—

(A) the State will provide 100 percent of
the funds paid to the State under this sub-
title for the year to the State library admin-
istrative agency for the State;

(B) such agency will be required to use
such funds to carry out activities that—

(i) are described in such annual applica-
tion;

(ii) achieve the purposes of this subtitle;
and

(iii) satisfy the requirements of section 455;
(C) there will be available from State and

local sources for expenditure by such agency
to carry out such activities an amount that
equals or exceeds 25 percent of the total cost
(as determined by the Secretary) of carrying
out such activities for the year; and
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(D) such agency has the fiscal and legal au-

thority and capability to administer all as-
pects of such activities.

(b) AMOUNT OF GRANTS.—The amount of a
grant to a State under subsection (a) for a
fiscal year shall equal the lesser of the fol-
lowing:

(1) The sum of the initial and additional al-
lotments of the State for the year.

(2) 75 percent of the total cost (as deter-
mined by the Secretary) of carrying out the
activities described in subsection (a)(2)(B)
for the year.
SEC. 455. USES OF FUNDS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Of the funds provided to a
State library administrative agency under
section 454(a)(2)(A), the agency shall expend
(either directly or through subgrants or co-
operative agreements) at least 97 percent for
one or more of the following purposes:

(1) Electronically connecting libraries with
integrated career center systems designated
or established under section 107 and local
service providers receiving grants under
paragraph (1) or (2) of section 432(a).

(2) Establishing or enhancing linkages
among libraries.

(3) Assisting libraries in accessing informa-
tion through electronic networks.

(4) Encouraging libraries in different Fed-
eral, State, and local jurisdictions, and dif-
ferent types of libraries, to establish consor-
tia and share resources.

(5) Paying costs for libraries to acquire or
share computer systems and telecommuni-
cations technologies.

(6) Improving library and information serv-
ices for individuals who have difficulty using
a library or who need special library mate-
rials or services, including individuals under
the age of 18.

(b) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—In any fis-
cal year, a State library administrative
agency may use not more than 3 percent of
the funds provided to the agency under sec-
tion 454(a)(2)(A) for planning, administra-
tion, evaluations, and interagency coordina-
tion associated with a grant under this sub-
title.
SEC. 456. ANNUAL APPLICATIONS.

(a) SUBMISSION.—A State that desires to re-
ceive a grant under this subtitle for a fiscal
year shall submit to the Secretary, in such
form and manner and before such deadline as
the Secretary shall specify in regulations, an
application for such year. Such application
shall—

(1) establish goals, and specify priorities,
for the State consistent with the purposes of
this subtitle;

(2) describe activities that are consistent
with such goals and priorities, the purposes
of this subtitle, and the requirements of sec-
tion 455 that the State library administra-
tive agency will carry out during such year
using such grant;

(3) describe the procedures that such agen-
cy will use to carry out such activities;

(4) describe the methodology that such
agency will use to evaluate the success of
such activities in achieving such goals and
meeting such priorities;

(5) describe procedures that such agency
will use to involve libraries and library users
throughout the State in policy decisions re-
garding implementation of this subtitle; and

(6) provide assurances satisfactory to the
Secretary that such agency will make such
reports, in such form and containing such in-
formation, as the Secretary may reasonably
require to carry out this subtitle and to de-
termine the extent to which funds provided
under this subtitle have been effective in
carrying out its purposes.

(b) APPROVAL.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall ap-

prove each application submitted under sub-

section (a) that satisfies the requirements of
the subsection.

(2) RIGHTS OF STATES UPON DISAPPROVAL.—
If the Secretary determines that an applica-
tion submitted by a State under subsection
(a) does not satisfy the requirements of such
subsection, the Secretary shall—

(A) immediately notify the State of such
determination and the reasons for such de-
termination; and

(B) offer the State an opportunity to revise
its application to correct any deficiencies.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments to title IV?

If not, the Clerk will designate title
V.

The text of title V is as follows:
TITLE V—AMENDMENTS TO

REHABILITATION ACT OF 1973
Subtitle A—Vocational Rehabilitation

Consolidation Grant
CHAPTER 1—TRANSITION PERIOD

SEC. 501. TRANSITION.
With respect to the amendment made by

section 511(a)(4) to title I of the Rehabilita-
tion Act of 1973, the Secretary of Education,
acting through the Commissioner of the Re-
habilitation Services Administration, shall
administer the amendment in accordance
with the following:

(1) During fiscal year 1996, the Secretary
shall develop administrative policies for im-
plementing the amendment.

(2) During the fiscal years 1997 and 1998, the
Secretary shall begin implementing the
amendment in accordance with paragraph
(4).

(3) The Secretary shall ensure that, by the
first day of fiscal year 1999, the amendment
is fully implemented.

(4) For purposes of paragraph (2), the Sec-
retary shall ensure that, before the first day
of fiscal year 1999, the following require-
ments, administered as conditions on the re-
ceipt of grants under such title, have been
met:

(A) The States have complied with section
103(b)(4) of such title (as amended by section
511) regarding the participation of certain
providers.

(B) The States have established policies
and made arrangements for the operation of
the system of career grants described in sec-
tion 103(c) of such title, including with re-
spect to the reimbursement of providers.

(C) The States have established policies
and made arrangements under section
103(b)(12) of such title regarding the training
of the management and staff of integrated
career center systems with respect to indi-
viduals with disabilities.

(D) The States have established policies
and made arrangements under section 104 of
such title regarding the establishment of
such centers, including providing for the sig-
nificant participation of community-based
providers in the program carried out by the
State pursuant to such title.

(E) Such other requirements under the
amendment as the Secretary determines to
be appropriate.

(5)(A) Notwithstanding the amendment,
during the fiscal years 1996 through 1998, the
provisions of title I of the Rehabilitation Act
of 1973 that were in effect on the day before
the date of the enactment of this Act con-
tinue to be in effect, subject to paragraphs
(1) through (4). In implementing the amend-
ment, the Secretary shall seek to avoid un-
necessarily disrupting the provision of serv-
ices under such title to individuals who, as of
the date of the enactment of this Act, were
receiving services pursuant to an individual-
ized plan under such title.

(B) On and after the first day of fiscal year
1999, the provisions referred to in the first

sentence of subparagraph (A) do not have
any legal effect.

CHAPTER 2—REVISION OF TITLE I OF
REHABILITATION ACT OF 1973

SEC. 511. REVISION OF TITLE I.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Effective October 1, 1995,

the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 701
et seq.) is amended—

(1) by transferring section 112 from the cur-
rent placement of the section;

(2) by redesignating such section as section
510;

(3) by adding such section at the end of
title V; and

(4) by amending title I to read as follows:
‘‘TITLE I—VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION

SERVICES
‘‘SEC. 100. PURPOSE.

‘‘The purpose of this title is to assist
States in making available to individuals
with disabilities a program of employment,
training, and rehabilitation services that is
consistent with their strengths, resources,
priorities, concerns, abilities, and capabili-
ties; that maximizes individuals’ control
over their vocational and career choices; and
that is in accordance with the goal of assur-
ing equality of opportunity, full participa-
tion, independent living, and economic self-
sufficiency for such individuals.
‘‘SEC. 101. FORMULA GRANTS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—
‘‘(1) FORMULA GRANTS.—In the case of each

State that submits to the Secretary a
workforce development and literacy plan for
fiscal year 1999 or any subsequent fiscal year
that meets the requirement of section 104 of
the Consolidated and Reformed Education,
Employment, and Rehabilitation Systems
Act, the Secretary shall make a grant for
the year to the State as the Federal share of
carrying out the purposes specified in this
title. The grant shall consist of the allot-
ment determined for the State under section
107.

‘‘(2) CONDITIONS FOR GRANT.—A State may
receive a grant under paragraph (1) for a fis-
cal year only if the State meets the condi-
tions described in this title for the State for
the fiscal year.

‘‘(b) ADMINISTRATOR OF FEDERAL PRO-
GRAM.—The Secretary shall carry out this
title acting through the Commissioner of the
Rehabilitation Services Administration, ex-
cept as indicated otherwise.

‘‘(c) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—The purpose
specified in section 100 shall be carried out
only in accordance with the other provisions
of this title.

‘‘(d) FUNDING.—
‘‘(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

For the purpose of carrying out this title,
there are authorized to be appropriated such
sums as may be necessary for each of the fis-
cal years 1999 through 2002, except that the
amount to be appropriated for a fiscal year
shall not be less than the amount of the ap-
propriation under this subsection for the im-
mediately preceding fiscal year, plus the
amount of the Consumer Price Index addi-
tion determined under paragraph (2) for the
immediately preceding fiscal year.

‘‘(2) ADJUSTMENTS PURSUANT TO CONSUMER
PRICE INDEX.—

‘‘(A) Not later than November 15 of each
fiscal year, the Secretary of Labor shall pub-
lish in the Federal Register the percentage
change in the Consumer Price Index pub-
lished for October of the preceding fiscal
year and October of the fiscal year in which
such publication is made.

‘‘(B) If in any fiscal year the percentage
change published under subparagraph (A) in-
dicates an increase in the Consumer Price
Index, then the amount to be appropriated
under paragraph (1) for the subsequent fiscal
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year shall be at least the amount appro-
priated for the fiscal year in which the publi-
cation is made under subparagraph (A) in-
creased by such percentage change.

‘‘(C) If in any fiscal year the percentage
change published under subparagraph (A)
does not indicate an increase in the
Consumer Price Index, then the amount to
be appropriated under paragraph (1) for the
subsequent fiscal year shall be at least the
amount appropriated for the fiscal year in
which the publication is made under sub-
paragraph (A).

‘‘(D) For purposes of this paragraph, the
term ‘Consumer Price Index’ means the
Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consum-
ers, published monthly by the Bureau of
Labor Statistics.

‘‘(3) AUTOMATIC EXTENSION OF AUTHORIZA-
TION.—

‘‘(A) Unless, in the regular session that
ends prior to the beginning of the last fiscal
year for which an authorization of appropria-
tions is provided in paragraph (1), legislation
has been enacted that has the effect of ex-
tending such authorization, such authoriza-
tion is automatically extended for one addi-
tional year.

‘‘(B) The amount authorized to be appro-
priated for the additional fiscal year de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) shall be an
amount equal to the amount appropriated
for such program for fiscal year 2002, plus the
amount of the Consumer Price Index addi-
tion determined under paragraph (2) for the
immediately preceding fiscal year.

‘‘(C) In any case where the Commissioner
is required under an applicable statute to
carry out certain acts or make certain deter-
minations that are necessary for the con-
tinuation of the program authorized by this
title, and such acts or determinations are re-
quired during the last fiscal year for which
an authorization of appropriations is pro-
vided in paragraph (1), such acts and deter-
minations shall be required during any fiscal
year for which subparagraph (A) is in oper-
ation.
‘‘SEC. 102. ALLOCATION WITHIN STATE OF ADMIN-

ISTRATIVE RESPONSIBILITIES.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of section

101(a), a State will—
‘‘(1) subject to subsection (b), reserve not

more than 20 percent of the grant under such
section for the fiscal year involved for carry-
ing out the responsibilities of a State admin-
istrative agent under section 103; and

‘‘(2) reserve not less than 80 percent of the
grant for carrying out the responsibilities
under section 104 of local workforce develop-
ment boards and integrated career center
systems with respect to workforce develop-
ment areas.

‘‘(b) ADDITIONAL STATE RESPONSIBILITIES.—
Amounts reserved by a State under sub-
section (a)(1) may be expended by the State
administrative agent to carry out respon-
sibilities that otherwise would be carried out
under section 104 by local workforce develop-
ment boards or integrated career center sys-
tems, if the State determines that such ex-
penditures are justified to make available
goods and services that could not otherwise
be obtained within a local workforce devel-
opment area, to provide services to individ-
uals unable to utilize the integrated career
center systems, or to otherwise ensure the
efficient and equitable provision in the State
of services under this title, including the
provision of services for individuals in rural
areas.

‘‘(c) CERTAIN DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of
this Act, the terms ‘State administrative
agent’, ‘local workforce development area’,
‘local workforce development board’, and ‘in-
tegrated career center’ have the meanings
given such terms in sections 105 through 108,
respectively, of the Consolidated and Re-

formed Education, Employment, and Reha-
bilitation Systems Act.
‘‘SEC. 103. RESPONSIBILITIES OF STATE ADMINIS-

TRATIVE AGENT.
‘‘(a) STATE ADMINISTRATIVE AGENT.—In

carrying out the requirements of the Con-
solidated and Reformed Education, Employ-
ment, and Rehabilitation Systems Act, a
Governor may designate—

‘‘(1) one State administrative agent to be
responsible for carrying out this title for in-
dividuals who are blind; and

‘‘(2) a different State administrative agent
to carry out the remaining responsibilities
in this title.

‘‘(b) RESPONSIBILITIES.—For purposes of
section 101(a) and the operation in a State of
the program under this title:

‘‘(1) This subsection, and the subsequent
provisions of this section, will be carried out
by State administrative agents designated
by the Governor in accordance with sub-
section (a), through the collaborative process
established under section 103 of the Consoli-
dated and Reformed Education, Employ-
ment, and Rehabilitation Systems Act.

‘‘(2)(A) The State will provide to the public
an explanation of the methods by which the
State will provide vocational rehabilitation
services (as defined in section 104(b))—

‘‘(i) to all eligible individuals (as defined in
section 105(d)); and

‘‘(ii) within all local workforce delivery
areas in the State.

‘‘(B) In the event that such services cannot
be provided to all eligible individuals who
apply for the services, the State will show
and provide the justification for the order to
be followed in selecting individuals to whom
the services will be provided.

‘‘(C) The order of selection under subpara-
graph (B) will be determined on the basis of
serving first those individuals with the most
severe disabilities, in accordance with cri-
teria established by the State.

‘‘(3) The State will establish guidelines
providing that, in the case of an individual
to whom the State will provide a service (in
accordance with the order of selection under
paragraph (2) and the assessment of needs
under section 104(c)(1)), the individual will
have the option of receiving the service from
a provider designated by the center or from
a provider selected by the individual pursu-
ant to career grants under subsection (c).

‘‘(4) Pursuant to section 109 of the Consoli-
dated and Reformed Education, Employ-
ment, and Rehabilitation Systems Act, the
State will make significant efforts to en-
courage the participation in the State pro-
gram of community-based private providers,
with special consideration given to providers
who have received funds under this Act re-
garding projects with industry or supported
employment services, or under the Act com-
monly known as the Javits-Wagner-O’Day
Act (41 U.S.C. 46 et seq.) for employment and
training services.

‘‘(5) The State will establish provisions to
govern determinations under section 105 (re-
lating to the eligibility of individuals).

‘‘(6) The State will establish standards to
govern the conduct under section 104(c)(1) of
assessments of need, including the develop-
ment of a methodology that will be applied
in a reasonably uniform manner to all indi-
viduals for whom such assessments are con-
ducted, and that (subject to the order of se-
lection under paragraph (2)) will be designed
to prevent substantial disparities, among in-
dividuals with comparable circumstances, in
the monetary value of the services to be pro-
vided pursuant to the assessments.

‘‘(7)(A) The State will establish procedures
through which an individual may request
and obtain an impartial review, utilizing an
impartial hearing officer, of whether stand-
ards for determinations of eligibility for

services, assessments of vocational rehabili-
tation needs, and development of individual-
ized rehabilitation and employment plans
under this title were correctly applied to the
individual by the integrated career center
system involved.

‘‘(B) The State will designate a number of
days (applied uniformly to all individuals)
within which review under subparagraph (A)
will be conducted once a request for such re-
view is made by an individual, subject to
subparagraph (C).

‘‘(C)(i) The State will provide that there
may be an informal hearing, mediation, or
alternatives to such review, if agreed upon
by the individual and the integrated career
center system involved.

‘‘(ii) The State will provide that if, in a
process utilized under clause (i) by an indi-
vidual, there is a not a final disposition of
the matter involved, review under subpara-
graph (A) will remain available to the indi-
vidual.

‘‘(8) The State will ensure that vocational
rehabilitation services under this title, and
related core services, are provided by person-
nel who are qualified to provide the services
involved. For purposes of the preceding sen-
tence, the term ‘core services’ has the mean-
ing indicated for such term under title I of
the Consolidated and Reformed Education,
Employment, and Rehabilitation Systems
Act.

‘‘(9) The State will establish plans, poli-
cies, and procedures to be followed in carry-
ing out the program under this title in the
State (including entering into a formal
interagency cooperative agreement with
education officials responsible for the provi-
sion of a free appropriate public education to
students who are individuals with disabil-
ities). The State will ensure that such plans,
policies, and procedures are designed in ac-
cordance with the following:

‘‘(A)(i) To facilitate the development and
accomplishment of the goals and objectives
described in clause (ii) (including the speci-
fication of plans for coordination with the
educational agencies in the provision of
transition services), to the extent that the
goals and objectives are included in an indi-
vidualized education program of a student.

‘‘(ii) The goals and objectives referred to in
clause (i) are long-term rehabilitation goals;
intermediate rehabilitation objectives; and
goals and objectives related to enabling a
student to live independently before the stu-
dent leaves a school setting.

‘‘(B) To facilitate the transition from the
provision of a free appropriate public edu-
cation under the responsibility of an edu-
cational agency to the provision of voca-
tional rehabilitation services under this
title, including the specification of plans for
coordination with educational agencies in
the provision of transition services to an in-
dividual.

‘‘(C) To provide for—
‘‘(i) provisions for determining State lead

agencies and qualified personnel responsible
for transition services;

‘‘(ii) procedures for outreach to and identi-
fication of youth in need of such services;
and

‘‘(iii) a timeframe for evaluation and fol-
low-up of youth who have received such serv-
ices.

‘‘(10) The State will provide for coordina-
tion and working relationships with the
Statewide Independent Living Council estab-
lished under section 705 and independent liv-
ing centers within the State.

‘‘(11) The State will provide for inter-
agency cooperation with, and the utilization
of the services and facilities of, the State
agencies administering the State’s public as-
sistance programs, and other programs for
individuals with disabilities.
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‘‘(12) With respect to the integrated career

center system operated pursuant to section
104, the State will provide for the appro-
priate training of the management and staff
of the centers regarding the effective provi-
sion of services to individuals with disabil-
ities.

‘‘(13) The State will provide technical as-
sistance to local boards, integrated career
center systems, and providers relating to the
effective provision of vocational rehabilita-
tion services under this title, including the
effective development of individualized reha-
bilitation and employment plans, and will
ensure that such technical assistance is pro-
vided through appropriate means.

‘‘(c) AVAILABILITY OF CAREER GRANTS SYS-
TEM REGARDING SERVICES.—For purposes of
section 101(a) and the operation in a State of
the program under this title:

‘‘(1) The State will provide for the estab-
lishment of a system to carry out this sub-
section.

‘‘(2) In the case of an eligible individual
who (in accordance with the order of selec-
tion under subsection (b)(2) and the assess-
ment of needs under section 105(b)(2)(A)) will
receive vocational rehabilitation services
under this title, the integrated career center
involved will, upon request of the individual,
provide to the individual career grants in ac-
cordance with this subsection.

‘‘(3) Career grants under this subsection
will enable such individual to obtain the vo-
cational rehabilitation services involved
from providers selected by the individual
from among a list of providers approved by
the State for such purpose in accordance
with section 109 of the Consolidated and Re-
formed Education, Employment, and Reha-
bilitation Systems Act.

‘‘(4) The monetary value of a career grant
provided to the individual for a particular
type of service will be calculated at a fair
market value.

‘‘(5) To the extent practicable, the list of
providers under paragraph (3) will provide for
the availability within each local workforce
development area of a broad range of serv-
ices.

‘‘(6) The aggregate value of the career
grants available to the individual will be es-
tablished in proportion to the degree of the
individual’s need for rehabilitation (as deter-
mined under section 104(c)(1)). Such value re-
garding the individuals may be adjusted to
address emerging needs that arise during the
course of the individual’s rehabilitation and
employment program.

‘‘(d) STATE OPTIONS.—With respect to com-
pliance with this section, a State may, in the
discretion of the State, expend a grant under
section 101 for the following:

‘‘(1) To disseminate findings from research
regarding vocational rehabilitation services,
after consideration of requests from local
workforce development boards and inte-
grated career center systems regarding the
types of information needed by such boards
and centers.

‘‘(2) To conduct demonstration projects re-
garding improvements with respect to voca-
tional rehabilitation services, subject to pro-
viding the results of such projects to the
Commissioner and as appropriate dissemi-
nating the results within the State.
‘‘SEC. 104. RESPONSIBILITIES FOR LOCAL

BOARDS AND SERVICE CENTERS.
‘‘(a) PROVISION OF VOCATIONAL REHABILITA-

TION SERVICES.—For purposes of section
101(a) and the operation in a State of the
program under this title:

‘‘(1) This section will be carried out by the
integrated career center system in the State,
with each such center acting under the guid-
ance of the local workforce development
board for the local workforce area within
which the integrated career center system

operates. Such centers will provide services
under this section directly or through con-
tract.

‘‘(2) In accordance with the order of selec-
tion under section 103(b)(2), an integrated ca-
reer center system will, in expending
amounts provided to the center from a grant
under section 101, carry out the following:

‘‘(A) Make determinations under section
105 of the eligibility of individuals for voca-
tional rehabilitation services (as defined in
subsection (b)).

‘‘(B) Provide for vocational rehabilitation
services for eligible individuals.

‘‘(C) In the case of individuals with severe
disabilities, conduct outreach and intake ac-
tivities for such individuals who are not able
to directly access the integrated career cen-
ter system because of the nature of their dis-
abilities.

‘‘(3) An integrated career center system
will, in expending amounts provided to the
center from a grant under section 101, make
vocational rehabilitation services available
at a variety of locations and, as appropriate
for particular populations, in a variety of en-
vironments.

‘‘(b) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this
title, the term ‘vocational rehabilitation
services’ means such goods or services for el-
igible individuals as are—

‘‘(1) necessary to render the individuals
employable and achieve an employment out-
come; and

‘‘(2) provided in response to needs that
arise, to a significant extent, from the dis-
ability involved and do not duplicate, to any
significant extent, the core services avail-
able under title I of the Consolidated and Re-
formed Education, Employment, and Reha-
bilitation Systems Act.

‘‘(c) CERTAIN SERVICES.—For purposes of
section 101(a), the vocational rehabilitation
services available through integrated career
center systems will include the following:

‘‘(1) An assessment of the needs of eligible
individuals for such services.

‘‘(2) Development, in accordance with sec-
tion 105(b)(2), of an individualized rehabilita-
tion and employment plan for the purpose of
identifying employment goals, appropriate
intermediate rehabilitation objectives, and
an appropriate combination of goods and
services for the individual to achieve the em-
ployment goals.

‘‘(3) Counseling, guidance, and work-relat-
ed placement services for individuals with
disabilities, including job search assistance,
placement assistance, job retention services,
personal assistance services, and follow-up,
follow-along, and specific postemployment
services necessary to assist such individuals
to maintain, regain, or advance in employ-
ment.

‘‘(4) Vocational and other training services
for individuals with disabilities, including
personal and vocational adjustment, books,
or other training materials, and such serv-
ices to the families of such individuals as are
necessary to the adjustment or rehabilita-
tion of such individuals.

‘‘(5) Rehabilitation technology services.
‘‘(6) Supported employment services.
‘‘(7) Physical and mental restoration serv-

ices.
‘‘(8) Interpreter services for individuals

who are deaf, and reader services for individ-
uals who are blind.

‘‘(9) Rehabilitation teaching services and
orientation and mobility services for individ-
uals who are blind.

‘‘(10) Referral and other services designed
to assist individuals with disabilities in se-
curing needed services from other agencies
through agreements developed under section
103(b)(10), if such services are not available
under this Act.

‘‘(11) Transportation in connection with
the rendering of any vocational rehabilita-
tion service.

‘‘(12) Telecommunications, sensory, and
other technological aids and devices.

‘‘(13) On-the-job, or other related personal-
assistance services, provided while eligible
individuals are receiving other vocational re-
habilitation services under this title.

‘‘(d) CERTAIN ARRANGEMENTS.—For pur-
poses of section 101(a), an integrated career
center system will, with respect to the provi-
sion of vocational rehabilitation services to
individuals with the most severe disabilities,
provide for necessary arrangements with
community-based providers, including ar-
rangements regarding supported employ-
ment services and extended services, periodic
reviews of individuals placed in extended em-
ployment, and services to promote move-
ment from extended employment to inte-
grated employment.

‘‘(e) OPTIONAL PROVISION OF OTHER SERV-
ICES.—For purposes of this title, an inte-
grated career center system may provide
such vocational rehabilitation services in ad-
dition to the services specified in subsection
(c) as the center determines to be appro-
priate.

‘‘(f) ALLOCATION FOR CORE SERVICES.—For
purposes of section 101(a):

‘‘(1) With respect to a fiscal year, a local
workforce development board receiving
amounts from a grant under section 101 will
reserve an amount for the provision of core
services under title I of the Consolidated and
Reformed Education, Employment, and Re-
habilitation Systems Act.

‘‘(2) The amount so reserved will be based
on the number of eligible individuals with
disabilities in the local workforce develop-
ment area and the costs of training employ-
ees of the integrated career center system to
provide high-quality services to individuals
with disabilities.

‘‘(g) PERFORMANCE PAYMENTS REGARDING
CAREER GRANTS.—For purposes of section
101(a):

‘‘(1) The local workforce development
board involved will ensure that, in providing
for the payment of services provided pursu-
ant to career grants, a portion of the total
payment is withheld from the provider until
the delivery of the services involved is com-
pleted in reasonable accordance with the
outcome designated for the service pursuant
to a prior understanding with the provider.

‘‘(2) In the case of education, training, and
placement services that are designed to lead
to an employment outcome, a portion of the
total payment will be withheld from the pro-
vider until—

‘‘(A) the participant has successfully com-
pleted the training; and

‘‘(B) the participant has been employed,
and has retained employment for a period of
not less than 90 days.

‘‘(h) PAYOR OF LAST RESORT REGARDING
MEDICAL SERVICES AND EDUCATIONAL ASSIST-
ANCE.—For purposes of section 101(a), a State
will not expend a grant under section 101 to
pay for training services in institutions of
higher education, or to pay for medical serv-
ices, unless significant efforts have been
made to secure payments, in whole or in
part, from other sources, except that such ef-
forts are not required if making the efforts
would delay the provision of such services to
any eligible individual who is at extreme
medical risk, or if making the efforts would
result in the loss of a job placement that
(but for the efforts) would be immediately
available to an eligible individual.

‘‘SEC. 105. ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUAL.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of section
101:
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‘‘(1) An individual will not receive voca-

tional rehabilitation services under this title
unless the individual—

‘‘(A) is an individual with a disability
under section 7(8)(A); and

‘‘(B) requires vocational rehabilitation
services to prepare for, enter, engage in, or
retain gainful employment.

‘‘(2) If the individual has a disability or is
blind as determined pursuant to title II or
title XVI of the Social Security Act, the in-
dividual will be considered to have—

‘‘(A) a physical or mental impairment
which for such individual constitutes or re-
sults in a substantial impediment to employ-
ment under section 7(8)(A)(i); and

‘‘(B) a severe physical or mental impair-
ment which seriously limits one or more
functional capacities in terms of an employ-
ment outcome under section 7(15)(A)(i).

‘‘(3) It will be presumed that an individual
can benefit in terms of an employment out-
come from vocational rehabilitation services
for purposes of section 7(8)(A)(ii), unless the
integrated career center system involved can
demonstrate by clear and convincing evi-
dence that such individual is incapable of
benefiting from vocational rehabilitation
services in terms of an employment out-
come.

‘‘(b) PROCESS.—For purposes of section
101(a), a State will ensure that, subject to
the order of selection under section 102(b)(2),
the following applies to an individual:

‘‘(1) Once the individual makes a request in
person for a determination of eligibility:

‘‘(A) A qualified rehabilitation adviser will
be made available to the individual regard-
ing the process of obtaining services under
this title.

‘‘(B) An initial interview will be con-
ducted, followed by an initial assessment.

‘‘(C) A final determination will be made
not later than 30 days after the request (sub-
ject to the cooperation of the individual in
the process of determination).

‘‘(D) The determination of eligibility will
be based on the review of existing data de-
scribed in clause (i) of section 7(22)(A), and,
to the extent necessary, the preliminary as-
sessment described in clause (ii) of such sec-
tion.

‘‘(E) If it is determined that the individual
is not an eligible individual, the individual
will be provided a written statement explain-
ing the following:

‘‘(i) The basis of the determination.
‘‘(ii) The availability of impartial review

under section 103(b)(7).
‘‘(iii) The availability of services under the

client assistance program under section 510.
‘‘(2)(A) If it is determined that the individ-

ual is an eligible individual—
‘‘(i) the needs of the individual for voca-

tional rehabilitation services will be as-
sessed; and

‘‘(ii) subject to subparagraph (D), an indi-
vidualized rehabilitation and employment
plan will be developed for the individual re-
garding the provision of services pursuant to
clause (i).

‘‘(B) The plan under subparagraph (A) will
be developed and mutually agreed upon by
the individual and an appropriate staff mem-
ber of the integrated career center system
involved.

‘‘(C) A plan under subparagraph (A) is indi-
vidualized if the plan is consistent with the
unique strengths, resources, priorities, con-
cerns, abilities, and capabilities of the indi-
vidual for whom the plan is developed.

‘‘(D) A plan under subparagraph (A) is not
required for an individual if the individual
signs a waiver stating that such a plan is not
necessary for the individual.

‘‘(c) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—This title
may not be construed as establishing an en-
titlement in any individual.

‘‘(d) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this
title, the term ‘eligible individual’ means an
individual described in subsection (a)(1).
‘‘SEC. 106. STATE REHABILITATION ADVISORY

COUNCIL.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of section
101(a):

‘‘(1) A State will establish a State Reha-
bilitation Advisory Council (referred to in
this section as the ‘Council’) in accordance
with this section.

‘‘(2) The Council will be composed of the
following:

‘‘(A) Representatives of organizations
within the State providing services to indi-
viduals with disabilities and their families,
including representatives of the client as-
sistance program under section 510.

‘‘(B) Representatives of business, industry,
and labor.

‘‘(C) Representatives of disability advocacy
groups representing a cross section of—

‘‘(i) individuals with physical, cognitive,
sensory, and mental disabilities; and

‘‘(ii) parents, family members, guardians,
advocates, or authorized representatives, of
individuals with disabilities who have dif-
ficulty in representing themselves or are un-
able due to their disabilities to represent
themselves.

‘‘(3) The State administrative agent will be
an ex officio member of the Council.

‘‘(4) Members of the Council will be ap-
pointed by the Governor or another entity
that has appointment authority under State
law.

‘‘(5) A majority of Council members will be
persons who are—

‘‘(A) individuals with disabilities described
in section 7(8)(B); and

‘‘(B) not employed by the designated State
administrative agent.

‘‘(6)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph
(B), the Council will select a chairperson
from among the membership of the Council.

‘‘(B) In States in which the Governor does
not have veto power pursuant to State law,
the Governor will designate a member of the
Council to serve as the chairperson of the
Council or will require the Council to so des-
ignate such a member.

‘‘(7) Each member of the Council will serve
for a term determined by the Governor or
another entity that has appointment author-
ity under State law.

‘‘(8) Any vacancy occurring in the member-
ship of the Council will be filled in the same
manner as the original appointment. The va-
cancy will not affect the power of the re-
maining members to execute the duties of
the Council.

‘‘(b) FUNCTIONS OF COUNCIL.—For purposes
of section 101(a), the Council will carry out
the following:

‘‘(1) Advise the collaborative process under
section 103 of the Consolidated and Reformed
Education, Employment, and Rehabilitation
Systems Act, and the State administrative
agent, in the preparation of the State
workforce development and literacy plan and
other plans, reports, needs assessments, and
evaluations required by this title.

‘‘(2) To the extent feasible, conduct a re-
view and analysis of the effectiveness of, and
consumer satisfaction with, the delivery of
core services and vocational rehabilitation
services to individuals with disabilities with-
in the State.

‘‘(3) Prepare and submit an annual report
to the collaborative process or appropriate
State administrative agent and the Commis-
sioner on the status of vocational rehabilita-
tion programs operated within the State,
and make the report available to the public.

‘‘(4) Coordinate with other councils within
the State established to address the needs of
individuals with disabilities.

‘‘(5) Perform such other functions, consist-
ent with the purpose of this title, as the
State Rehabilitation Advisory Council deter-
mines to be appropriate, that are comparable
to the other functions performed by the
Council.

‘‘(c) RESOURCES.—
‘‘(1) PLAN.—For purposes of section 101(a),

the Council will prepare, in conjunction with
the State administrative agent, a plan for
the provision of such resources, including
such staff and other personnel, as may be
necessary to carry out the functions of the
Council under this section. The resource plan
shall, to the maximum extent possible, rely
on the use of resources in existence during
the period of implementation of the plan.

‘‘(2) RESOLUTION OF DISAGREEMENTS.—For
purposes of section 101(a), to the extent that
there is a disagreement between the Council
and the State administrative agent in regard
to the resources necessary to carry out the
functions of the Council as set forth in this
section, the disagreement will be resolved by
the Governor or appointing agency identified
in subsection (a)(4).

‘‘(3) SUPERVISION AND EVALUATION.—For
purposes of section 101(a), the Council will,
consistent with State law, supervise and
evaluate such staff and other personnel as
may be necessary to carry out its functions
under this section.

‘‘(4) PERSONNEL CONFLICT OF INTEREST.—
For purposes of section 101(a), while assist-
ing the Council in carrying out its duties,
staff and other personnel will not be assigned
duties by the State administrative agent or
any other agency or office of the State, that
would create a conflict of interest.

‘‘(d) CONFLICT OF INTEREST.—For purposes
of section 101(a), no member of the Council
will cast a vote on any matter that would
provide direct financial benefit to the mem-
ber or otherwise give the appearance of a
conflict of interest under State law.

‘‘(e) MEETINGS.—For purposes of section
101(a), the Council will convene meetings and
conduct such forums or hearings as the
Council considers appropriate. The meetings,
hearings, and forums will be publicly an-
nounced. The meetings will be open and ac-
cessible to the general public unless there is
a valid reason for an executive session.

‘‘(f) COMPENSATION AND EXPENSES.—For
purposes of section 101(a), the Council may
use funds appropriated under this title to re-
imburse members of the Council for reason-
able and necessary expenses of attending
Council meetings and performing Council du-
ties (including child care and personal assist-
ance services), and to pay compensation to a
member of the Council, if such member is
not employed or must forfeit wages from
other employment, for each day the member
is engaged in performing the duties of the
Council.

‘‘(g) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this section prohibits a State from establish-
ing and providing funds to a separate council
to carry out functions described in sub-
section (b) with respect to vocational reha-
bilitation services for individuals who are
blind.
‘‘SEC. 107. AMOUNT OF ALLOTMENT.

‘‘(a)(1) Subject to the provisions of sub-
section (d), for each fiscal year beginning be-
fore October 1, 1978, each State shall be enti-
tled to an allotment of an amount bearing
the same ratio to the amount authorized to
be appropriated under section 101(d) for al-
lotment under this section as the product of
(A) the population of the State, and (B) the
square of its allotment percentage, bears to
the sum of the corresponding products for all
the States.

‘‘(2)(A) For each fiscal year beginning on or
after October 1, 1978, each State shall be en-
titled to an allotment in an amount equal to
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the amount such State received under para-
graph (1) for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1978, and an additional amount deter-
mined pursuant to subparagraph (B) of this
paragraph.

‘‘(B) For each fiscal year beginning on or
after October 1, 1978, each State shall be en-
titled to an allotment, from any amount au-
thorized to be appropriated for such fiscal
year under section 101(d) for allotment under
this section in excess of the amount appro-
priated under such section for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1978, in an amount
equal to the sum of—

‘‘(i) an amount bearing the same ratio to 50
percent of such excess amount as the product
of the population of the State and the square
of its allotment percentage bears to the sum
of the corresponding products for all the
States; and

‘‘(ii) an amount bearing the same ratio to
50 percent of such excess amount as the prod-
uct of the population of the State and its al-
lotment percentage bears to the sum of the
corresponding products for all the States.

‘‘(3) The sum of the payment to any State
(other than Guam, American Samoa, the
Virgin Islands, and the Northern Mariana Is-
lands) under this subsection for any fiscal
year which is less than one-third of 1 percent
of the amount appropriated under section
101(d), or $3,000,000, whichever is greater,
shall be increased to that amount, the total
of the increases thereby required being de-
rived by proportionately reducing the allot-
ment to each of the remaining such States
under this subsection, but with such adjust-
ments as may be necessary to prevent the
sum of the allotments made under this sub-
section to any such remaining State from
being thereby reduced to less than that
amount.

‘‘(4) For each fiscal year beginning on or
after October 1, 1984, for which any amount
is appropriated pursuant to section 101(d),
each State shall receive an allocation (from
such appropriated amount) in addition to the
allotment to which such State is entitled
under paragraphs (2) and (3) of this sub-
section. Such additional allocation shall be
an amount which bears the same ratio to the
amount so appropriated as that State’s allot-
ment under paragraphs (2) and (3) of this sub-
section bears to the sum of such allotments
of all the States.

‘‘(b)(1) If the payment to a State pursuant
to this section for a fiscal year is less than
the total payments such State received
under section 2 of the Rehabilitation Act for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, such
State shall be entitled to an additional pay-
ment (subject to the same terms and condi-
tions applicable to other payments under
this title) equal to the difference between
the payment under this section and the
amount so received by it.

‘‘(2) If a State receives as its Federal share
pursuant to this section for any fiscal year
less than the applicable Federal share of the
expenditure of such State for fiscal year 1972
for vocational rehabilitation services under
the plan for such State approved under sec-
tion 101 as in effect for such year (including
any amount expended by such State for the
administration of the State plan but exclud-
ing any amount expended by such State from
non-Federal sources for construction under
such plan), such State shall be entitled to an
additional payment for such fiscal year, sub-
ject to the same terms and conditions appli-
cable to other payments under this title,
equal to the difference between such the pay-
ment pursuant to this section and an amount
equal to the applicable Federal share of such
expenditure for vocational rehabilitation
services.

‘‘(3) Any payment attributable to the addi-
tional payment to a State under this sub-

section shall be made only from appropria-
tions specifically made to carry out this sub-
section, and such additional appropriations
are hereby authorized.
‘‘SEC. 108. STATE OPTION FOR WAIVERS REGARD-

ING ALTERNATIVE DELIVERY SYS-
TEMS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—In the case of the re-
quirements specified in subsection (b), the
Secretary shall provide to a State a waiver
of such requirements as the State elects, if
(subject to the other provisions of this sec-
tion) the following conditions are met:

‘‘(1) The Governor, through the collabo-
rative process under section 103 of the Con-
solidated and Reformed Education, Employ-
ment, and Rehabilitation Systems Act, de-
velops a proposed plan for alternative ap-
proaches (to be implemented by the State in
lieu of the requirements involved).

‘‘(2) The proposal is approved by each local
workforce development board in whose local
workforce development area the proposal (or
any component of the proposal) is to be ef-
fective.

‘‘(3) The local workforce development
boards involved, and the Governor, deter-
mine that the following conditions have been
met:

‘‘(A) The proposal will better fulfill the
purposes of this title than would compliance
with the requirements involved.

‘‘(B) In the development of the alternative
approaches, the public was afforded a reason-
able opportunity to comment on the pro-
posed alternative approaches.

‘‘(4) The Governor submits to the Sec-
retary the following documents:

‘‘(A) A notification that the State is elect-
ing to receive a waiver under this section.

‘‘(B) A copy of the plan involved.
‘‘(C) Such documents as the Secretary may

require for purposes of verifying that the
conditions established in paragraphs (1)
through (3) have been met.

‘‘(b) CERTAIN REQUIREMENTS REGARDING
STATE ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE FOR DE-
LIVERY OF SERVICES.—The requirements re-
ferred to in subsection (a) are as follows:

‘‘(1) The allocation under section 102 of
amounts between State administrative
agents and local workforce development
boards.

‘‘(2) The allocation under sections 103 and
104 of responsibilities between State admin-
istrative agents and local workforce develop-
ment boards (including the use of integrated
career center systems to provide vocational
rehabilitation services).

‘‘(3) The specification under section 103(a)
of the State officials who are to administer
the requirements of section 103.

‘‘(c) APPLICABILITY OF WAIVER; REVIEW AND
REVISION OF PLAN.—

‘‘(1) APPLICABILITY.—A waiver under sub-
section (a) is effective for a fiscal year only
if the documents under paragraph (4) of such
subsection are submitted to the Secretary
not later than 60 days before the beginning
of the fiscal year.

‘‘(2) REVIEW OF PLAN.—A waiver under sub-
section (a) is effective for such fiscal years
as the State involved elects, except that, not
less than once during each period of three
fiscal years, the plan under the waiver is re-
quired (as a condition of the waiver remain-
ing in effect) to be reviewed, and approved,
by the Governor (through the collaborative
process referred to in such subsection) and
by the local workforce development boards
involved.

‘‘(3) REVISION OF PLAN.—The plan under a
waiver under subsection (a) may be revised.
Such subsection applies to such a revision to
the same extent and in the same manner as
the subsection applies to the original plan.

‘‘(d) PERFORMANCE ACCOUNTABILITY SYS-
TEM.—A waiver under subsection (a) for a

State does not, with respect to carrying out
the program under this title in the State, af-
fect the applicability to the State of section
110 of the Consolidated and Reformed Edu-
cation, Employment, and Rehabilitation
Systems Act.’’.

(b) CERTAIN FUNDING PROVISION.—Effective
October 1, 1995, the Rehabilitation Act of 1973
(29 U.S.C. 701 et seq.) is amended by inserting
after section 3 the following section:

‘‘AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS

‘‘SEC. 3A. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, funding to carry out titles II
through VII for any fiscal year is available
only to such extent and in such amounts as
may be provided in advance in appropria-
tions Acts.’’.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Effective
October 1, 1995, the Rehabilitation Act of 1973
(29 U.S.C. 701 et seq.) is amended in the table
of contents in the first section—

(1) by inserting after the item relating to
section 3 the following item:
‘‘Sec. 3A. Availability of funds.’’;

(2) by striking the items relating to sec-
tions 100 through 109, to sections 110 through
112, to sections 120 through 124, to section
130, and to sections 140 and 141;

(3) by striking the items relating to the
title designation and heading for title I, and
to the part designations and headings for
parts A, B, C, D, and E of title I;

(4) by inserting after the item relating to
section 21 the following items:

‘‘TITLE I—VOCATIONAL
REHABILITATION SERVICES

‘‘Sec. 100. Purpose.
‘‘Sec. 101. Formula grants.
‘‘Sec. 102. Allocation within State of admin-

istrative responsibilities.
‘‘Sec. 103. Responsibilities of State adminis-

trative agent.
‘‘Sec. 104. Responsibilities for local boards

and service centers.
‘‘Sec. 105. Eligible individual.
‘‘Sec. 106. State Rehabilitation Advisory

Council.
‘‘Sec. 107. Amount of allotment.
‘‘Sec. 108. State option for waivers regarding

alternative delivery systems.’’;
and

(5) by inserting after the item relating to
section 509 the following item:
‘‘Sec. 510. Client assistance program.’’.

Subtitle B—Other Amendments to
Rehabilitation Act of 1973

SEC. 521. TRAINING AND DEMONSTRATION
PROJECTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Effective October 1, 1995,
the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 701
et seq.) is amended—

(1) in title III—
(A) by striking section 303;
(B) by striking section 304;
(C) in section 311—
(i) by striking subsections (c) and (f); and
(ii) by redesignating subsections (d) and (e)

as subsections (c) and (d), respectively;
(D) by striking section 312; and
(E) by striking section 316;
(2)(A) by transferring subsection (a) of sec-

tion 802 from the current placement of the
subsection;

(B) by redesignating such subsection as
subsection (e); and

(C) by inserting such subsection at the end
of section 311 (as amended by paragraph
(1)(C) of this subsection);

(3)(A) by transferring subsection (g) of sec-
tion 802 from the current placement of the
subsection; and

(B) by redesignating such subsection as
subsection (f); and

(C) by inserting such subsection at the end
of section 311 (as amended by paragraph
(2)(C) of this subsection);
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(4)(A) by transferring subsection (c) of sec-

tion 803 from the current placement of the
subsection;

(B) by redesignating such subsection as
subsection (g); and

(C) by inserting such subsection at the end
of section 311 (as amended by paragraph
(3)(C) of this subsection);

(5)(A) by transferring subsection (b) of sec-
tion 803 from the current placement of the
subsection;

(B) by redesignating such subsection as
subsection (j); and

(C) by inserting such subsection at the end
of section 302; and

(6) by striking the remaining provisions of
title VIII.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Effective
October 1, 1995, the Rehabilitation Act of 1973
(29 U.S.C. 701 et seq.) is amended in the table
of contents in the first section—

(1) by striking the items relating to sec-
tions 303, 304, 312, and 316;

(2) by striking the items relating to sec-
tions 801 through 803 of title VIII; and

(3) by striking the item relating to the
title designation and heading for title VIII.
SEC. 522. EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES FOR IN-

DIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Effective October 1, 1995,

title VI of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29
U.S.C. 795 et seq.) is amended—

(1) by striking part A;
(2) by striking part C;
(3) by striking part D; and
(4) in part B, by striking the part designa-

tion and heading.
(b) PROJECTS WITH INDUSTRY.—Effective

October 1, 1998, title VI of the Rehabilitation
Act of 1973, as amended by subsection (a) of
this section, is repealed.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Effective
October 1, 1995, the Rehabilitation Act of 1973
(29 U.S.C. 701 et seq.) is amended in the table
of contents in the first section by striking
the items relating to sections 611 through
617, to sections 631 through 638, and to sec-
tion 641; and by striking the items relating
to the part designations and headings for
parts A, B, C, and D of title VI. Effective Oc-
tober 1, 1998, such table of contents is
amended by striking the items relating to
sections 621 through 623; and by striking the
item relating to the title designation and
heading for title VI.
SEC. 523. CERTAIN AMOUNTS.

(a) AMOUNTS REGARDING FISCAL YEAR
1996.—With respect to the aggregate amount
that was available for fiscal year 1995 as di-
rect spending for carrying out the programs
under section 311(c), section 316, and part C
of title VI of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973
(as such provisions were in effect for such
fiscal year), an amount equal to such aggre-
gate amount is hereby made available for fis-
cal year 1996 as direct spending for carrying
out title I of such Act (in addition to the
amount of direct spending that otherwise is
available for such title I for fiscal year 1996).

(b) AMOUNTS REGARDING FISCAL YEAR
1999.—With respect to the amount made
available in appropriations Act for fiscal
year 1998 for carrying out title VI of the Re-
habilitation Act of 1973 (as such title was in
effect for such fiscal year), an amount equal
to such amount is hereby made available for
fiscal year 1999 as direct spending for carry-
ing out title I of such Act (in addition to the
amount of direct spending that otherwise is
available for such title I for fiscal year 1999).

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments to title V?

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, there is an old saying
that says, ‘‘If it isn’t broke, don’t fix

it.’’ Voc rehab certainly is not broken.
Voc rehab is one of the most important
mechanisms we have of assisting indi-
viduals with disabilities to obtain pro-
ductive employment, to live independ-
ently, and to thrive in mainstream so-
ciety. Whatever we do in this area, we
should do carefully. Yet what we have
before us today disrupts the current
voc rehab system by limiting State
flexibility, diluting accountability, and
creating uneven access to services.

Mr. Chairman, I introduced this
amendment because the gentleman
from Texas, Mr. GENE GREEN, was late
in arriving. The gentleman from Texas,
Mr. GENE GREEN, will explain what the
amendment does.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GENE GREEN OF
TEXAS

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. GENE GREEN of
Texas: Strike title V of the bill and insert
the following:
TITLE V—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

SEC. 501. EFFECT ON REHABILITATION ACT OF
1973.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
this Act, this Act does not have any legal ef-
fect on any program under the Rehabilita-
tion Act of 1973.

b 1545

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I appreciate this oppor-
tunity. This amendment is offered not
only by myself but also the gentleman
from Arkansas [Mr. DICKEY], my good
friend and colleague.

This amendment is an amendment we
talked about earlier that would strike
title V of the CAREERS bill that I
talked about on earlier amendments.
Even in my opening comments I have
expressed grave concerns about the Re-
habilitation Act of 1973 that is included
in this bill.

The Committee on Economic and
Educational Opportunities held no
hearings specifically on title V. Now,
on Thursday, the majority staff re-
leased changes to the marked-up bill,
and today our chairman includes even
more changes in the manager’s amend-
ment. We need to spend a great deal
more time on dealing with vocational
rehabilitation instead of over a week-
end. This bill was out of committee for
2 months and we have seen a number of
changes just in the last week.

Mr. Chairman, we have tried to work
on a compromise amendment, and my
colleague from South Carolina and I
have talked about and I think we share
a lot of the same concerns, but, again,
on short notice and without having
time to sit down like we would like to,
that is why I think we should set aside
vocational rehabilitation for more ju-
dicious concern by this whole Congress
instead of on a short-term basis and in-
clude it in this bill.

The Green-Dickey amendment
strikes title V from the CAREERS bill

and assures the current vocational re-
habilitation program remains intact.
The gentleman from Arkansas [Mr.
DICKEY] and I bring this to the floor be-
cause the vocational rehabilitation
program is too important to continue
to make arbitrary changes without any
real thought about those most affected.

For more than 75 years Federal aid
for vocational rehabilitation services
has been provided in the form of a
block grant to the States. National
performance and quality standards
have been established and States have
been given broad discretion to deter-
mine how best to meet them. This is
the original block grant. It just did not
happen this January here in Congress.

Mr. Chairman, expanding consumer
choice and integrating vocational reha-
bilitation services in a comprehensive
system are worthwhile goals which I
fully support. In its current form, title
V would not advance these objectives.
In fact, it could erode the quality and
reduce the availability of rehabilita-
tion services for persons with disabil-
ities.

People with disabilities face extreme
challenges in the pursuit of meaningful
employment, challenges far beyond
those faced by the average person who
accesses Federal job training programs.
We want to ensure that any eligible in-
dividual is guaranteed access to the
same quality and range of rehabilita-
tion services no matter where they re-
side in a State or in which State they
reside.

The many people served by the cur-
rent State vocational rehabilitation
programs are coping with new disabil-
ities, new self-images, new feelings
about their competencies, new tech-
nologies and new ways to perform old
tasks. Rehabilitation professionals are
specifically trained to assist people in
disabilities in these areas. Employees
of more general training services do
not have that ability.

I like the CAREERS bill when it
deals with average employees who are
laid off. We need to merge the pro-
grams. But when we deal with voca-
tional rehabilitation, we should not
lump people who are the recipients or
the beneficiaries of vocational rehabili-
tation in with the general population.

Mr. Chairman, there is a great deal of
concern, and we have letters from
among the supporting organizations for
the removal of vocational rehabilita-
tion. The concern from these client
agencies, not from the State bureau-
crats as we heard, but from the clients,
they are worried they will get lost in
the shuffle when their provisions are
included in this bill.

As I said earlier, I voted for the bill
as it came out of committee. I tried to
amend it in committee and we lost,
with the understanding that we would
try to work something out. We have
not been able to work it out to the sup-
port of the client organizations that
raise this concern. I can mention some
of these groups. We have letters, but
we also have, and a lot of Members will
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see this as they come in the door to
vote in a few minutes, a yellow sheet of
paper that talks about the number of
groups from the client groups who are
supporting this amendment to strike
title V.

Another concern we have had is that
we have heard the concern for the last
2 months and during our committee
markup, in process, the Governors’ As-
sociation wanting to be able to have
flexibility. The concern I have about
the original bill, the substitute I saw
last week, and even the manager’s
amendment today is that it gives a
great deal of flexibility to Governors
and maybe not dealing with their legis-
latures in addressing it.

I have a letter from the National
Governors’ Association and it says, and
I will paraphrase, we believe that the
bill could be improved by adoption of
two amendments that would be offered
on the floor today and ask that Mem-
bers support these changes; the amend-
ment by Representative GREEN of
Texas to maintain existing law with re-
spect to vocational rehabilitation pro-
grams.

If we want to address the Governors’
concern, the National Governors’ Asso-
ciation supports this amendment.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word and rise in
opposition to the amendment.

I wanted to get into a dialogue with
the gentleman about the National Gov-
ernors’ Association letter, because,
frankly, it took some of us on this side
of the aisle by surprise, as the gen-
tleman can imagine. We did a little in-
vestigation.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I am glad for little things.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, the little things we
found out are, first and foremost, the
gentleman will notice that letter is not
signed by any Governor. The head of
the National Governors’ Association
happens to be my Governor in Wiscon-
sin. He did not sign that letter. The
best we can detect is this is a letter
agreed on by staff of various Gov-
ernors, not the Governors themselves.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, if the gentleman will con-
tinue to yield, I do not know the back-
ground to it, but I know it is on Na-
tional Governors’ Association station-
ery and your Governor is at the top of
this. In fact, we heard your Governor a
great many times in our committee
this year.

Again, this letter is dated today, Sep-
tember 19, and it is the best available
information I have and the most reli-
able on the National Governors’ Asso-
ciation. If they have problems with
their executive director, they may
want to talk with him.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time once again, as of 4:50
p.m., I think that is the most reliable

information the gentleman has. If we
can continue this debate for a few min-
utes, we are going to have a letter that
will be signed by my Governor that
will oppose the Green amendment and
that will indicate that we should keep
the bill as it is, because in order to
make the kind of comprehensive job
training and integration that CA-
REERS is all about, vocational reha-
bilitation has to be a part of that big-
ger pie.

What we are going to try to do, as we
have done already in CAREERS, is, ob-
viously, consolidate those programs.
The Governors will have a role, and as
the gentleman knows, many of the
main vocational rehabilitation agen-
cies in this country and associations
support keeping title V in the bill.
They believe this is the way to go.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. If the
gentleman will continue to yield for 30
seconds for my response.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman does not object when I
ask for more time, he may go ahead.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I will not object to the gen-
tleman’s having more time as long as I
can respond.

I understand we may have a duel of
letters here, one dated today, this
afternoon, and maybe one later, but
the concern I have is to whether the
Governors are for or against it. I have
just been told that the Governor of
Texas, Governor Bush, is supporting
the amendment. I know he does not
represent the National Governors’ As-
sociation but he is really concerned
about including vocational rehabilita-
tion in this bill. That is why I want vo-
cational rehabilitation to be part of
the one-stop center.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, the problem with
my good friend from Texas is that
every time I yield to him, he does not
yield back. This is not the Senate, this
is the House, where we have time lim-
its.

I want to point out that I have been
told that the Governor of Texas is not
signing a letter pro or con, that he sim-
ply not taking a position on Title V.
So, again, we are getting very different
information regarding what the gov-
ernor is saying, which suggests to me,
with all due respect to the governors,
that we should just ignore the Gov-
ernors and debate this on the merits of
what we think fits into this plan. When
we do that, I think there is a lot of
sense in the comprehensive integration
of the CAREERS bill as we have
brought it forth out of the committee.

The fact is, we want to inject some
local control, some flexibility, and
some competition. We do not cut any
of the dollars. As the gentleman
knows, we have tried to respect the
uniqueness of vocational rehabilita-
tion, which is why that is a separate
funding stream that is not combined
with the adult or the youth training or
the adult education, but that does not
mean there is not clearly a need for

some kinds of reform in competition
within that particular sector.

We think we have struck a fine bal-
ance in that. Certainly we have estab-
lished a position that ought to take us
into conference with the Senate, and,
therefore, I would encourage my col-
leagues to stick with the bill as we
have brought it out. It is a delicate bal-
ance. It is a compromise. And I would
encourage us to reject the amendment.

Mr. DICKEY. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words
and I rise in support of this amend-
ment.

I want to give a little history of what
is going on in Arkansas as far as this
particular bill is concerned. About 6 or
7 months ago I started hearing about
this from the people who are disabled
and the people who are involved in the
rehabilitation services in Pine Bluff,
particularly Bobby Simpson, who is a
direct of the Arkansas Rehabilitation
Services.

I was called upon, and had been
called upon to go to meeting after
meeting after meeting, Mr. Chairman,
where people were coming and saying
this is what is unusual, this is what is
unique about the rehabilitation serv-
ices; that there is a whole infrastruc-
ture set up in our rural area of Arkan-
sas that takes into consideration both
the needs of industries and businesses
and the needs of the disabled people
who would come under this service.

I had bought into this some time ago.
Six months ago I bought into this, and
I said, no, I think the gentleman is
right. Part of that comes from the fact
that I myself have been disabled; that
I have spent time recovering from
polio, been unable to walk, and know-
ing what it is like to have an inability
to do what I was setting out to do. And
how that might have related to my vo-
cation or my ability to function is
something that brings me to this issue
quite honestly.

Mr. Chairman, I am aware of the fact
that there is in this bill, the main bill
not the amendment, a provision for
this type of rehabilitation service to be
given. My concern comes, though, not
from the fact that the service would be
given but by whom.

If we give a generic service in this re-
spect, it is going to leave out and put
in last place those people who are dis-
abled, and I think we have a special
need for it. We can always come back
later and say that we can put this back
in. If, in fact, this amendment is al-
lowed, and we keep this separate, we
can come back later and we can tailor
make a little bit more of a type of a
service that would combine the needs
of industry and the needs of the dis-
abled person.

Mr. Chairman, I am in favor of this.
I would like to have this amendment
pass.

Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I stand in strong sup-
port of the Green amendment. H.R. 1617
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is a good bill in almost all respects. It
is a major step forward in our effort to
try to make government more respon-
sive to the needs of people, our efforts
to streamline it, to save money and
make it work for people who want to
get to work, who need the skills that
this bill will help them secure. There is
a piece of the bill that should not be in
it and that is why I rise in support of
the Green amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the Green amendment
would make clear that this bill does
not have any effect on any program
that is in place under the Rehabilita-
tion Act of 1973. I know I speak for
many people in the Congress when I
say that we applaud the work of the
chairman of the committee, applaud
the work of the committee staff that
worked so hard to bring this bill about,
and it is not an effort to take away
from the overall direction of the bill to
lift this one piece out of it.

I have worked with people in the dis-
ability community in my area and they
are very concerned that this provision
is going to be counterproductive.
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The public vocational rehabilitation
program has put already over 13 mil-
lion people back to work. It is the most
successful job training program in the
world for disabled. It more than pays
for itself, because it takes people who
want to work and help themselves and
puts them back in the work force. It is
a highly specialized process and does
not fit in the CAREERS bill. It offers a
broad range of services individually
tailored to meet the needs of the dis-
abled, and it is a great success story in
and of itself. Where there is tremen-
dous need for reform in so many other
areas of the vocational training, this is
an area that is a success. I do not think
we should take a chance on compromis-
ing a program that already works in an
effort to try to achieve economies of
scale that I do not think would accrue
to the benefit of this program.

So I urge my colleagues to support
the Green amendment. I commend my
colleague from Texas for his hard work
in this area, and once again commend
the sponsors of this bill for putting it
together. This is a piece of it that
needs to be deleted.

Mr. Chairman, I urge Members to
support the Green amendment, and
make sure this bill does not com-
promise great programs that are help-
ing people that need the help, who
want a helping hand and not a handout.
I urge my colleagues to support the
Green amendment.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in the strongest
possible opposition I can to this
amendment, because it is a direct slap
in the face of the disability commu-
nity, and particularly a slap in the face
to those with severe disabilities.

Now, let us talk about quality. That
is what was mentioned several times.

That is what we heard so much about,
quality. Now, look at the record. You
see, if you are going to be brainwashed
by the State rehab people, then, of
course, quality is not going to matter,
because quality is not what is there at
the present time.

A little over 1 million persons are
served under the current Federal-State
vocational rehabilitation program.
How many cases are closed in a year’s
time? At the most, 200,000. But closed,
closed for what?

What is the rehabilitation standard?
Well, let me tell you what VR’s reha-
bilitative standard means: A 60-day job
placement. Big deal. Big deal. A 60-day
job placement.

Under this low standard, even with a
standard that low, they could not come
up with better than 71 percent. So,
again, if you are looking at quality,
then you are not looking at existing
programs, you are being brainwashed
by State vocational rehabilitation peo-
ple who do not want any change.

They are not interested in quality.
They are interested in keeping their
control. They are interested in keeping
their control over the disabled commu-
nity. The largest group, who is
headquartered in Dallas, TX, has indi-
cated to us, ‘‘Do not even think about
decoupling this. Do not allow them to
do that to us, because then we continue
to be stepsisters, as we have been in
the past.’’

Under the tougher Social Security
Administration standards, and that is
a placement after 9 months for severely
disabled persons on SSI and SSDI, only
9 percent of such case closures were re-
habilitated. The 1993 GAO report on vo-
cational rehabilitation programs con-
cluded that the gains in economic sta-
tus made by clients were temporary.
Within the study group, the earnings of
those classified as rehabilitated under
the 60-day standard, I keep repeating,
had, after 2 years, returned to near or
below preprogram levels.

Mr. Chairman, we are trying to help
those most disabled, those most dis-
abled in our community. They are tell-
ing us, ‘‘Do not let us suffer as you
have in the past under a state-run mo-
nopoly.’’ They are saying to us,
‘‘Please, give us an opportunity to have
some competition, so that we can get
improved services.’’

Someone mentioned they might
cream them. That is exactly what they
do at the State level at the present
time. That is why the disability com-
munity is so upset that someone is
going to take them out of the CA-
REERS bill. They want to be there, be-
cause they know that the services they
have received in the past have been
anything but exemplary.

The Projects With Industries busi-
ness-community partnership placed
10,901 persons in 1994,8 1 percent of
whom were severely disabled. That is
what that competition did. And then
they are worried that somehow or an-
other there will be fly-by-night oper-
ations in our system. Read the legisla-

tion. They cannot be in there. They
could not get any reimbursement if
they were in the system. We have qual-
ity control set up in this bill that pre-
vents any kind of reimbursement going
to fly-by-night operations.

But this project, a similar project in
the private sector, had 81 percent of
those who were severely disabled,
placed in meaningful jobs.

The status quo advocates cannot
argue that their success is dem-
onstrated or that their expertise is
unique. However, in this bill we allow
them to continue. In this bill we say
State government agents can still pro-
vide the services. That is in the bill.
We had some legislation that we were
working out that even improved that,
which hopefully will be done between
now and conference.

But, again, I plead with my col-
leagues: If you really have any concern
about the severely disabled in this
country, then, please, do not allow the
status quo to continue. We have to im-
prove their lot.

Mr. Chairman, I might add also that
I am not sure where the Governors’ let-
ter came from, but I believe the major-
ity of Governors are on my side of the
aisle, not the other side of the aisle,
and I have their letter here. They are
saying just the opposite.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
this legislation, which is good legisla-
tion, but also in support of this amend-
ment, which will make it a much bet-
ter piece of legislation.

I have been amused at the suggestion
by some of our colleagues that we
should just ignore what the Governors
say. You see, we have been through
this before in Texas. The gentleman
from Texas [Mr. GENE GREEN] when the
issue of the formula for welfare came
up during the welfare reform effort,
pointed out that Texas was about to
get hit and get hit hard by virtue of
that formula.

Our Governor sat on his hands and
did not want to get involved. But
thanks to the efforts of Congressman
GREEN, he has finally gotten motivated
and gotten involved and recognized
what a devastating effect that would
have on the State of Texas, and we are
beginning to get some change, belat-
edly, but finally. I think the same
thing will be true with reference to the
gentleman’s efforts on this question of
vocational rehabilitation.

The approach being taken here with
this piece of legislation here today is
really only taking a Texas idea and
bringing it to the national level, be-
cause we have already done essentially
the same thing in the last session of
the Texas legislature that is being done
in this bill. That is to merge our job
training programs and to recognize we
can do more for those who need work
force development, job training, if we
merge programs together, eliminate
some of the inefficiencies. But when we
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did that in the State of Texas, we spe-
cifically excepted vocational rehabili-
tation, because it is a unique area.
When you are dealing with persons
with disabilities, they have some spe-
cial needs in order to be able to achieve
to the full extent of their ability.

I think that the gentleman, through
his amendment, recognizes that, and as
that message gets out I am sure some-
where in the legislative process the
Governors of Texas and other States
are going to join in recognizing in the
State of Texas we have one of the most
outstanding rehabilitation programs
that the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
GENE GREEN] and I have both had occa-
sion to work with when we were in the
State legislature, and it is not only the
people that work as the rehabilitation
experts, but the individuals with dis-
abilities, who I know in my case, came
out, a number of them, this past week-
end, when I held office hours in a gro-
cery store, to tell me of their very
great concern about this piece of legis-
lation, and that when you merge what
is in essence already a block grant pro-
gram and you merge that into a bigger
block grant program, it may not be a
merger. It may be a submerging of the
particular needs of individuals with
disabilities.

I know the gentleman has some more
thoughts on this. I do, too. I would be
glad to yield to you if you want to re-
spond to some of these concerns, and
then I want to add a further comment
about the impact on Texas of making
this kind of mistake.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, another colleague of ours
wants to join me. I would like to an-
swer our chairman’s concern about the
current system. He thinks that the
sponsors claim the current system is so
bad anything is preferable, not this
bill.

With that, I know our colleague from
Massachusetts has to go to another
markup.

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

Mr. DOGGETT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I appreciate the gentleman
from Texas yielding. I wanted to just
come to the House floor to speak in
strong support of the Green amend-
ment. This vocational rehab has done
good work for tens and tens of thou-
sands of some of the disabled people in
this country that just simply need a
little job training to be able to become
productive members of society.

In my own neighborhood in Brighton,
MA, there is a voc-rehab center that
has trained literally thousands and
thousands of people to go into mail
rooms, to work at some of the biggest
companies and the smallest companies
in the city of Boston and the surround-
ing areas. Over 4,400 people in the State

of Massachusetts were helped just last
year through this program.

Why in God’s name do we have to re-
form every program in the Govern-
ment, regardless of whether or not it
works or does not? This is fixing a
problem that does not exist. You ask
every one of the major voc-rehab
groups in this country whether or not
they want this bill. Their answer is a
singular no.

This is a program that works to pro-
vide people an opportunity to grow to
their full human potential. They have
been denied, they have been injured,
they have been born with brain defects,
with physical deformities. They are
struggling to become productive mem-
bers of society.

The Government has a sort of Lin-
colnesque Republican idea that we
want everyone to be treated equitably.
That basic comprehension of how we
ought to treat individuals in this coun-
try is what are contained in the values
of the voc-rehab bill. So why do we
have to come just in the name of re-
form? Are we so desperate to convince
the people we are reforming everything
in the Government that we will take a
problem that does not exist and go and
reform that as well?

Mr. Chairman, let us keep the pro-
gram. Let us support the Green amend-
ment.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, let us be clear about
the nature of this debate on the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Texas.
What we are really talking about here
is whether or not we are going to main-
tain the status quo. We have heard ar-
guments over the last couple of min-
utes that the present vocational reha-
bilitation program is working well, so
therefore the argument goes, ‘‘It ain’t
broke and doesn’t need fixing.’’

Well, as the chairman of the commit-
tee pointed out, if you look at unem-
ployment for disabled persons, the sta-
tistics are staggering. Out of 12.6 mil-
lion severely disabled persons in Amer-
ica today, only 2.9 million are em-
ployed, which equals a placement rate
of 23 percent.

Furthermore, employment rates for
persons with moderate disabilities are
comparable with the nondisabled. But
employment rates for the severely dis-
abled are drastically lower. So the only
conclusion you can make is that the
advocates of the status quo, their argu-
ment is that vocational rehabilitation
should not have a more positive impact
on employment.

We also know that the present sys-
tem is highly procedural and bureau-
cratic. Out of $2.5 billion, that is the
combined Federal and State funding
for vocational rehabilitation funding
today, 10 percent is spent on adminis-
tration, 34.6 percent on counseling and
placement, and 54.8 percent on pur-
chased services. This is a very process
oriented program, and it is one that, by
being so monopolistic, has very little
to do with performance and results.

In fact, compare it with one program
in the private sector, a program called
Projects with Industries, a business
community partnership which placed
10,901 persons in 1994, 81 percent of
whom were disabled, 25 percent of
those served by this program were se-
verely disabled and their cost per
placement was far less than the cur-
rent Federal-State program.

So again, I think we have to be clear
here. The current vocational rehabili-
tation system, contrary to the argu-
ment we hear from the advocates for
the status quo, does not work. The cur-
rent Federal-State rehabilitation sys-
tem produces successes that are below
comparable private programs and that
are proven to not have much long-term
impact. Another way to put it is we are
not getting very much return on the
taxpayer dollar.

The current vocational rehabilitation
system segregates persons with disabil-
ities. And in the CAREERS bill, we are
integrating vocational rehabilitation
with all other job training programs.
Therefore, people with disabilities will
no longer be ignored by general job
training programs, because they have
their own system and are forced into
that separate system. CAREERS would
integrate the different job training pro-
grams on a much better basis and it
would effectively, and here is where the
rub comes in, eliminate the vocational
rehabilitation system monopoly.
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State vocational rehabilitation sys-
tems have no competition, and, with-
out competition, services are not
consumer responsive.

So if my colleagues favor the status
quo, if they want to see this bureauc-
racy and process-focused, process-led
system continue, which we believe on
this side of the aisle leads to wasted
funds and poor services, then by all
means vote for the gentleman’s amend-
ment. But if they are against a monop-
oly, if they want to see more account-
ability in the delivery of services, job
training services for the disabled, then
support the original language in the
bill and defeat the gentleman’s amend-
ment.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas, Mr. GENE GREEN.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I was interested in hearing
the gentleman from California [Mr.
RIGGS]. I know we share the concern
and support for the overall bill but not
for this amendment.

You cannot put a rate-of-return re-
quirement or a cost-benefit analysis re-
quirement on vocational rehab serv-
ices. It costs more to train and educate
someone who needs those services than
someone who is laid off because of a
job.

Let us talk about the program. Let
me respond a little bit to our chairman
when he talked about the failure of the
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current program. We had 1992 amend-
ments that increased the number of
persons with disabilities eligible for
the services. The agency case loads
have risen significantly. Most of those
new participants are persons with se-
vere disabilities.

In 1993, the year of the GAO study,
when these changes were being phased
in, the number and percentage of suc-
cessful cases closed dipped. The Repub-
licans are now trying to use this statis-
tic to junk the whole system and to
talk about how bad it is. It has been
serving people for 70 years, and 13 mil-
lion people have found jobs under the
current vocational rehab system. Let
us not throw it out and just call for re-
form.

Let me talk about the GAO study
that justifies their attacks. What they
do not tell us is that the GAO overall
assessment of the rehab program was
positive. For every $1 invested in the
current programs, it generates $18 in
the form of reduced disabilities pay-
ments and taxes paid by these partici-
pants who obtain employment; whether
it is 60 days and they have to come
back to be retrained or a year, we are
getting an $18 to $1 return. The earn-
ings of persons with disabilities who
participate in the program are four
times greater than those who did not.

I would like to see it eight times
greater, but let us not trash the cur-
rent system just because they do not
like something. We cannot put cost-
benefit analysis when we are dealing
with disabled people, because we need
to make sure we provide that service
whether it is cost-effective or not.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Chairman, I
want to commend the gentleman from
Texas for his amendment. Mr. Chair-
man, I have heard a very hollow sound.
The reason is because we pretend to
argue on behalf of those who are phys-
ically challenged. I think, if we looked
at the real facts, we would find out
that who you go to is the consumer.

I have a neighbor who works in reha-
bilitation. It is my belief and it is her
recommendation that the specialized
trainer, the specialized professional is
the important key to helping the phys-
ically and mentally challenged because
part of the fullness of what America of-
fers is equality for all. Title V will sim-
ply decimate the rehabilitation deliv-
ery system. It particularly hurts those
who are blind and need special atten-
tion in their job training.

I am listening to those on the other
side of the aisle argue that they know
best, but I can read off a variety of dif-
ferent organizations who support the
removal of vocational rehabilitation
from H.R. 1617: The Alexander Graham
Bell Association of the Deaf, the Amer-
ican Council of the Blind, the Amer-
ican Society for Deaf Children, the As-
sociation of Community Based Reha-
bilitation Personnel. And the list goes
on and on and on.

The real key is what has been suc-
cessful and it has been successful when
we focused and made sure that the

training for those who are physically
and mentally challenged is particular-
ized.

Block grants equal scatter grants. It
does not focus. It does not help. It does
not enhance. What we have in a voca-
tional training program is the need for
a highly specialized process. We need a
wealth of expertise. Why would we look
at the success of 13 million people
going to work and now we are trying to
change it?

I am not sure where our colleagues
on the other side of the aisle are trying
to go. But I can assure them that those
who are physically and mentally chal-
lenged are on the side of the gentleman
from Texas, Mr. GENE GREEN, and those
of us who believe that the special at-
tention that we pay to those who are
physically and mentally challenged has
resulted in a bounty of successful
workers, of people taking their rightful
place in the American society and the
recognition that all are created equal.

I would ask that the House join me
and join the gentleman from Texas,
Mr. GENE GREEN, in eliminating this
provision and accepting the fact that
we have a responsibility to ensure an
even playing field and to make sure
now that 13 million people are at work,
that more people who are physically
and mentally challenged and the chil-
dren who need to be trained can also
come up and be trained under the right
rehabilitation system.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, this debate has baffled
me somewhat. It is really at the core of
much of what we are trying to do. One
of the core assumptions here is that
somehow the Governors of the United
States are not going to be as sensitive
to those who are physically and men-
tally challenged and need vocational
rehabilitation as much as Washington
would be, that Washington is the fount
for all wisdom, that the laws that we
devise here are somehow better able to
take care for the people in their States
than the Governors themselves who
presumably are more responsible and
more responsive to the people there on
a regular basis than those State legis-
latures are.

In fact, this bill kept four different
block grant categories, one of which
was vocational rehabilitation, because
we were concerned that there might be
some creaming. In that we protected
the funding stream.

If we in fact remove title V, it is not
clear what we go to conference to the
Senate with, since they have more for
a general block grant and in fact pass-
ing this amendment could hurt both
substantively in the sense of flexibility
and in this bill in conference commit-
tee.

Furthermore, there is a lot of talk
about how all the different groups feel
on this. In fact, United Cerebral Palsy,
the Arc, the Association for Retarded
Citizens, Goodwill Industries, oppose
taking this section out of the bill be-

cause they believe that it will provide
more services to the people that they
are providing services to and who they
serve and who they advocate for. In
fact most of the groups who favor this
amendment are more people who are
participating and getting funds from
the Government in this process as op-
posed to those necessarily working on
an individual basis without having a
stake in how the programs are admin-
istered.

Many of the concerns that were
raised earlier as far as State flexibility
have been addressed. In fact, if Gov-
ernors like the existing program really
well and they are working in Indiana,
for example, I do not think that Gov-
ernor Bayh thinks a Republican Con-
gress is going to do a better job for
taking care of people in Indiana than
he does. He is not from my party, but
I am willing to give him more flexibil-
ity in the State.

I have met individuals in my office
who have been served well in a number
of programs, visited programs for those
who need special vocational rehabilita-
tion in Whitley County and in Hunting-
ton County. Those programs are work-
ing well.

At the State level they will adapt
that and understand that and include
those programs that are working well.
But to say that we in Washington are
the fount for all wisdom, that we can-
not block grant and let the people at
the local level make these decisions is
challenging the core premise for this
legislation. It has nothing to do with
whether or not we want to serve those
who need our help, because in fact we
have a category that makes sure the
funding stream is there. It is how it is
implemented.

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

Mr. SOUDER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I just
wanted to add one other comment.
That is, I served for almost 5 years on
the Governor’s Committee for Employ-
ment for Disabled Persons in Califor-
nia. I really based my experience on
the large disability organizations
which the gentleman mentioned, which
include the United Cerebral Palsy, the
Association for Retarded Citizens and
Goodwill Industries in opposing remov-
ing vocational rehabilitation from Ca-
reers. These are the largest advocacy
organizations for disabled Americans.

I wanted to just read quickly one
paragraph from Joan Thompson, the
chairperson for the Governmental Af-
fairs Committee for the Arc. She writes
to Chairman GOODLING: Our constitu-
ency, as you know, is among the most
unemployed and underemployed seg-
ments of our society. Many citizens
with mental retardation and other dis-
abilities have also faced a lifetime of
segregation and a woeful lack of oppor-
tunity to become productive members
of our society. In this time of signifi-
cantly constrained Federal spending, it
is vital that every program with the
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potential to help people get and keep
jobs be fully utilized. As employers pre-
pare to assume new roles in work force
development, it is imperative that they
recognize that people with disabilities
are a largely untapped source of new
and willing workers. To delink—as the
gentleman would do in his amend-
ment—the vocational rehabilitation
system from the new system will only
serve to isolate the vocational rehabili-
tation system and people with mental
retardation from the employers. No
one would gain, except those profes-
sionals in the vocational rehabilitation
system whose sole agenda is to protect
their turf. We do not think that is what
reform is all about.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, does the gentleman under-
stand that the original block grant
proposal—we have had block grants for
75 years from the Federal Government
to the States. Each State already has
that ability. It does not take this bill
or this amendment to do that.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, but this
is less prescriptive and gives flexibility
to the States.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. The gen-
tleman understands States already
have flexibility, though.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

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

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the Green amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
Green amendment for the sake of all
Americans with disabilities and for
every American that might tomorrow
find themselves among those with dis-
abilities.

I think we must exercise the greatest
possible care in how we reform the vo-
cational rehabilitation system. Let us
not do it haphazardly as this bill is
doing it. Let us not do it with confus-
ing last-minute amendments. Let us go
back to committee and do it right.
That is what the Green amendment is
telling us to do.

I support integrating vocational re-
habilitation into a one-stop system. I
support enhancing consumer choice,
and I support adopting a more market
oriented approach. But I cannot sup-
port the haphazardly constructed mess
that we are faced with here in title V.

It is important for Members to un-
derstand the shoddiness of the process
through which these provisions were
developed, very shoddy process.

The bill makes the most far-reaching
changes in vocational rehabilitation in
70 years. Yet our committee did not
hold a single hearing on these provi-
sions, not one hearing. No public op-
portunities were provided for people
with disabilities who rely on voca-

tional rehabilitation to make com-
ments and suggestions. Everything was
drafted behind closed doors without
meaningful input from the public.

Unlike other parts of this bill, no ef-
forts have been made to involve the mi-
nority in crafting title V. For as long
as anyone can remember, disability
policy in this House has been forged on
a bipartisan basis. Republicans and
Democrats worked in harmony to-
gether to set policy. That proud tradi-
tion ends with this bill.

Everybody recalls the Americans
with Disabilities Act. I think we all re-
call the leadership of Justin Dart in
that, in the passage of that act. Justin
Dart is a Republican disability activ-
ist, and Justin Dart was the Bush ad-
ministration commissioner for the Re-
habilitation Services Administration.

In a letter dated August 30, 1995, Jus-
tin Dart says the following: I oppose
the Careers Act, H.R. 1617, as it applies
to vocational rehabilitation. The
present form of H.R. 1617 would be
harmful to people with disabilities and
the Nation.

I agree wholeheartedly with Justin
Dart. To make matters worse, the
sponsors of this bill keep making dra-
matic changes in title V at the last
minute. Last Friday one set of changes
was made. Late last night another set
were made. This morning still another
set of changes. Instead of improving
the bill, each one of these changes had
made title V progressively stranger
and more convoluted.
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What these new provisions will do is
impossible to know for sure. Pre-
schoolers take greater care in making
a fingerpainting than the sponsors of
this bill have in putting together title
V. They have great contempt for the
community of people with disabilities
in this process.

The sponsors say that anything is
better than the current system. That is
garbage. Some 9 million Americans
with disabilities now have jobs, thanks
to this program; 1.2 million are cur-
rently receiving services. The pro-
gram’s performance has been improv-
ing impressively. The job placement
rolls increased 6.4 percent last year
over the previous year. This year they
are estimated to go up another 6 per-
cent.

The system is also doing more with
less. The number of persons served has
skyrocketed since 1992, while the funds
have remained even. Most of these new
persons being served have the most se-
vere disabilities, also.

I recently received a letter from a
woman in Parkersburg, WV who did
not think anything is better than the
current system. She was first disabled
in a car accident and then abandoned
by her husband after he got his hands
on her insurance check. She could not
afford a private hospital. She called vo-
cational rehabilitation. She writes, ‘‘I
was treated wonderful. They taught me
everything, like how to get in and out

of bed, the shower, and how to drive
with hand controls, all of this all by
myself. They gave me back my inde-
pendence. I am living at home, caring
for the children, doing almost all I did
before the accident. I thank God voc
rehab exists, and I pray it will be there
for others. Until you have been in my
shoes, you cannot understand the de-
struction that passing H.R. 1617 would
cause.’’

None of the people with disabilities
have had a chance to say to the com-
mittee, to the majority Republicans in
this House, what great destruction
H.R. 1617 would cause. I hope that per-
haps the committee managers would
reconsider at this point in light of the
bipartisan opposition to the bill, and
recall it, and let us start all over on
title V.

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the op-
portunity of rising to speak in strong
opposition to the Green amendment. I
think one thing needs to be clarified.
There was a comment that we never
had hearings on this. We did have hear-
ings. We did hear from people. We spe-
cifically wanted to have input from the
people that would be involved, and we
have letters here from many different
groups that support the bill, that do
not want to be excluded from the bill.
I think it is important that we hear
what they have to say.

The United Cerebral Palsy Associa-
tion wrote this letter to Chairman
GOODLING. They indicate their strong
support of the bill and their opposition
to an amendment that would exclude
this block from the bill. It says:
‘‘UCPA,’’ the United Cerebral Palsy As-
sociation, ‘‘is a network of 155 affiliate
organizations across America that are
committed to advancing the independ-
ence, productivity, and full citizenship
of people with disabilities. UCPA has
worked diligently with House staff to
ensure that the CAREERS Act will as-
sist in furthering employment for peo-
ple with disabilities and not create yet
more barriers in their path.’’

We have also heard from Goodwill In-
dustries, who have done great work.
Last year they helped 23,000 people who
were in some way disabled in employ-
ment. They also strongly support the
bill and oppose this amendment.

We have several letters that are simi-
lar that support the bill. They have
been working with us. We have been
working with them, right up until the
current moment, to make sure that we
are able to provide better service and
reach out to all of these people.

That is the whole purpose of the bill,
is to reach down into the local commu-
nity, to reach more people, to have bet-
ter service.

There have been other things said
about Governors who support or do not
support it. Let me read this letter that
was just received from the Republican
Governors’ Association:

‘‘Dear Bill,’’ speaking of the chair-
man of the committee, the gentleman
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from Pennsylvania, Mr. GOODLING, ‘‘as
members of the Republican Governors’
Association Task Force on Work Force
Development, we write to clarify our
position on the Vocational Rehabilita-
tion Title,’’ which is title V, ‘‘of the
CAREERS Act.

‘‘While we have previously expressed
numerous concerns related to design
and delivery of services through title V
of the act, we firmly believe this title
should be included in the CAREERS
Act. It is essential that vocational re-
habilitation services be integrated as
part of the overall State work force de-
velopment system.’’

I think it has been mentioned, we
have covered this strongly, that we are
trying to reach out and help these peo-
ple. They have participated in the
hearings that we held, and while every-
body is not totally satisfied, this bill
does the best job in improving over the
status quo and in reaching out.

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

Mr. MCKEON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. RIGGS. I appreciate the distin-
guished chairman of the subcommittee
yielding to me.

I think it is important to stress, Mr.
Chairman, just before we prepare to
vote here, that we completely reform
and overhaul the Federal job training
programs. We create these four consoli-
dated block grants. This is the only
block grant where we not only main-
tain the current level of funding, but
increase funding. I want to impress
upon my colleagues that under our pro-
posal, under the CAREERS Act, we are
increasing funding for vocational reha-
bilitation employment-related serv-
ices. I appreciate the gentleman for
yielding so I could make that point.

Mr. MCKEON. Reclaiming my time, I
think this brings up another very im-
portant point. The gentleman from
New Hampshire [Mr. ZELIFF] who spoke
earlier today, had a bill that tried to
do some of the same things. His bill
was one block grant out to the local
States and communities. One of the
main reasons why we broke out into
four block grants was specifically so we
could help and do a better job with vo-
cational rehabilitation. Vote ‘‘no’’ on
the Green amendment. Support the
bill.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the requisite number
of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
Green amendment. The issue that I be-
lieve has been misunderstood is the
question of the block grant. The legis-
lation that is being proposed here
today is not creating a new block grant
for vocational rehabilitation. The vo-
cational rehabilitation program has al-
ways been under a block grant. That is
the current program that is in effect
today.

The second misunderstanding is that
this bill that is before us is going to
create flexibility for the States in op-
erating the program. The current pro-

gram affords the States full flexibility
in designing the programs which they
feel are required to meet the needs of
their disabled population and paying
particular attention to those who are
severely disabled, who have been
through accidents, who have had
stokes and other kinds of very debili-
tating experiences.

The current program has met the na-
tional requirements. It has fulfilled the
needs of our local population. It has
abided by performance and quality
standards which the Congress has set,
and yet it has given the States broad
discretion in determining how to meet
those standards.

The difficulty that we have in accept-
ing title V, as written in the bill, is
that the committee, the people that
are responsible for writing this legisla-
tion, have not had any opportunity to
deliberate on the needs and the specific
reasons for consolidating this program
into a new form of support for the
States. Without that opportunity of
hearing from the constituency, from
the providers and so forth, it seems to
me foolhardy for the Congress to now
change a program that has been so suc-
cessful.

Title V of this bill establishes a very
prescriptive, one-size-fits-all rehabili-
tation delivery system for every State,
based upon the concept of private en-
terprise market-driven forces.

Under title V of this bill, vocational
rehabilitation clients would be pro-
vided vouchers through the work force
development board, or a one-stop-ca-
reer center, to shop for their own serv-
ices. The availability of services in this
private enterprise market-driven sys-
tem is almost beyond belief as to how
it could service this extremely dis-
advantaged population that needs a dif-
ferent character and mode of service,
as has already been described. There is
no guarantee whatsoever in the legisla-
tion that I can find that this one-stop
opportunity, as they are saying they
are providing, is going to meet the
needs of these individuals.

Someone said earlier in the debate,
in defending title V, that what is being
done here is that the Congress is some-
how substituting for what the people
out there in the community have ex-
pressed in other areas as changes that
must be made. Let me tell the Mem-
bers that I am not here defending the
providers and the bureaucracy of the
State. I am here defending the people
who have said to me time and time
again one of the most wonderful serv-
ices they have found available in their
States currently are the services under
the vocational rehabilitation program.

I have a letter here today that I re-
ceived from a Curtis Inoue in Honolulu.
I did not solicit this letter, but he was
alarmed when he heard about what was
happening to the program under title
V. Let me read a portion of the letter.

He says, and I quote, ‘‘Public voca-
tional rehabilitation has proven to be a
successful cost-effective method of pro-
viding gainful employment to individ-

uals with disabilities. I speak from ex-
perience, as an individual who is deaf.
I have benefited greatly from voca-
tional rehabilitation services. Whereas
I was once a Supplemental Security In-
come recipient and Medicare bene-
ficiary, I am now a productive, tax-
paying citizen, thanks to public voca-
tional rehabilitation services.

‘‘I simply cannot see how the unique
needs of individuals with disabilities
can be met through generic programs
that serve broad categories of individ-
uals seeking employment. Vocational
rehabilitation professionals with spe-
cialized skills are an essential compo-
nent of ensuring long-term job reten-
tion for persons with disabilities. There
is no way that I and many others would
be in the position that we are in with-
out having had such services. Please
vote to sustain separate funding and
services for vocational rehabilitation
programs, and encourage your col-
leagues to do the same.’’

I rise to ask my colleagues to do ex-
actly that.

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

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. I yield to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. GOODLING. First, Mr. Chairman,
I would say that I am very happy that
the present legislation we have before
us does keep the separate funding.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentlewoman from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK]
has expired.

(On request of Mr. GOODLING and by
unanimous consent, Mrs. MINK of Ha-
waii was allowed to proceed for 10 addi-
tional seconds.)

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

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. I yield to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, the
gentlewoman mentioned prescriptive. I
merely wanted to say current law has
37 major requirements. The CAREERS
bill has only 14.

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, before I begin, I yield
to the gentleman from Texas, Mr. GENE
GREEN, who correctly points out that
the National Association of Governors,
the bipartisan group of Governors, not
only supports this bill, but supports
the Green amendment to this bill.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I thank my colleague from
New York for yielding to me. I am glad
he pointed that out. Again, the Gov-
ernors are not here on the floor of the
House. They have their authority in
the State legislatures and they can
work their will there, but we do have a
battle of letters here today from Re-
publican Governors, national Gov-
ernors. The national Governors do sup-
port the flexibility of keeping voca-
tional rehabilitation as a separate rev-
enue source or a separate stream, sepa-
rate from this CAREERS bill, because
it has worked for 70 years. Sure, they
have gone through reforms in 1992, and
we will reform them again, but we do
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not need to do it by lumping them all
together with everyone else.

Mr. ENGEL. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support
of the Green amendment. I have many
reservations about the bill, and this
amendment addresses one of my chief
concerns. I do understand and agree
with many of the points in support of
the bill. The CAREERS bill does elimi-
nate much of the overlap that exists in
many Federal education and training
programs. I am pleased that some ef-
fort is being made to correct the prob-
lems that exist. However, I feel that
the negatives of this bill outweigh the
positives, and would end up damaging
the system that is in effect, rather
than fixing it. Unless changes such as
the amendment of the gentleman from
Texas approved, it would be very dif-
ficult for me to support the bill.

This bill goes too far, I believe, in ad-
dressing problems that need to be cor-
rected. Instead of dealing with overlap
and waste, the CAREERS bill virtually
guts the job training system for one
that has little accountability and not
enough safeguards for those who need
these programs to improve their lives.

I did not have the chance to speak on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Montana [Mr. WILLIAMS]
earlier, but I would like to take a while
to comment on it here. As this bill is
written, the Governors would have the
chief authority to monitor funds pro-
vided by the Federal Government. The
authors of the bill claim this will cut
bureaucracy. However, instead of cut-
ting bureaucracy, I believe this bill
would actually increase it on the State
level.
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In my State of New York, the bill
would impose a dual system of services
for recipients. Currently a State sys-
tem has been established through the
provisions of the State constitution
and statutes promulgated by the State
legislature. This system administers
both State and Federal funding.

However, the CAREERS bill will set
up a separate system to monitor the
Federal funding, to be administered by
the Governor. Instead of improving
services for New York recipients, this
legislation will now install two levels
of bureaucracy, making it more dif-
ficult to receive the same services.
This is not the direction that this bill
should be taking.

The proposal to change the way the
vocational rehabilitation system is
structured is totally unacceptable to
me as currently written. The bill would
limit State flexibility and create un-
even access to services to those that
are truly needy.

I am concerned that the specialized
services that the people who depend on
these programs require could be sac-
rificed in order to satisfy the financial
requirements of the bill. Consolidating
the specialized programs under this
system with generic work force prepa-
ration activities could jeopardize the

recipients of vocational rehabilitation
services. Populations such as the blind
and disabled need our full attention
and must not be shortchanged.

The current system is fully supported
by the disability community and is
kept intact in the Senate bill. We must
strike title V from this bill so that we
can continue to help those who most
need it. In the fervor to allegedly cut
bureaucracy through the use of large
block grants, we may just be creating
new problems without taking care of
the needs of the recipients.

Mr. Chairman, this bill has many
flaws. It is underfunded, it has far too
much consolidation, and it severely
and adversely changes the vocational
rehabilitation system.

This amendment can at least save
the vocational rehabilitation system so
that our recipients can be properly
served. We are already cutting too
much from the recipients. Let us not
limit their access any further.

I want to conclude by saying what I
have said many times in the past. I do
not believe that block grants are a pan-
acea to the needs of the States. They
only work if they are fully funded, and
this bill cuts a great deal.

I have grave reservations but believe
that by supporting the gentleman’s
amendment, this bill will then go in
the right direction. I urge my col-
leagues to support it.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words, and I rise in support of the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, vocational rehabilita-
tion is not broken, and I have not
heard anyone claim it is. Vocational
rehabilitation is one of the most im-
portant mechanisms in America, suc-
cessfully administered and applied, for
assisting individuals with disabilities
in obtaining primarily 3 things: Pro-
ductive employment, to live independ-
ently, and to thrive in mainstream so-
ciety. The system is not broken. It
works.

I support the gentleman’s amend-
ment because he recognizes and his
amendment cures the problem that the
bill as now written with regard to vo-
cational rehabilitation—by the way, I
want to say parenthetically, I still
want a bipartisan approach to this bill
and I am still for this bill. We have
worked a lot on it in a very bipartisan
way.

But the gentleman from Texas under-
stands that the bill disrupts the cur-
rent vocational rehabilitation system
by limiting State flexibility, by dilut-
ing accountability and, worse, in the
name of vouchers and private sector
evening, private sector delivery, it cre-
ates uneven access to services. The re-
habilitation clients who need the most
services, the most attention, the most
application, would be the ones least
served under the legislated proposal.

Vouchers would not be an appro-
priate mechanism for the most se-
verely disadvantaged citizens in need
of vocational rehabilitation to be

served. If one doubts that, look at the
outpouring of opposition that greeted
this bill from the disability community
itself.

I suppose your phones have continued
to ring all day long with opposition
from the disability community. No,
these are not State employees. These
are people in need of help who like the
system they now have because it is
serving them properly. It does work.

We have heard just within the last
hour or so from the National Associa-
tion of Protection and Advocacy Sys-
tems, support the gentleman’s amend-
ment. We have heard from the Reha-
bilitation and Continuing Education
Programs Consortium, from the Na-
tional Council on Rehabilitation Edu-
cation, from the National Association
of Developmental disabilities Councils.

The University of Tennessee at Knox-
ville, their College of Education, the
Rehabilitation and Deafness Unit has
written to us saying the bill is not
right as it is, it needs fixing in the
rehab department. They like the Green
amendment. The National Rehabilita-
tion Association, the Council of State
Administrators of Vocational Rehabili-
tation, the National Council of State
Agencies for the Blind.

These are the users of this system.
These are the clients. These are the
people that need the help, that get the
service every day, saying the Green
amendment is the right way to do this.

Let me make a suggestion. I urge my
colleagues to drop this title from the
bill, vote to drop this title from the
bill. Let us review, in concert with the
disability community, the vocational
rehabilitation community, what we
might do together as we move to con-
ference.

If anybody thinks that we have al-
ready spent a long, long time on this
vocational rehabilitation problem, let
me tell the Members we have not. We
had one hearing. I am the ranking
member on the subcommittee. We had
one hearing.

We heard primarily from the indus-
try that would benefit by these vouch-
ers. Everyone else that came before our
hearing would have been in support of
the Green amendment and was opposed
to the bill as it sat. So the rehabilita-
tion community is saying, ‘‘Slow down,
wait a minute, you really are trying to
fix something here that is not broken
and works quite well.’’

I urge Members on both the Demo-
crat and Republican side to listen to
the disability community that is in
need of this vocational rehabilitation.
Vote to drop this title from the bill,
and let us sit down as we have thus far
and work this out in a bipartisan man-
ner.

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

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

Mrs. FOWLER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. GOODLING. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding.
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Mr. Chairman, I will just take a

minute. First of all, I want to make
sure that everybody understands,
vouchers is an administration proposal.
The administration, I believe, of that
side of the aisle. But it is an adminis-
tration proposal. That is what vouch-
ers are all about.

Second, in Georgia at the present
time, they are using vouchers to serve
the most disabled, the most disabled.

Lastly, all the references we just
heard were references from State em-
ployees, State government, all of those
who have some special concern. We did
not hear those references from the se-
verely disabled individuals.

I would hope that we can save the
bill. The only way we can do that, of
course, is to defeat this amendment.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words, and I rise in support
of this amendment.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BROWN of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. I thank
my colleague the gentleman from Cali-
fornia for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I think we are getting
down to calling a vote on the amend-
ment. Let me try and sum up the de-
bate we have had for a good while here.

We have 2 different groups of gov-
ernors. I have a letter from the Na-
tional Governors Association saying
they support the amendment, that we
have had flexibility in vocational rehab
for 70 years, it is the original block
grant. Why lose a program that is ef-
fective, that was changed in 1992 and
will be up for reauthorization in 2
years? Why should we lose that and
lose that flow to our disabled commu-
nity?

Let me talk about what the CA-
REERS Act would do. Under current
law, eligible individuals are guaranteed
access to the same quality and range of
services no matter where they reside in
a State. This guarantee would be elimi-
nated under title V, whether the Work
Force Development Board and their
community had decided to provide this
service, whether the work force devel-
opment area could afford the service.
That is why we need a State agency to
provide this support and that is why
the current system does not need to be
lumped in with the CAREERS bill. The
CAREERS bill is a good bill, I was
proud to vote for it in committee as it
came out with the understanding we
would be able to address voc rehab. We
have not been able to to the satisfac-
tion of the client organizations that I
have heard from. Again, we have client
organizations, I understand, on both
sides. But when there is confusion, we
should not disrupt the system, we
should let that be separate. Vocational
rehabilitation is too important to have
it lumped in with the general popu-
lation. Let us keep that emphasis for
vocational rehab for those clients who
need it.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, let me just conclude by saying
that I have a very strong interest in
this particular area. I began my career
here in Congress more than 30 years
ago serving on the then Committee on
Education and Labor and being ac-
tively involved in the creation of some
of these programs. I share the views
that have been expressed here that
when you have a good program that is
working effectively, you should not try
and make too many changes in it. I
hope that I will be able to support this
bill as we bring it to final passage. My
ability to do that, of course, would be
greatly assisted if we could also adopt
this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas, Mr. GENE GREEN.

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote.

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

vice, and there were—ayes 231, noes 192,
not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 670]

AYES—231

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews
Baesler
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Barton
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman
Bevill
Bishop
Blute
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Buyer
Cardin
Chapman
Chenoweth
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crapo
Cremeans
Danner
de la Garza
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley

Doyle
Duncan
Durbin
Edwards
Ehrlich
Engel
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Flanagan
Foglietta
Forbes
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Funderburk
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hayes
Hefner
Heineman
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hobson
Holden
Horn
Hoyer
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)

Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klink
LaFalce
Lantos
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McCrery
McDermott
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Mollohan
Montgomery
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Ney
Nussle
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi

Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pomeroy
Poshard
Pryce
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Reed
Richardson
Rivers
Roemer
Rose
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schiff
Schroeder

Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Skaggs
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Stockman
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Tanner
Taylor (MS)
Tejeda
Thompson
Thornton
Thurman
Torkildsen

Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waldholtz
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Williams
Wilson
Wise
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates
Zimmer

NOES—192

Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Collins (GA)
Combest
Cooley
Cox
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis
Deal
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Dunn
Ehlers
Emerson
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Foley
Fowler
Fox
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Gallegly
Ganske

Gekas
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hilleary
Hoekstra
Hoke
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Kasich
Kelly
Kim
King
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
Laughlin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Livingston
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martini
McCollum
McDade
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Moorhead
Moran
Myers
Myrick

Nethercutt
Neumann
Norwood
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Petri
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Talent
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Upton
Vucanovich
Walker
Wamp
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff

NOT VOTING—11

Brown (FL)
Fields (LA)
Fields (TX)
Jefferson

Moakley
Oberstar
Reynolds
Sisisky

Tucker
Volkmer
Walsh
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The Clerk announced the following
pair:

On this vote:
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Mr. Moakley for, with Mr. Fields of Texas

against.

Mr. BAKER of California changed his
vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Messrs. FORBES, ENSIGN, HORN,
DINGELL, WATTS of Oklahoma, and
BARTON of Texas changed their vote
from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. Mr. Speak-
er, on rollcall vote Nos. 664, 665, 666,
667, 668, 669, and 670 I was unavoidably
detained in my district. Had I been
present, I would have voted ‘‘aye’’ on
664, ‘‘aye’’ on 665, ‘‘aye’’ on 666, ‘‘no’’ on
667, ‘‘aye’’ on 668, ‘‘no’’ on 669, and
‘‘aye’’ on 670.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall
No. 670 I was unavoidably detained.
Had I been present in the Chamber, I
would have noted ‘‘aye’’ on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Texas, Mr. GENE GREEN.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to title V?

If not, the Clerk will designate title
VI.

The text of title VI is as follows:
TITLE VI—HIGHER EDUCATION

PRIVATIZATION
SEC. 601. REORGANIZATION OF THE STUDENT

LOAN MARKETING ASSOCIATION
THROUGH THE FORMATION OF A
HOLDING COMPANY.

(a) AMENDMENT.—Part B of title IV of the
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1071
et seq.) is amended by inserting after section
439 (20 U.S.C. 1087–2) the following new sec-
tion:
‘‘SEC. 440. REORGANIZATION OF THE STUDENT

LOAN MARKETING ASSOCIATION
THROUGH THE FORMATION OF A
HOLDING COMPANY.

‘‘(a) ACTIONS BY THE ASSOCIATION’S BOARD
OF DIRECTORS.—The Board of Directors of the
Association shall take or cause to be taken
all such action as it deems necessary or ap-
propriate to effect, upon the shareholder ap-
proval described in subsection (b), a restruc-
turing of the common stock ownership of the
Association, as set forth in a plan of reorga-
nization adopted by the Board of Directors
(the terms of which shall be consistent with
this Act) so that all of the outstanding com-
mon shares shall be directly owned by an or-
dinary business corporation chartered under
State or District of Columbia law (the ‘Hold-
ing Company’), as the Board of Directors
may determine. Such actions may include,
in the Board’s discretion, a merger of a whol-
ly owned subsidiary of the Holding Company
with and into the Association, which would
have the effect provided in the plan of reor-
ganization and the law of the jurisdiction in
which such subsidiary is incorporated. As
part of the restructuring, the Board of Direc-
tors may cause (1) the common shares of the
Association to be converted, at the reorga-
nization effective date, to common shares of
the Holding Company on a one for one basis,
consistent with applicable State or District
of Columbia law, and (2) Holding Company
common shares to be registered with the Se-
curities and Exchange Commission.

‘‘(b) SHAREHOLDER APPROVAL.—The plan of
reorganization adopted by the Board of Di-
rectors pursuant to subsection (a) shall be
submitted to common stockholders of the
Association for their approval. The reorga-

nization shall occur at the reorganization ef-
fective date, provided that the plan of reor-
ganization has been approved by the affirma-
tive votes, cast in person or by proxy, of the
holders of a majority of the issued and out-
standing shares of the Association common
stock.

‘‘(c) TRANSITION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as specifically

provided in this section, until the dissolution
date the Association shall continue to have
all of the rights, privileges and obligations
set forth in, and shall be subject to all of the
limitations and restrictions of, section 439 of
this Act as in effect on the effective date of
this section, and the Association shall con-
tinue to carry out the purposes of such sec-
tion. The Holding Company and its affiliates
other than the Association shall not be enti-
tled to any of the rights, privileges and obli-
gations, and shall not be subject to the limi-
tations and restrictions, applicable to the
Association under section 439 of this Act as
in effect on the effective date of this section,
except as specifically provided in this sec-
tion. The Holding Company and its subsidi-
aries (other than the Association) shall not
purchase loans insured under this Act until
such time as the Association ceases acquir-
ing such loans, except that the Association
shall continue to acquire loans as a lender of
last resort pursuant to section 439(q) of this
Act or under an agreement with the Sec-
retary described in section 440(c)(6).

‘‘(2) TRANSFER OF CERTAIN PROPERTY.—Ex-
cept as specifically provided in this section,
at the reorganization effective date or as
soon as practicable thereafter, the Associa-
tion shall use its best efforts to transfer to
the Holding Company or its subsidiaries (or
both), in each case, as directed by the Hold-
ing Company, all real and personal property
of the Association (both tangible and intan-
gible) other than the remaining property.
Without limiting the preceding sentence,
such transferred property shall include all
right, title and interest in (A) direct or indi-
rect subsidiaries of the Association (exclud-
ing any interest in any government spon-
sored enterprise), (B) contracts, leases, and
other agreements, (C) licenses and other in-
tellectual property, and (D) any other prop-
erty of the Association. Notwithstanding the
preceding provisions of this paragraph, noth-
ing in this paragraph shall be construed to
prohibit the Association from transferring
remaining property from time to time to the
Holding Company or its subsidiaries, subject
to the provisions of paragraph (4).

‘‘(3) TRANSFER OF PERSONNEL.—At the reor-
ganization effective date, employees of the
Association shall become employees of the
Holding Company (or of the subsidiaries),
and the Holding Company (or the subsidi-
aries or both) shall provide all necessary and
appropriate management and operational
support (including loan servicing) to the As-
sociation, as requested by the Association.
The Association may, however, obtain such
management and operational support from
other persons or entities.

‘‘(4) DIVIDENDS.—The Association may pay
dividends in the form of cash or noncash dis-
tributions so long as at the time of the dec-
laration of such dividends, after giving effect
to the payment of such dividends as of the
date of such declaration by the Board of Di-
rectors of the Association, the Association’s
capital would be in compliance with the cap-
ital standards set forth in section 439(r) of
this Act. If, at any time after the reorganiza-
tion effective date, the Association fails to
comply with such capital standards, the
Holding Company shall be obligated to trans-
fer to the Association additional capital in
such amounts as are necessary to ensure
that the Association again complies with the
capital standards.

‘‘(5) VALUATION OF NONCASH DISTRIBU-
TIONS.—After the reorganization effective
date, any distribution of noncash assets by
the Association to the Holding Company
shall be valued at book value on the date the
Association’s Board of Directors approved
such distribution for purposes of calculating
compliance with section 439(r) of this Act.

‘‘(6) RESTRICTIONS ON NEW BUSINESS ACTIV-
ITY OR ACQUISITION OF ASSETS BY ASSOCIA-
TION.—After the reorganization effective
date, the Association shall not engage in any
new business activities or acquire any addi-
tional program assets described in section
439(d) of the Act other than—

‘‘(A) in connection with (i) student loan
purchases through September 30, 2003, and
(ii) contractual commitments for future
warehousing advances or pursuant to letters
of credit or standby bond purchase agree-
ments which are outstanding as of the reor-
ganization effective date;

‘‘(B) in connection with its serving as a
lender-of-last-resort pursuant to section 439
of this Act; and

‘‘(C) in connection with its purchase of
loans insured under this part, if the Sec-
retary, with the approval of the Secretary of
the Treasury, enters into an agreement with
the Association for the continuation or re-
sumption of its secondary market purchase
program because the Secretary determines
there is inadequate liquidity for loans made
under this part.

The Secretary is authorized to enter into an
agreement described in subparagraph (C)
with the Association covering such second-
ary market activities.
Any agreement entered into under subpara-
graph (C) shall cover a period of 12 months,
but may be renewed if the Secretary deter-
mines that liquidity remains inadequate.
The fee provided under section 439(h)(7) shall
not apply to loans acquired under any such
agreement with the Secretary.

‘‘(7) ISSUANCE OF DEBT OBLIGATIONS DURING

THE TRANSITION PERIOD; ATTRIBUTES OF DEBT

OBLIGATIONS.—After the reorganization effec-
tive date, the Association shall not issue
debt obligations which mature later than
September 30, 2007, except in connection with
serving as a lender-of-last-resort pursuant to
section 439 of this Act or with purchasing
loans under an agreement with the Secretary
as described in paragraph (6) of this sub-
section. Nothing in this subsection shall
modify the attributes accorded the debt obli-
gations of the Association by section 439, re-
gardless of whether such debt obligations are
incurred prior to, or at any time following,
the reorganization effective date or are
transferred to a trust in accordance with
subsection (d).

‘‘(8) MONITORING OF SAFETY AND SOUND-
NESS.—

‘‘(A) OBLIGATION TO OBTAIN, MAINTAIN, AND
REPORT INFORMATION.—The Association shall
obtain such information and make and keep
such records as the Secretary of the Treas-
ury may from time to time prescribe con-
cerning (i) the financial risk to the Associa-
tion resulting from the activities of any of
its associated persons, to the extent such ac-
tivities are reasonably likely to have a ma-
terial impact on the financial condition of
the Association, including its capital ratio,
its liquidity, or its ability to conduct and fi-
nance its operations, and (ii) the Associa-
tion’s policies, procedures, and systems for
monitoring and controlling any such finan-
cial risk. The Association’s obligations
under this subsection with respect to any as-
sociated person which is a third party
servicer (as defined in 34 C.F.R. 682.200(b))
shall be limited to providing to the Sec-
retary of the Treasury copies of any reports
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or other information provided to the Sec-
retary of Education pursuant to 34 C.F.R.
682.200 et seq. The Secretary of the Treasury
may require summary reports of such infor-
mation to be filed no more frequently than
quarterly. For purposes of this paragraph,
the term ‘associated person’ shall mean any
person, other than a natural person, directly
or indirectly controlling, controlled by, or
under common control with the Association.

‘‘(B) SEPARATE OPERATION OF CORPORA-
TIONS.—

‘‘(i) The funds and assets of the Associa-
tion shall at all times be maintained sepa-
rately from the funds and assets of the Hold-
ing Company or any of its other subsidiaries
and may be used solely by the Association to
carry out its purposes and to fulfill its obli-
gations.

‘‘(ii) The Association shall maintain books
and records that clearly reflect the assets
and liabilities of the Association, separate
from the assets and liabilities of the Holding
Company or any of its other subsidiaries.

‘‘(iii) The Association shall maintain a cor-
porate office that is physically separate from
any office of the Holding Company or any of
its subsidiaries.

‘‘(iv) No director of the Association that is
appointed by the President pursuant to sec-
tion 439(c)(1)(A) may serve as a director of
the Holding Company.

‘‘(v) At least one officer of the Association
shall remain an officer solely of the Associa-
tion.

‘‘(vi) Transactions between the Association
and the Holding Company or its other sub-
sidiaries, including any loan servicing ar-
rangements, shall be on terms no less favor-
able to the Association than the Association
could obtain from an unrelated third party
offering comparable services.

‘‘(vii) The Association shall not extend
credit to the Holding Company or any of its
affiliates, nor guarantee or provide any cred-
it enhancement to any debt obligations of
the Holding Company or any of its affiliates.

‘‘(viii) Any amounts collected on behalf of
the Association by the Holding Company or
any of its other subsidiaries with respect to
the assets of the Association, pursuant to a
servicing contract or other arrangement be-
tween the Association and the Holding Com-
pany or any of its other direct or indirect
subsidiaries, shall be collected solely for the
benefit of the Association and shall be imme-
diately deposited by the Holding Company or
such other subsidiary to an account under
the sole control of the Association.

‘‘(C) ENCUMBRANCE OF ASSETS.—Notwith-
standing any otherwise applicable Federal or
State law, rule, or regulation, or legal or eq-
uitable principle, doctrine, or theory to the
contrary, under no circumstances shall the
assets of the Association be available or used
to pay claims or debts of or incurred by the
Holding Company. Nothing in this subpara-
graph shall limit the right of the Association
to pay dividends not otherwise prohibited
hereunder or limit any liability of the Hold-
ing Company explicitly provided for in this
part.

‘‘(D) HOLDING COMPANY ACTIVITIES.—After
the reorganization effective date and prior to
the dissolution of the Association in accord-
ance with section 440(d), Holding Company
activities shall be limited to ownership of
the Association and any other subsidiaries.
All business activities shall be conducted
through subsidiaries.

‘‘(9) ASSOCIATION BOARD OF DIRECTORS.—
Notwithstanding any other provision of part
B of this title, after the reorganization effec-
tive date, the 14 directors of the Association
elected by the Association’s stockholders
(which immediately after the reorganization
effective date shall be the Holding Company)
shall no longer be required to meet the eligi-

bility requirements set forth in section
439(c).

‘‘(10) ISSUANCE OF STOCK WARRANTS.—At the
reorganization effective date, the Holding
Company shall issue to the Secretary of the
Treasury 200,000 stock warrants, each enti-
tling the holder of the stock warrant to pur-
chase from the Holding Company one share
of the registered common stock of the Hold-
ing Company at any time on or before Sep-
tember 30, 2007. The exercise price for such
warrants shall be an amount equal to the av-
erage closing price of the common stock of
the Association for the 20 business days prior
to and including the date of enactment of
this section on the exchange or market
which is then the primary exchange or mar-
ket for the common stock of the Association,
subject to any adjustments necessary to re-
flect the conversion of Association common
stock into Holding Company common stock
as part of the plan of reorganization ap-
proved by the Association’s shareholders.

‘‘(11) RESTRICTIONS ON TRANSFER OF ASSO-
CIATION SHARES AND BANKRUPTCY OF ASSOCIA-
TION.—After the reorganization effective
date, the Holding Company shall not sell,
pledge, or otherwise transfer the outstanding
shares of the Association, or agree to or
cause the liquidation of the Association or
cause the Association to file a petition for
bankruptcy under title 11, United States
Code, without prior approval of the Sec-
retary of the Treasury and the Secretary of
Education.

‘‘(d) TERMINATION OF THE ASSOCIATION.—
The Association shall dissolve, and its sepa-
rate existence shall terminate on September
30, 2007, after discharge of all outstanding
debt obligations and liquidation pursuant to
this subsection. The Association may dis-
solve pursuant to this subsection prior to
such date by notifying the Secretary of Edu-
cation and the Secretary of the Treasury of
its intention to dissolve, unless within 60
days of receipt of such notice the Secretary
of Education notifies the Association that it
continues to be needed to serve as a lender of
last resort pursuant to section 439(q) of this
Act or continues to be needed to purchase
loans under an agreement with the Secretary
described in subsection (c)(6) of this section.
On the dissolution date, the Association
shall take the following actions:

‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT OF A TRUST.—The As-
sociation shall, under the terms of an irrev-
ocable trust agreement in form and sub-
stance satisfactory to the Secretary of the
Treasury, the Association and the appointed
trustee, irrevocably transfer all remaining
obligations of the Association to the trust
and irrevocably deposit or cause to be depos-
ited into such trust, to be held as trust funds
solely for the benefit of holders of the re-
maining obligations, money or direct
noncallable obligations of the United States
of America or any agency thereof for which
payment the full faith and credit of the Unit-
ed States is pledged, maturing as to prin-
cipal and interest in such amounts and at
such times as are determined by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to be sufficient, with-
out consideration of any significant reinvest-
ment of such interest, to pay the principal
of, and interest on, the remaining obliga-
tions in accordance with their terms. To the
extent the Association cannot provide
money or qualifying obligations in the
amount required, the Holding Company shall
be required to transfer money or qualifying
obligations to the trust in the amount nec-
essary to prevent any deficiency.

‘‘(2) USE OF TRUST ASSETS.—All money, ob-
ligations, or financial assets deposited into
the trust pursuant to this subsection shall be
applied by the trustee to the payment of the
remaining obligations assumed by the trust.
Upon the fulfillment of the trustee’s duties

under the trust, any remaining assets of the
trust shall be transferred to the Holding
Company or its subsidiaries, or both, as di-
rected by the Holding Company.

‘‘(3) OBLIGATIONS NOT TRANSFERRED TO THE
TRUST.—The Association shall make proper
provision for all other obligations of the As-
sociation, including the repurchase or re-
demption, or the making of proper provision
for the repurchase or redemption, of any pre-
ferred stock of the Association then out-
standing. Any obligations of the Association
which cannot be fully satisfied shall become
liabilities of the Holding Company as of the
date of dissolution.

‘‘(4) TRANSFER OF REMAINING ASSETS.—
After compliance with paragraphs (1), and
(3), the Association shall transfer to the
Holding Company any remaining assets of
the Association.

‘‘(e) OPERATION OF THE HOLDING COM-
PANY.—

‘‘(1) HOLDING COMPANY BOARD OF DIREC-
TORS.—The number and composition of the
Board of Directors of the Holding Company
shall be determined as set forth in the Hold-
ing Company’s charter or like instrument (as
amended from time to time) or bylaws (as
amended from time to time) and as permis-
sible under the laws of the jurisdiction of its
incorporation.

‘‘(2) HOLDING COMPANY NAME.—The names
of the Holding Company and any subsidiary
of the Holding Company other than the Asso-
ciation—

‘‘(A) may not contain the name ‘Student
Loan Marketing Association’; and

‘‘(B) may contain, to the extent permitted
by applicable State or District of Columbia
law, ‘Sallie Mae’, or variations thereof or
such other names as the Board of Directors
of the Association of the Holding Company
shall deem appropriate.

‘‘(3) USE OF SALLIE MAE NAME.—Without
limiting paragraph (2), the Association may
assign to the Holding Company, or any other
subsidiary of the Holding Company, the ‘Sal-
lie Mae’ name as a trademark and service
mark, except that neither the Holding Com-
pany nor any subsidiary of the Holding Com-
pany other than the Association or a subsidi-
ary of the Association may use the ‘Sallie
Mae’ name on, or to identify the issuer of,
any debt obligation or other security offered
or sold by the Holding Company or any such
subsidiary. The Association shall remit to
the Secretary of Treasury $5,000,000 during
fiscal year 1996 as compensation for the right
to assign such trademark or service mark.

‘‘(4) DISCLOSURE REQUIRED.—Until 3 years
after the dissolution date, the Holding Com-
pany, and any subsidiary of the Holding
Company other than the Association, shall
prominently display—

‘‘(A) in any document offering its securi-
ties, that the obligations of the Holding
Company and any such subsidiary are not
guaranteed by the full faith and credit of the
United States; and

‘‘(B) in any advertisement or promotional
materials which use the ‘Sallie Mae’ name or
mark, a statement that neither the Holding
Company nor any such subsidiary is a Gov-
ernment-sponsored enterprise or instrumen-
tality of the United States.

‘‘(f) STRICT CONSTRUCTION.—Except as spe-
cifically set forth in this section, nothing
contained in this section shall be construed
to limit the authority of the Association as
a federally chartered corporation, or of the
Holding Company as a State or District of
Columbia chartered corporation.

‘‘(g) RIGHT TO ENFORCE.—The Secretary of
Education or the Secretary of the Treasury,
as appropriate, may request the Attorney
General of the United States to bring an ac-
tion in the United States District Court for
the District of Columbia for the enforcement
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of any provisions of this section, or may,
under the direction or control of the Attor-
ney General, bring such an action. Such
court shall have jurisdiction and power to
order and require compliance with this sec-
tion.

‘‘(h) DEADLINE FOR REORGANIZATION EFFEC-
TIVE DATE.—This section shall be of no fur-
ther force and effect in the event that the re-
organization effective date does not occur on
or before 18 months after the date of enact-
ment of this section.

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

‘‘(1) The term ‘Association’ means the Stu-
dent Loan Marketing Association.

‘‘(2) The term ‘dissolution date’ shall mean
September 30, 2007, or such earlier date as
the Secretary of Education permits the
transfer of remaining obligations in accord-
ance with subsection (d) of this section.

‘‘(3) The term ‘reorganization effective
date’ means the effective date of the reorga-
nization as determined by the Board of Di-
rectors of the Association, which shall not be
earlier than the date that stockholder ap-
proval is obtained pursuant to subsection (b)
of this section and shall not be later than
the date that is 18 months after the date of
enactment of this section.

‘‘(4) The term ‘Holding Company’ means
the new business corporation formed pursu-
ant to this section by the Association under
the laws of any State of the United States or
the District of Columbia.

‘‘(5) The term ‘remaining obligations’ shall
mean the debt obligations of the Association
outstanding as of the dissolution date.

‘‘(6) The term ‘remaining property’ shall
mean the following assets and liabilities of
the Association which are outstanding as of
the reorganization effective date: (A) debt
obligations issued by the Association, (B)
contracts relating to interest rate, currency,
or commodity positions or protections, (C)
investment securities owned by the Associa-
tion, (D) any instruments, assets, or agree-
ments described in section 439(d) of this Act
(including without limitation all student
loans, forward purchase and lending commit-
ments, warehousing advances, academic fa-
cilities obligations, letters of credit, standby
bond purchase agreements, liquidity agree-
ments, and student loan revenue bonds or
other loans), and (E) except as specifically
prohibited by this Act, any other
nonmaterial assets or liabilities of the Asso-
ciation which the Association’s Board of Di-
rectors determines to be necessary or appro-
priate to its operations.

‘‘(7) The term ‘reorganization’ means the
restructuring event or events (including any
merger event) giving effect to the holding
company structure described in subsection
(a) of this section.

‘‘(8) The term ‘subsidiary’ or ‘subsidiaries’
shall mean one or more direct or indirect
subsidiaries of the Holding Company.’’.

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—
(1) AMENDMENTS TO THE HIGHER EDUCATION

ACT.—Effective on the reorganization effec-
tive date (as defined in section 440(h)(3) of
the Higher Education Act of 1965, as added by
subsection (a))—

(A) section 435(d)(1)(F) of such Act (20
U.S.C. 1085(d)(1)(F)) is amended by inserting
after ‘‘Student Loan Marketing Association’’
the following: ‘‘or the Holding Company of
the Student Loan Marketing Association, in-
cluding all subsidiaries of such Holding Com-
pany, created pursuant to section 440 of this
Act,’’; and

(B) sections 435(d)(1)(G) and 428C(a)(1)(A) of
such Act (20 U.S.C. 1085(d)(1)(G); 1078–
3(a)(1)(A)) are each amended by inserting
after ‘‘Student Loan Marketing Association’’
the following: ‘‘or the Holding Company of
the Student Loan Marketing Association, in-

cluding all subsidiaries of such Holding Com-
pany, created pursuant to section 440 of this
Act’’.

(2) ENFORCEMENT OF SAFETY AND SOUNDNESS
REQUIREMENTS.—Section 439(r) of the Higher
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1087–2(r)) is
amended—

(A) by redesignating paragraph (13) as
paragraph (15); and

(B) by inserting after paragraph (12) the
following new paragraph:

‘‘(13) ENFORCEMENT OF SAFETY AND SOUND-
NESS REQUIREMENTS.—The Secretary of Edu-
cation or the Secretary of the Treasury, as
appropriate, may request the Attorney Gen-
eral of the United States to bring an action
in the United States District Court for the
District of Columbia for the enforcement of
any provisions of this subsection, or may,
under the direction or control of the Attor-
ney General, bring such an action. Such
court shall have jurisdiction and power to
order and require compliance with this sub-
section.’’.

(3) CAPITAL RATIO AMENDMENTS.—Section
439(r) of the Higher Education Act of 1965 is
further amended—

(A) in paragraph (1)—
(i) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of subpara-

graph (A);
(ii) by striking the period at the end of

subparagraph (B) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and
(iii) by adding at the end the following new

subparagraph:
‘‘(C) within 45 days of the end of each fiscal

quarter, (i) financial statements of the Asso-
ciation, and (ii) a report setting forth the
calculation of the capital ratio of the Asso-
ciation.’’;

(B) in paragraph (11), by striking ‘‘para-
graphs (4) and (6)(A)’’ and inserting ‘‘para-
graphs (4), (6)(A), and (14)’’; and

(C) by inserting after paragraph (13) (as
added by paragraph (2) of this subsection)
the following new paragraph:

‘‘(14) ACTIONS BY SECRETARY.—If the share-
holders of the Association shall have ap-
proved a reorganization plan in accordance
with section 440(b) and, for any fiscal quarter
ended after January 1, 2000, the Association
shall have a capital ratio of less than 2.25
percent, the Secretary of the Treasury may,
until such capital ratio is met, take any one
or more of the actions described in para-
graph (7), except that—

‘‘(A) the capital ratio to be restored pursu-
ant to paragraph (7)(D) shall be 2.25 percent;
and

‘‘(B) if the relevant capital ratio is in ex-
cess of or equal to 2 percent for such quarter,
the Secretary of the Treasury shall defer
taking any of the actions set forth in para-
graph (7) until the next succeeding quarter
and may then proceed with any such action
only if the capital ratio of the Association
remains below 2.25 percent.
Upon approval by the shareholders of the As-
sociation of a reorganization plan in accord-
ance with section 440(b) for any period after
January 1, 2000, the provisions of paragraphs
(4), (5), (6), (8), (9), and (10) shall be of no fur-
ther application to the Association.’’.

(4) REPEAL OF THE ASSOCIATION’S CHAR-
TER.—Effective on the dissolution date (as
defined in section 440(h)(2) of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965, as added by subsection
(a)), section 439 of such Act (20 U.S.C. 1087–2)
is repealed.
SEC. 602. PRIVATIZATION OF COLLEGE CON-

STRUCTION LOAN INSURANCE ASSO-
CIATION.

(a) REPEAL OF STATUTORY RESTRICTIONS.—
Part D of title VII of the Higher Education
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1132f et seq.) is re-
pealed.

(b) STATUS OF THE CORPORATION.—
(1) STATUS OF THE CORPORATION.—The Cor-

poration shall not be an agency, instrumen-

tality, or establishment of the United States
Government and shall not be a ‘‘Government
corporation’’ nor a ‘‘Government controlled
corporation’’ as defined in section 103 of title
5, United States Code. No action under sec-
tion 1491 of title 28, United States Code (com-
monly known as the Tucker Act) shall be al-
lowable against the United States based on
the actions of the Corporation.

(2) CORPORATE POWERS.—The Corporation
shall have the power to engage in any busi-
ness or other activities for which corpora-
tions may be organized under the laws of any
State of the United States or the District of
Columbia. The Corporation shall have the
power to enter into contracts, to execute in-
struments, to incur liabilities, to provide
products and services, and to do all things as
are necessary or incidental to the proper
management of its affairs and the efficient
operation of a private, for-profit business.

(c) RELATED PRIVATIZATION REQUIRE-
MENTS.—

(1) NOTICE REQUIREMENTS.—During the 5-
year period following the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, the Corporation shall in-
clude in any document offering the Corpora-
tion’s securities, in any contracts for insur-
ance, guarantee, or reinsurance of obliga-
tions, and in any advertisement or pro-
motional material, a statement that—

(A) the Corporation is not a Government-
sponsored enterprise or instrumentality of
the United States; and

(B) the Corporation’s obligations are not
guaranteed by the full faith and credit of the
United States.

(2) CORPORATE CHARTER.—The Corpora-
tion’s charter shall be amended as necessary
and without delay to conform the require-
ments of this Act.

(3) CORPORATE NAME.—The name of the
Corporation, or of any direct or indirect sub-
sidiary thereof, may not contain the term
‘‘College Construction Loan Insurance Asso-
ciation’’.

(4) ARTICLES OF INCORPORATION.—The Cor-
poration shall amend its articles of incorpo-
ration without delay to reflect that one of
the purposes of the Corporation shall be to
guarantee, insure and reinsure bonds, leases,
and other evidences of debt of educational
institutions, including Historically Black
Colleges and Universities and other aca-
demic institutions which are ranked in the
lower investment grade category using a na-
tionally recognized credit rating system.

(5) TRANSITION REQUIREMENTS.—
(A) REQUIREMENTS UNTIL STOCK SALE.—Not-

withstanding subsection (a), the require-
ments of section 754 of the Higher Education
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1132f–3), as in existence
as of the day before enactment of this Act,
shall continue to be effective until the day
immediately following the date of closing of
the purchase of the Secretary’s stock (or the
date of closing of the final purchase, in the
case of multiple transactions) pursuant to
subsection (d) of this section.

(B) REPORTS AFTER STOCK SALE.—The Cor-
poration shall, not later than March 30 of the
first full calendar year immediately follow-
ing the sale pursuant to subsection (d), and
each of the 2 succeeding years, submit to the
Secretary of Education a report describing
the Corporation’s efforts to assist in the fi-
nancing of education facilities projects, in-
cluding projects for elementary, secondary,
and postsecondary educational institution
infrastructure, and detailing, on a project-
by-project basis, the Corporation’s business
dealings with educational institutions that
are rated by a nationally recognized statis-
tical rating organization at or below the or-
ganization’s third highest ratings.

(d) SALE OF FEDERALLY OWNED STOCK.—
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(1) SALE OF STOCK REQUIRED.—The Sec-

retary of the Treasury shall, upon the re-
quest of the Secretary of Education make
every effort to sell, pursuant to section 324 of
title 31, United States Code, the voting com-
mon stock of the Corporation owned by the
Secretary of Education not later than one
year after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

(2) PURCHASE BY THE CORPORATION.—In the
event that the Secretary of the Treasury is
unable to sell the voting common stock, or
any portion thereof, at a price acceptable to
the Secretary of Education and the Sec-
retary of the Treasury within the period
specified in paragraph (1), the Corporation
shall purchase such stock at a price deter-
mined by the Secretary of the Treasury and
acceptable to the Corporation based on inde-
pendent appraisal by one or more nationally
recognized financial firms. Such firms shall
be selected by the Secretary of the Treasury
in consultation with the Secretary of Edu-
cation and the Corporation.

(e) ASSISTANCE BY THE CORPORATION.—The
Corporation shall provide such assistance as
the Secretary of the Treasury and the Sec-
retary of Education may require to facilitate
the sale of the stock under this section.

(f) DEFINITION.—As used in this section, the
term ‘‘Corporation’’ means the Corporation
established pursuant to the provision of law
repealed by subsection (a).

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to title VI?

If not, the Clerk will designate title
VII.

The text of title VII is as follows:
TITLE VII—REPEALERS AND OTHER

AMENDMENTS
SEC. 701. HIGHER EDUCATION PROVISIONS.

(a) HIGHER EDUCATION ACT OF 1965 PROVI-
SIONS.—The following provisions of the High-
er Education Act of 1965 are repealed:

(1) Part B of title I (20 U.S.C. 1011 et seq.),
relating to articulation agreements.

(2) Part C of title I (20 U.S.C. 1015 et seq.),
relating to access and equity to education
for all Americans through telecommuni-
cations.

(3) Title II (20 U.S.C. 1021 et seq.), relating
to academic libraries and information serv-
ices.

(4) Chapter 2 of subpart 2 of part A of title
IV (20 U.S.C. 1070a–21 et seq.), relating to na-
tional early intervention scholarships.

(5) Chapter 3 of subpart 2 of part A of title
IV (20 U.S.C. 1070a–31 et seq.), relating to
presidential access scholarships.

(6) Chapter 4 of subpart 2 of part A of title
IV (20 U.S.C. 1070a–41 et seq.), relating to
model program community partnerships and
counseling grants.

(7) Chapter 5 of subpart 2 of part A of title
IV (20 U.S.C. 1070a–52 et seq.), relating to an
early awareness information program.

(8) Chapter 8 of subpart 2 of part A of title
IV (20 U.S.C. 1070a–81), relating to technical
assistance for teachers and counselors.

(9) Subpart 8 of part A of title IV (20 U.S.C.
1070f), relating to special child care services
for disadvantaged college students.

(10) Section 428J (20 U.S.C. 1078–10), relat-
ing to loan forgiveness for teachers, individ-
uals performing national community service
and nurses.

(11) Section 486 (20 U.S.C. 1093), relating to
training in financial aid services.

(12) Subpart 1 of part H of title IV (20
U.S.C. 1099a et seq.) relating to State post-
secondary review entity programs.

(13) Part A of title V (20 U.S.C. 1102 et seq.),
relating to State and local programs for
teacher excellence.

(14) Part B of title V (20 U.S.C. 1103 et seq.),
relating to national teacher academies.

(15) Subpart 1 of part C of title V (20 U.S.C.
1104 et seq.), relating to Douglas teacher
scholarships.

(16) Subpart 3 of part C of title V (20 U.S.C.
1106 et seq.), relating to the teacher corps.

(17) Subpart 3 of part D of title V (20 U.S.C.
1109 et seq.), relating to class size demonstra-
tion grants.

(18) Subpart 4 of part D of title V (20 U.S.C.
1110 et seq.), relating to middle school teach-
ing demonstration programs.

(19) Subpart 1 of part E of title V (20 U.S.C.
1111 et seq.), relating to new teaching ca-
reers.

(20) Subpart 1 of part F of title V (20 U.S.C.
1113 et seq.), relating to the national mini
corps programs.

(21) Section 586 (20 U.S.C. 1114), relating to
demonstration grants for critical language
and area studies.

(22) Section 587 (20 U.S.C. 1114a), relating
to development of foreign languages and cul-
tures instructional materials.

(23) Subpart 3 of part F of title V (20 U.S.C.
1115), relating to small State teaching initia-
tives.

(24) Subpart 4 of part F of title V (20 U.S.C.
1116), relating to faculty development grants.

(25) Section 597 and section 599(b) (20 U.S.C.
1117a, 1117c(b)), relating to early childhood
staff training and professional enhancement.

(26) Section 605 (20 U.S.C. 1124a), relating
to intensive summer language institutes.

(27) Section 607 (20 U.S.C. 1125a), relating
to foreign language periodicals.

(28) Part A of title VII (20 U.S.C. 11326 et
seq.), relating to academic and library facili-
ties.

(29) Title VIII (20 U.S.C. 1133 et seq.), relat-
ing to cooperative education programs.

(30) Part A of title IX (20 U.S.C. 1134a et
seq.), relating to women and minority par-
ticipation in graduate education.

(31) Part B of title IX (20 U.S.C. 1134d et
seq.), relating to Harris fellowships.

(32) Part C of title IX (20 U.S.C. 1134h et
seq.), relating to Javits fellowships.

(33) Part E of title IX (20 U.S.C. 1134r et
seq.), relating to the faculty development
fellowship program.

(34) Part F of title IX (20 U.S.C. 1134s et
seq.), relating to legal training for the dis-
advantaged.

(35) Part G of title IX (20 U.S.C. 1134u et
seq.), relating to law school clinical pro-
grams.

(36) Section 1011 (20 U.S.C. 1135a–11), relat-
ing to special projects in areas of national
need.

(37) Subpart 2 of part B of title X (20 U.S.C.
1135c et seq.), relating to science and engi-
neering access programs.

(38) Part C of title X (20 U.S.C. 1135e et
seq.), relating to women and minorities
science and engineering outreach demonstra-
tion programs.

(39) Part D of title X (20 U.S.C. 1135f), relat-
ing to Eisenhower leadership programs.

(40) Title XI (20 U.S.C. 1136 et seq.), relat-
ing to community service programs.

(b) EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1986 PROVI-
SIONS.—The following provisions of the High-
er Education Amendments of 1986 are re-
pealed:

(1) Part E of title XIII (20 U.S.C. 1221–1
note), relating to a National Academy of
Science study.

(2) Part B of title XV (20 U.S.C. 4441 et
seq.), relating to Native Hawaiian culture
and art development.

(c) EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1992 PROVI-
SIONS.—The following provisions of the High-
er Education Amendments of 1992 are re-
pealed:

(1) Part F of title XIII (25 U.S.C. 3351 et
seq.), relating to American Indian post-
secondary economic development scholar-
ships.

(2) Part G of title XIII (25 U.S.C. 3371), re-
lating to American Indian teacher training.

(3) Section 1406 (20 U.S.C. 1221e–1 note), re-
lating to a national survey of factors associ-
ated with participation.

(4) Section 1409 (20 U.S.C. 1132a note), relat-
ing to a study of environmental hazards in
institutions of higher education.

(5) Section 1412 (20 U.S.C. 1101 note), relat-
ing to a national job bank for teacher re-
cruitment.

(6) Part B of title XV (20 U.S.C. 1452 note),
relating to a national clearinghouse for post-
secondary education materials.

(7) Part C of title XV (20 U.S.C. 1101 note),
relating to school-based decisionmakers.

(8) Part D of title XV (20 U.S.C. 1145h note),
relating to grants for sexual offenses edu-
cation.

(9) Part E of title XV (20 U.S.C. 1070 note),
relating to Olympic scholarships.

(10) Part G of title XV (20 U.S.C. 1070a–11
note), relating to advanced placement fee
payment programs.

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—The Higher
Education Act of 1965 is amended—

(1) in section 453(c)(2)—
(A) by striking subparagraph (E); and
(B) by redesignating subparagraphs (F)

through (H) as subparagraphs (E) through
(G), respectively;

(2) in section 487(a)(3), by striking subpara-
graph (B) and redesignating subparagraphs
(C) and (D) as subparagraphs (B) and (C), re-
spectively;

(3) in section 487(a)(15), by striking ‘‘the
Secretary of Veterans Affairs, and State re-
view entities under subpart 1 of part H’’ and
inserting ‘‘and the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs’’;

(4) in section 487(a)(21), by striking ‘‘, State
postsecondary review entities,’’;

(5) in section 487(c)(1)(A)(i), by striking
‘‘State agencies, and the State review enti-
ties referred to in subpart 1 of part H’’ and
inserting ‘‘and State agencies’’;

(6) in section 487(c)(4), by striking ‘‘, after
consultation with each State review entity
designated under subpart 1 of part H,’’;

(7) in section 487(c)(5), by striking ‘‘State
review entities designated under subpart 1 of
part H,’’;

(8) in section 496(a)(7), by striking ‘‘and the
appropriate State postsecondary review en-
tity’’;

(9) in section 496(a)(8), by striking ‘‘and the
State postsecondary review entity of the
State in which the institution of higher edu-
cation is located’’;

(10) in section 498(g)(2), by striking every-
thing after the first sentence;

(11) in section 498A(a)(2)(D), by striking
‘‘by the appropriate State postsecondary re-
view entity designated under subpart 1 of
this part or’’;

(12) in section 498A(a)(2)—
(A) by inserting ‘‘and’’ after the semicolon

at the end of subparagraph (E);
(B) by striking subparagraph (F); and
(C) by redesignating subparagraph (G) as

subparagraph (F); and
(13) in section 498A(a)(3)—
(A) by inserting ‘‘and’’ after the semicolon

at the end of subparagraph (C);
(B) by striking ‘‘; and’’ at the end of sub-

paragraph (D) and inserting a period; and
(C) by striking subparagraph (E).

SEC. 702. ELIGIBLE INSTITUTION.
(a) AMENDMENTS.—Section 481(b) of the

Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
1088(b)) is amended—

(1) by inserting before the period at the end
of the first sentence the following: ‘‘on the
basis of a review by the institution’s inde-
pendent auditor using generally accepted ac-
counting principles’’;

(2) by inserting after the end of such first
sentence the following new sentences: ‘‘For
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the purposes of clause (6), revenues from
sources that are not derived from funds pro-
vided under this title include revenues from
programs of education or training that do
not meet the definition of an eligible pro-
gram in subsection (e), but are provided on a
contractual basis under Federal, State, or
local training programs, or to business and
industry. For the purposes of determining
whether an institution meets the require-
ments of clause (6), the Secretary shall not
consider the financial information of any in-
stitution for a fiscal year began on or before
April 30, 1994.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Notwithstanding sec-
tion 713 of this Act, the amendments made
by subsection (a) shall apply to any deter-
mination made on or after July 1, 1994, by
the Secretary of Education pursuant to sec-
tion 481(b)(6) of the Higher Education Act of
1965.
SEC. 703. CARL D. PERKINS VOCATIONAL AND AP-

PLIED TECHNOLOGY EDUCATION
ACT.

The Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Ap-
plied Technology Education Act (20 U.S.C.
2301 et seq.) is repealed.
SEC. 704. SMITH-HUGHES ACT.

(a) REPEAL.—The Smith-Hughes Act (39
Stat. 929 as amended (20 U.S.C. 11–15, 16–28))
is repealed.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Notwithstanding sec-
tion 713 of this Act, the repeal in subsection
(a) of this section shall take effect on Octo-
ber 1, 1995.
SEC. 705. SCHOOL-TO-WORK OPPORTUNITIES ACT

OF 1994.
The School-to-Work Opportunities Act of

1994 (20 U.S.C. 6101 et seq.) is repealed.
SEC. 706. SCHOOL DROPOUT ASSISTANCE ACT.

The School Dropout Assistance Act, (part
C of title V of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (20 U.S.C. 7261)) is repealed.
SEC. 707. ADULT EDUCATION ACT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Adult Education Act
(20 U.S.C. 1201 et seq.) is repealed.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) ESEA.—The Elementary and Secondary

Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6301 et seq.)
is amended—

(A) in section 1202(c)(1), by striking ‘‘the
Adult Education Act,’’ and inserting ‘‘title
IV of the CAREERS Act,’’;

(B) in section 1205(8)(B), by striking ‘‘the
Adult Education Act,’’ and inserting ‘‘title
IV of the CAREERS Act,’’;

(C) in section 1206(a)(1)(A), by striking ‘‘the
Adult Education Act;’’ and inserting ‘‘title
IV of the CAREERS Act;’’; and

(D) in section 9161(2), by striking ‘‘section
312(2) of the Adult Education Act.’’ and in-
serting ‘‘section 5 of the CAREERS Act.’’.

(2) TECHNOLOGY FOR EDUCATION ACT.—The
Technology for Education Act of 1994 (20
U.S.C. 6801 et seq.) is amended in section
3113(1) by striking ‘‘section 312 of the Adult
Education Act;’’ and inserting ‘‘section 5 of
the CAREERS Act;’’;
SEC. 708. NATIONAL LITERACY ACT.

The National Literacy Act of 1991, except
section 101 of such Act, is repealed.
SEC. 709. LIBRARY SERVICES AND CONSTRUC-

TION ACT.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Library Services and

Construction Act (20 U.S.C. 351 et seq.) is re-
pealed.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The Tech-
nology for Education Act of 1994 (20 U.S.C.
6801 et seq.) is amended in section 3113(10) by
striking ‘‘section 3 of the Library Services
and Construction Act;’’ and inserting ‘‘sec-
tion 5 of the CAREERS Act;’’.
SEC. 710. TECHNOLOGY FOR EDUCATION ACT OF

1994.
Part F of the Technology for Education

Act of 1994 (contained in title III of the Ele-

mentary and Secondary Education Act (20
U.S.C. 7001 et seq.)) is repealed.

SEC. 711. JOB TRAINING PARTNERSHIP ACT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Job Training Part-
nership Act (29 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.), except
section 1, sections 421 through 439 (relating
to the Job Corps), and section 441 of such Act
(relating to veterans’ employment pro-
grams), is hereby repealed.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) SHORT TITLE.—Section 1 of the Job

Training Partnership Act (29 U.S.C. 1501,
note) is amended—

(A) in the heading, by striking ‘‘; TABLE OF
CONTENTS’’; and

(B) by striking all that follows after ‘‘Job
Training Partnership Act’’.

(2) JOB CORPS.—Such Act (29 U.S.C. 1501 et
seq.), as amended by this section, is further
amended—

(A) by redesignating sections 421 through
439 as sections 2 through 21, respectively;

(B) in section 2 (as redesignated), by strik-
ing ‘‘part’’ each place it appears and insert-
ing ‘‘Act’’;

(C) in section 4(4) (as redesignated), by
striking ‘‘sections 424 and 425’’ and inserting
‘‘sections 5 and 6’’;

(D) in section 5 (as redesignated)—
(i) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘entities

administering programs under title II of this
Act,’’; and

(ii) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘part’’
and inserting ‘‘Act’’;

(E) in section 7 (as redesignated)—
(i) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘section

428’’ and inserting ‘‘section 9’’; and
(ii) by striking subsection (d);
(F) in section 8 (as redesignated)—
(i) by striking subsection (b); and
(ii) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-

section (b);
(G) in section 14 (as redesignated)—
(i) in subsection (a)(4), by striking ‘‘part’’

and inserting ‘‘Act’’;
(ii) in subsection (c)(1), by striking ‘‘and

activities authorized under sections 452 and
453’’; and

(iii) in subsection (e), by striking ‘‘section
431’’ and inserting ‘‘section 12’’;

(H) in section 15 (as redesignated)—
(i) in subsection (a)—
(I) in the matter preceding paragraph (1),

by striking ‘‘section 427’’ and inserting ‘‘sec-
tion 8’’; and

(II) in paragraph (4)(A), by striking ‘‘sec-
tion 428’’ and inserting ‘‘section 9’’;

(ii) in subsection (c)(3), by striking ‘‘sec-
tion 423’’ and inserting ‘‘section 4’’;

(iii) in subsection (d), by striking ‘‘sections
424 and 425’’ and inserting ‘‘sections 5 and 6’’;
and

(iv) in subsection (e), by striking ‘‘, pursu-
ant to section 452(d),’’;

(I) in section 17 (as redesignated), by strik-
ing ‘‘purpose of this part’’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘purpose of this Act’’;

(J) in section 20 (as redesignated), by strik-
ing ‘‘part’’ each place it appears and insert-
ing ‘‘Act’’; and

(K) in section 21 (as redesignated), by
striking ‘‘part’’ and inserting ‘‘Act’’.

(3) VETERANS’ EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS.—
Such Act (29 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.), as amended
by this section, is further amended—

(A) by redesignating section 441 as section
22;

(B) by striking the heading of such section
22 (as redesignated), and inserting the follow-
ing:

‘‘VETERANS’ EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS’’; and

(C) in such section 22, by striking ‘‘part’’
each place it appears and inserting ‘‘sec-
tion’’.

(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Such Act (29 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.), as amended

by this section, is further amended by adding
at the end the following new section:

‘‘AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

‘‘SEC. 23. There are authorized to be appro-
priated such sums as are necessary to carry
out this Act.’’.
SEC. 712. STEWART B. MCKINNEY HOMELESS AS-

SISTANCE ACT.
(a) ADULT EDUCATION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subtitle A of title VII of

the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assist-
ance Act (42 U.S.C. 11421 et seq.) is repealed.

(2) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of such Act is amended by striking the
items relating to subtitle A of title VII of
such Act.

(b) SUBTITLE C.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subtitle C of title VII of

the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assist-
ance Act (42 U.S.C. 11441 et seq.), except sec-
tion 738, is hereby repealed.

(2) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of such Act is amended—

(A) by striking the item relating to sub-
title C of title VII of such Act; and

(B) by striking the items relating to sec-
tions 731 through 737 and sections 739
through 741.
SEC. 713. EFFECTIVE DATE.

The repeals and amendments made by this
Act shall take effect on July 1, 1997, except
for amendments to the Rehabilitation Act of
1973.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments to title VII?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KLINK

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment, amendment No. 14 printed
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. KLINK: Page
275, after line 4, insert the following:

TITLE VIII—SENSE OF CONGRESS
SEC. 801. SENSE OF CONGRESS.

It is the sense of Congress, that:
(1) to streamline and consolidate

workforce preparation and development pro-
grams, eliminate unnecessary duplication
and fragmentation in such programs as stat-
ed in section 3(a)(5)(A), and to provide maxi-
mum authority and responsibility to States
and local communities for operation of State
and local workforce preparation and develop-
ment programs as stated in section
3(a)(5)(B), the Federal Government should
transfer all of the functions of such pro-
grams to the State and local communities,
including the responsibility to raise revenue
to fund such programs; and

(2) Federal tax rates should be reduced by
the amount saved by relinquishing Federal
responsibility for workforce preparation and
development programs.

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Chairman, I find my-
self in a very unusual position on the
floor of the House.

The Chairman, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING], my good
friend and colleague, has graciously
agreed to accept my amendment, and
several Members on the other side of
the aisle have indicated their support
for the Klink amendment. The problem
is this, that my amendment was being
offered tongue-in-cheek, and I myself
do not support the amendment, and I
do not support the underlying bill. I
was trying to make a point with this
amendment, and I fully intend, Mr.
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Chairman, to withdraw this amend-
ment. Again, my dear friend, the chair-
man, the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. GOODLING], in all good faith, has
offered to accept this amendment.
Again, it was offered tongue-in-cheek,
because I have a serious problem with
the idea of block granting everything
back to the States.

The underlying bill, which was trying
to consolidate more than 100 edu-
cational and job training programs
into 4 block grants to the States, while
I believe Federal job training programs
need consolidation, block grants I do
not think are the best approach, and I
do not think the whole idea we have in
a number of other areas to block grant
everything back to the States is a
great idea either.

I am reminded of the story of a
young child who was about 6 years old
who wrote a letter to Santa Claus, and
somehow the letter ended up coming
here to Washington, DC, and the post-
master picked it up, and he looked at
it; the letter was written with crayon.
It had ended up in Washington, DC.
The postmaster picked it up, and he
looked at the letter. It said:

Dear Santa, my family is not going to have
a good Christmas because my father is unem-
ployed. My mother has been sick. I simply
ask you to send me $10. With that money, I
can buy everyone in my family a little gift.

The postmaster was really touched.
He reached in his pocket. All he had
was a $5 bill. He sent that $5 bill to the
young boy with a note. He signed it
Santa Claus.

He got a thank you note back some
weeks later. The boy said:

Thank you so much, Santa, for sending
that money to me. It made a great difference
at Christmastime. But, please, next time do
not send it through Washington, DC., be-
cause they keep half of it.

It makes no sense for us to send tax
dollars to the Federal Government and,
in turn, have the Federal Government
redistribute that money to the States
which, in turn, would redistribute the
money to the counties under 50 dif-
ferent sets of guidelines.

In fact, Federal block grants have
been tried before. Many of them were
terminated in the first Reagan admin-
istration after revelations of waste and
fraud by local recipients.

My amendment was to say would it
not make more sense to let the States
raise the money for these programs,
run these programs themselves, dis-
tribute the funding and cut out the
middleman, the Federal Government?

Again, what I am talking about is
cutting out the middleman.

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

Mr. KLINK. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

b 1730

Mr. GOODLING. In spite of the gen-
tleman’s story, we accept the amend-
ment, and I do want to point out that
block granting and revenue sharing are
two different things, and I will assure

the gentleman that block granting,
coming from my committee, is not rev-
enue sharing.

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Chairman, again to
the chairman, I thank him for his gra-
ciousness.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw my amendment.

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

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further

amendments to the bill?
If not, the question is on the amend-

ment in the nature of a substitute, as
amended.

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. GOODLING)
there were—ayes 66, noes 43.

So the amendment in the nature of a
substitute, as amended, was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. GILLMOR)
having assumed the chair, Mr. MCINNIS,
Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union,
reported that that Committee, having
had under consideration the bill (H.R.
1617), to consolidate and reform work
force development and literacy pro-
grams, and for other purposes, pursu-
ant to House Resolution 222, he re-
ported the bill back to the House with
an amendment adopted by the Commit-
tee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment to the amendment in the
nature of a substitute adopted by the
Committee of the Whole? If not, the
question is on the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I demand a
recorded vote.

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

vice, and there were—ayes 345, noes 79,
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 671]

AYES—345

Ackerman
Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia

Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Beilenson
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill

Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder

Brown (CA)
Brown (OH)
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clay
Clement
Clinger
Coble
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis
de la Garza
Deal
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fazio
Flake
Flanagan
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Green
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutierrez

Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, Sam
Johnston
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Manton
Manzullo
Martini
Mascara
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Myers

Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Orton
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Reed
Regula
Richardson
Riggs
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roth
Roukema
Salmon
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Schroeder
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stokes
Stump
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thornberry
Thornton
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torres
Traficant
Upton
Vento
Visclosky
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH 9220 September 19, 1995
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Williams

Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Wyden

Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

NOES—79

Abercrombie
Becerra
Bishop
Bonior
Brown (FL)
Clayton
Clyburn
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
DeFazio
Dellums
Dingell
Dixon
Durbin
Engel
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fields (LA)
Filner
Fox
Frank (MA)
Gejdenson
Gordon

Hastings (FL)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hostettler
Hoyer
Jefferson
Johnson, E. B.
Kennedy (MA)
Klink
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Maloney
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McDermott
McKinney
Meek
Menendez
Mfume
Mineta
Mink
Nadler
Neal
Obey
Olver
Owens

Pallone
Payne (NJ)
Poshard
Rivers
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Scott
Seastrand
Serrano
Slaughter
Stark
Studds
Thompson
Thurman
Torricelli
Towns
Velazquez
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates

NOT VOTING—10

Coburn
Fields (TX)
Moakley
Oberstar

Reynolds
Royce
Schumer
Sisisky

Tucker
Volkmer

b 1755

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas, Mr. MATSUI, and Mrs.
SEASTRAND changed their vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Mr. BONO, Ms. JACKSON-LEE, Mr.
BEILENSON, and Mr. MILLER of Cali-
fornia changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to
‘‘aye.’’

So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN EN-
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 1617, CA-
REERS ACT

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that in the engross-
ment of the bill, H.R. 1617, the Clerk be
authorized to make technical correc-
tions and conforming changes to the
bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Califor-
nia?

There was no objection.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks, and
include extraneous material, on H.R.
1617, the bill just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

REREFERRAL OF H.R. 2202, IMMI-
GRATION IN THE NATIONAL IN-
TEREST ACT OF 1995, TO SUNDRY
COMMITTEES

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that H.R. 2202, the
Immigration in the National Interest
Act of 1995, be rereferred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, and in addi-
tion to the Committees on Agriculture,
Banking and Financial Services, Eco-
nomic and Educational Opportunities,
Government Reform and Oversight, Na-
tional Security, and Ways and Means
for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall
within the jurisdiction of the commit-
tee concerned.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

f

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF HOUSE CON-
CURRENT RESOLUTION 12

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that my name be
removed as a cosponsor of House Con-
current Resolution 12.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Louisiana?

There was no objection.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING
POINTS OF ORDER AGAINST CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 1817,
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 1996

Mr. DIAZ-BALART, from the Com-
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 104–251) on the
resolution (H. Res. 223) waiving points
of order against the conference report
to accompany the bill (H.R. 1817) mak-
ing appropriations for military con-
struction for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1996, and for other purposes,
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 2274, DESIGNATING THE NA-
TIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM

Mr. DIAZ-BALART, from the Com-
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 104–252) on the
resolution (H. Res. 224) providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2274) to
amend title 23, United States Code, to
designate the National Highway Sys-
tem, and for other purposes, which was
referred to the House Calendar and or-
dered to be printed.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 927, THE CUBAN LIBERTY
AND DEMOCRATIC SOLIDARITY
ACT OF 1995
Mr. DIAZ-BALART, from the Com-

mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 104–253) on the
resolution (H. Res. 225) providing for
the consideration of the bill (H.R. 927)
to seek international sanctions against
the Castro government in Cuba, to plan
for support of a transition government
leading to a democratically elected
government in Cuba, and for other pur-
poses, which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed.
f

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
THE JUDICIARY TO FILE REPORT
ON H.R. 2277, THE LEGAL AID
ACT OF 1995
Mr. FLANAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary may have until
midnight tonight, Tuesday, September
19, 1995, to file the committee report on
the bill, H.R. 2277, the Legal Aid Act of
1995.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.
f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Speaker, this

morning I was unavoidably detained in
Milwaukee during rollcall vote Nos.
664, 665, 666, and 667. Had I been present,
I would have voted ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall
664, ‘‘nay’’ on rollcall 665, ‘‘nay’’ on
rollcall 666, and ‘‘nay’’ on rollcall 667.
f

PARK REFORM AND H.R. 260
(Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was

given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker,
today the House has an opportunity to
remove the ‘‘For Sale’’ sign from our
National Park System by voting no on
H.R. 260. The administration is against
this bill, as well as every environ-
mental organization.

This bill establishes a Park Closure
Commission to make recommendations
to Congress on which units of the Na-
tional Park System should be closed,
privatized or sold to the highest bidder.

If you can imagine a Walmart in the
middle of Valley Forge National His-
torical Park or a Wendy’s inside the
gates of Little Bighorn National Bat-
tlefield Park, then you have some idea
of the brave new world after H.R. 260.

While Congress is poised to sell off
our priceless national treasures, the
American people we represent are mak-
ing their voices known in ever-increas-
ing visitation numbers to the parks.

In fact, park visitation, which will
hit 270 million this year, is expected to
hit 360 million by the year 2000, just 5
years from now.
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I urge Congress to heed the concerns

of the American people, not the belt-
way bandits who would rob us of our
most precious assets. I urge a ‘‘no’’
vote on H.R. 260.

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESI-
DENT, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT
AND BUDGET,

Washington, DC, September 16, 1995.
STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY

THIS STATEMENT HAS BEEN COORDINATED BY
OMB WITH THE CONCERNED AGENCIES

H.R. 260—National Park System Reform Act
of 1995—Hefley and eight cosponsors

The Administration strongly opposes H.R.
260 unless amended to delete provisions in
sections 101 and 102 that establish a process
for identifying National Park System (NPS)
units that should be closed. This emphasis
on closing existing parks undermines the
commitment made by previous generations
to protect this Nation’s important natural
and historic resources. The Administration
supports other, forward-looking provisions in
H.R. 260 that provide for a NPS Plan and the
establishment of a clear process for identify-
ing and evaluating potential new NPS units.

LEAGUE OF CONSERVATION VOTERS,
September 18, 1995.

Re oppose H.R. 260, the National Park Sys-
tem Reform Act.

U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: The League of Con-
servation Voters is the bipartisan, political
arm of the national environmental move-
ment. Each year, LCV publishes the National
Environmental Scorecard, which details the
voting records of Members of Congress on en-
vironmental legislation. The Scorecard is
distributed to LCV members, concerned vot-
ers nationwide and the press.

This Tuesday, the House of Representa-
tives is expected to vote on a motion to sus-
pend the rules and consider H.R. 260, the Na-
tional Park System Reform Act. Under the
guise of reforming and improving the Na-
tional Park System H.R. 260 creates a politi-
cally appointed commission, whose sole re-
sponsibility would be to determine which
park units should be closed. While there may
be units in the National Park System that
deserve scrutiny, LCV opposes the creation
of a politically appointed parks closure com-
mission and urges you to vote against pas-
sage of H.R. 260.

H.R. 260, and the parks closure commission
it creates, threatens 315 units of the Na-
tional Park System including: urban parks,
historic sites, national monuments, national
seashores, national recreation areas, and
Civil War Battlefields. Instead of considering
ways to improve the National Park System
H.R. 260 unnecessarily creates a new layer of
government and an expensive bureaucratic
process, when in fact Congress already has
the authority to remove units from the Na-
tional Park System.

LCV views H.R. 260 as an assault on the
protection of our cultural and natural herit-
age. By bringing H.R. 260 to the House floor
on the suspension calendar Members are pre-
vented from offering amendments which
could significantly improve this flawed legis-
lation. LCV believes that the full House of
Representatives, like the House Resources
Committee, should have an opportunity to
vote on an amendment to delete the park
closure commission. LCV urges you to op-
pose H.R. 260 so that this and other amend-
ments can be offered under regular House
procedures. LCV’s Political Advisory Com-
mittee will consider including a vote on pas-
sage of H.R. 260 in compiling its 1995 Score-
card.

Thank you for your consideration of this
issue. For further information, please call
Betsy Loyless in my office at 202/785–8683.

Sincerely,
FRANK LOY,

Acting President.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, DC, September 19, 1995.

H.R. 260 IS BAD FOR AMERICA—PARK CLOSURE
COMMISSION COULD CLOSE PARK UNITS

DEAR COLLEAGUE: the House today is
scheduled to vote on H.R. 260, legislation to
establish a park closure commission which
would have the authority to recommend to
Congress which units of the National Park
System should be considered for closure, pri-
vatization or sale to the highest bidder.

H.R. 260 specifically exempts the 54 units
of the National Park System from the clo-
sure commission recommendations leaving
less visited, smaller budgeted parks and im-
portant national monuments like Independ-
ence Hall, the Statute of Liberty, Mt. Rush-
more, the Washington, Lincoln and Jefferson
Monuments and the Martin Luther King Jr.
National Historic Site on the chopping
block.

Please consult the map and descriptive
listing of the 369 units of the National Park
System printed on the reverse of this page
for more information on the specific units in
your district.

H.R. 260 is highly controversial legislation
which is opposed by a bipartisan coalition of
Americans including the Clinton Adminis-
tration, editorial boards from newspapers
across the nation, and nearly every major
national environmental organization. It does
not belong on the suspension calendar.

When the House votes on H.R. 260 this
morning, I urge a NO vote.

Who Opposes H.R. 260?
The White House.
The Department of Interior.
The National Park Service.
The League of Conservation Voters.
Environmental Action Foundation.
Sierra Club.
The National Parks and Conservation As-

sociation.
Defenders of Wildlife.
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund.
Friends of the Earth.
Izaak Walton League of America.
American Hiking Society.
The Wilderness Society.
What papers have issued editorials against

H.R. 260?
The New York Times.
The Salt Lake Tribune.
The Miami Herald.
The St. Louis Post-Dispatch.
The Philadelphia Inquirer.
The Wichita Eagle.
The Las Vegas Sun.
Please contact Ben Finzel of my staff

(x56190) with any questions or for more infor-
mation.

With warm regards,
BILL RICHARDSON,

Chief Deputy Whip.

f

SPEAKER GINGRICH’S OWN PRECE-
DENTS FOR INVESTIGATING A
SPEAKER

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, ac-
cording to the New York Times today
the Committee on Standards of Official

Conduct is beginning to allow and
agree that they must appoint on out-
side counsel to investigate Speaker
NEWT GINGRICH. The only question is
what kind of authority will this out-
side counsel have? I ask unanimous
consent to put in the RECORD at this
point the Speaker’s prior precedents
that he had in 1988 when the Commit-
tee on Standards of Official Conduct
last engaged in an investigation on a
prior Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, in every single one of
the Speaker’s demands to the Commit-
tee on Standards of Official Conduct he
said the outside counsel must have full
authority. Those eight demands must
be followed in this case, too, because
no one could have said it better than
Speaker GINGRICH said at that time is
his letter to the Committee on Stand-
ards of Official Conduct. He said:

The rules normally applied by the Ethics
Committee to an investigation of a typical
Member are insufficient in an investigation
of the Speaker of the House . . . Clearly this
investigation has to meet a higher standard
of accountability and integrity.

Mr. Speaker, if it was true in 1988, it
is true in 1995.

GINGRICH INSISTS ON THOROUGH
INVESTIGATION

WASHINGTON, DC.—Congressman Newt
Gingrich (R–GA) today insisted that the
House Ethics Committee give the special
counsel appointed to investigate House
Speaker Jim Wright the independence nec-
essary to do a thorough and complete job.
Discouraged by several news reports that
special counsel Richard Phelan would be re-
stricted in the scope of his investigation,
Gingrich took a series of actions including
writing to House Ethics Committee Chair-
man Julian Dixon (D–CA), forwarding the
letter to his colleagues in the House, and
speaking on the House floor on the need for
a truly independent counsel with full leeway
in pursuing the investigation.

In his letter to Chairman Dixon, Gingrich
wrote:

‘‘I have a number of concerns regarding the
Ethics Committee’s contract with and in-
structions for the special counsel hired to
conduct the investigation into Speaker Jim
Wright’s questionable financial dealings.

‘‘First, I am concerned that the scope, au-
thority, and independence of the special
counsel will be limited by the guidelines the
Ethics Committee has established.’’

Gingrich agreed with concerns raised by
Common Cause Chairman Archibald Cox in a
letter to Chairman Dixon earlier this week.
The Common Cause letter urged the Ethics
Committee to ‘‘commit itself to the follow-
ing measures:

1. The outside counsel shall have full au-
thority to investigate and present evidence
and arguments before the Ethics Committee
concerning the questions arising out of the
activities of House Speaker James C. Wright,
Jr.;

2. The outside counsel shall have full au-
thority to organize, select, and hire staff on
a full- or part-time basis in such numbers as
the counsel reasonably requires and will be
provided with such funds and facilities as the
counsel reasonably requires;

3. The outside counsel shall have full au-
thority to review all documentary evidence
available from any source and full coopera-
tion of the Committee in obtaining such evi-
dence;

4. The Committee shall give the outside
counsel full cooperation in the issuance of
subpoenas;
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5. The outside counsel shall be free, after

discussion with the Committee, to make
such public statements and reports as the
counsel deems appropriate;

6. The outside counsel shall have full au-
thority to recommend that formal charges
be brought before the Ethics Committee,
shall be responsible for initiating and con-
ducting proceedings if formal charges have
been brought and shall handle any aspects of
the proceedings believed to be necessary for
a full inquiry;

7. The Committee shall not countermand
or interfere with the outside counsel’s abil-
ity to take steps necessary to conduct a full
and fair investigation; and

8. The outside counsel will not be removed
except for good cause.’’

Gingrich wrote to Chairman Dixon, ‘‘It is
my impression from press reports that the
Ethics Committee has specifically failed to
meet the Common Cause standard. Further-
more, it is my understanding that the spe-
cial counsel cannot go beyond the six areas
outlined in your June 9, 1988, Resolution of
Preliminary Inquiry. This leads me to be-
lieve that the special counsel will not be al-
lowed to investigate the questionable bulk
purchases of Mr. Wright’s book, ‘Reflections
of a Public Man,’ as a way to circumvent
House limits on outside income.

‘‘I am particularly concerned that the un-
usual purchases by the Teamsters Union, the
New England Mutual Life Insurance Co., a
Fort Worth developer, and a Washington lob-
byist will not be investigated.

‘‘I believe many will perceive this action
as an attempt by the Ethics Committee to
control the scope and direction of the inves-
tigation.’’

Gingrich requested a copy of the contract
arranged between the Ethics Committee and
Mr. Phelan. He also asked to know the ex-
tent of Mr. Phelan’s subpoena power.

Gingrich said, ‘‘The House of Representa-
tives, as well as the American public, deserve
an investigation which will uncover the
truth. At this moment, I am afraid that the
apparent restrictions placed on this special
counsel will not allow the truth to be uncov-
ered.

‘‘The rules normally applied by the Ethics
Committee to an investigation of a typical
Member are insufficient in an investigation
of the Speaker of the House, a position which
is third in the line of succession to the Presi-
dency and the second best powerful elected
position in America. Clearly, this investiga-
tion has to meet a higher standard of public
accountability and integrity.’’

f

b 1800

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of May 12, 1995, and
under a previous order of the House,
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

[Ms. KAPTUR addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. MCINTOSH] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. MCINTOSH addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
FRANK] is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.]

f

STATE OF TENNESSEE NOW
ENJOYS REPUBLICAN MAJORITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. BRYANT] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BRYANT of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, I rise tonight and join my fel-
low colleagues from Tennessee to
proudly announce to this body that for
the first time since reconstruction, the
Tennessee State senate has a majority
of Republicans.

State Senators Rusty Crowe of John-
son City and Milton Hamilton of Union
City last week made the decision to
make Tennessee history.

If I am not mistaken, this is the first
time since the 104th Congress convened
that a State senate has seen a party
switch.

And what’s more, it didn’t even take
an election to do it.

Senator Hamilton had served as a
State senator for 25 years as a Demo-
crat. After he made his announcement
to switch parties, he said, and I quote:
‘‘I’ll be honest with you. I should have
switched a long time ago.’’

Prior to his switch, Senator Crowe
stated, and again I quote: ‘‘If I do it, it
will be because I believe it’s the right
thing for my constituency.’’

Mr. Speaker, clearly this latest ac-
tion reinforces and validates the notion
that our party has a vision for the fu-
ture, that the fundamental restructur-
ing of government we are implement-
ing at the Federal level is continually
gaining support at the State level.

Tennessee is leading the way for all
of America for the cause of a smaller,
less costly, and less intrusive Federal
Government, and like my fellow col-
leagues here with me tonight, I’m
proud to be a part of it.

But all of this positive change just
did not take place on its own. It took
many hours of long, hard work in order
for this revolution to be realized.

While there were many who helped
what once was surely only a dream to
become a reality, there are a couple of
individuals who have devoted them-
selves to the Republican cause.

Before I close, I would like to take
just a moment to acknowledge the
hard work and dedication of two spe-
cial people back home.

Our State party chairman, Randle
Richardson, deserves as much credit as
anyone for securing a Republican ma-
jority in the senate. Randle has worked

tirelessly for our party, and has de-
voted his life to the cause of a com-
mon-sense government.

And my predecessor, my good friend
Gov. Don Sundquist, had a lot to do
with this. Governor Sundquist has al-
ways extended an open and welcome
hand, and we should all applaud him
for his efforts.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Connecticut [Ms.
DELAURO] is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Ms. DELAURO addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

TRAGEDY OVER PUGET SOUND

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr. WHITE is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I live on an
island in the middle of Puget Sound,
and a week ago yesterday, on Monday,
I took the 6:20 a.m. ferry over to Se-
attle enroute to a meeting. As we left
the harbor, a very sad thing happened.
The captain of the ferry came on and
said that we were going to have to slow
down because he had had reports that a
helicopter had crashed in Puget Sound
and we would have to help in the
search.

The fact is, as we went a little fur-
ther across the sound, we saw some
pieces of wreckage. A helicopter had,
in fact, crashed and we spent several
minutes cruising around the area try-
ing to find survivors. Unfortunately,
Mr. Speaker, there were no survivors
and we learned that what this was was
an Airlift Northwest medical heli-
copter coming over the island with a
team of nurses to help in a medical
emergency on the island, to take some
people back to Seattle.

Mr. Speaker, a pilot and three medics
died in this crash, and I would have to
say that the captain came on the inter-
com on the ferry boat and said it prob-
ably best as we left the scene of the ac-
cident after looking for the survivors.
He said:

Ladies and gentleman, sorry for the incon-
venience, sorry we had to spend a few min-
utes trying to help out in this search, but
you have just seen the final resting place of
three true American heroes.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to add just
a few thoughts to what the captain of
the ferry boat said on that morning. As
I said, I live on Bainbridge Island and I
have heard the helicopter go over my
house many times bringing medical
help to people who needed it on the is-
land and could not get to a hospital.
There are approximately 14,000 people
living on this island and there are
places like it all over the United
States. Every day we counted on people
at Airlift Northwest to help us out, we
counted on them and they risked their
lives to help us. We owe them the deep-
est debt of congratulations.
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Today, Mr. Speaker, I would like to

dedicate my remarks and give my
thanks to Lee Bothwell, the pilot of
that helicopter; to Marna Fleetwood, a
nurse on the helicopter; and to Amy
Reeby, another nurse on the helicopter.
They are true heroes. I offer my condo-
lences to their young families. All of
them have young children. I hope they
rest in peace.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York [Mrs. MALONEY]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mrs. MALONEY addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. SAXTON]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. SAXTON addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New Jersey [Mrs. ROU-
KEMA] is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mrs. ROUKEMA addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

IMPORTANCE OF A BALANCED
BUDGET, WELFARE REFORM AND
MEDICARE TO AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. KINGSTON] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I have
just returned from 4 days in Georgia
visiting with constituents, meeting
with a few civic clubs, and riding in a
parade or two. In talking around the
district that I represent, the coastal
area of Georgia, Georgia’s first district,
the three predominant things that
seem to be on people’s minds are bal-
ancing the budget, reforming welfare,
and the changes in the Medicare Pro-
gram.

On balancing the budget, even
though the other body across the Hall
failed to pass the balanced budget
amendment, it is absolutely undeniable
that the American people want us to
balance the budget. As a member of the
Committee on Appropriations I can say
that we are moving in that direction.
We have 1 appropriations bill left out
of 13. Hopefully, we will pass that this
week or next week. When we do, we
will have all of our appropriations bills
passed, which take us to having a bal-
anced budget by the year 2002.

The importance of this, Mr. Speaker,
is that as we have these billion dollar
deficits each year, it takes money
away from other programs and we are
unable to pay down the debt. Now all
we are doing is servicing the interest.
Currently, the interest on the national

debt is the third largest item in our
budget every year. In 2 years that in-
terest is expected to exceed all of the
military spending. Once we get rid of
the deficit, we can start paying off the
principal beyond the interest of the
debt. Of course, it will take many,
many years. We have a $4.8 trillion
debt.

The definition, Mr. Speaker, of a tril-
lion, to illustrate it, and, first of all, it
is almost beyond comprehension, but if
we spent $100,000 a minute, 24 hours a
day, it would take 19 years to get to $1
trillion. We currently have a debt of
$4.8 trillion. We simply cannot pass
that on to the children of the United
States of America.

I think it is very important that this
House is moving toward a balanced
budget as fast as we can. I certainly
hope the folks in the other body feel
the same way.

We have passed welfare reform in the
House. Our welfare reform has four sig-
nificant planks to it.

No. 1, a work requirement. If an indi-
vidual is able-bodied, in order to get
welfare, they should have to work.

No. 2, a mechanism to discourage il-
legitimate births, since that is one of
the biggest problems in America today.

No. 3, State flexibility. We may do it
differently in Georgia than the folks in
New York, but let us make those deci-
sions.

And No. 4, no welfare benefits to ille-
gal aliens. We want to help them if
they are hurt in this country, but we
also want them to get back home if
they are not American citizens, so that
they are not coming over to America
to enjoy the benefits of our generous
public benefits system.

The third thing people are interested
in, of course, is the Medicare Program.
The current trustees in April said that
Medicare is going broke. We have to
move to save it. We are trying to slow
the growth of it, trying to make the
growth of Medicare inflation about 6
percent, which is closer to what it is in
regular medical inflation. Actually,
regular medical inflation was down last
year. It was not even inflation. But the
costs were down.

The thing we need to do on Medicare
is protect and preserve it by simplify-
ing it. We want to give senior citizens
a whole list of options: choice of doc-
tors, choice of traditional fee-for-serv-
ice plans, choice of traditional Medi-
care, and, along with that, some other
options like Medisave accounts and so
forth.

We believe all this can be done, Mr.
Speaker, and the result will be a better
product to American seniors. Again, we
want to protect and preserve it.

The big frustration that the Amer-
ican people seem to be having is while
we have done a lot of things in the
House, across the Hall, in the other
body, they are taking the route of inac-
tion. It is true today they passed wel-
fare reform, but we passed ours back in
March. It is time to bring these issues
to a question. Will the other body and

will the executive branch join the
House, the lower Chamber, in making
the reforms necessary to preserve our
country?

I hope that they will, because we are
clearly on the road to personal respon-
sibility, personal discipline, balancing
the budget, lowering taxes, decreasing
Government regulation and
micromanagement out of Washington,
and, best of all and most importantly,
increasing personal freedom. We can-
not do it alone. We have to have the co-
operation of the full legislative branch
of Government, which means the other
body, and we have to have the execu-
tive branch to sign this into law.

Mr. Speaker, if we can get the co-
operation of the folks across the hall, I
believe we will have a balanced budget,
we will have Medicare reform, and we
will have welfare reform. This, Mr.
Speaker, I believe, is what the Amer-
ican people are asking for.

f

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. FOX] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today to speak to my col-
leagues regarding the important legis-
lation which is before the House in
order to reduce domestic violence here
and across the United States. I wish to
illustrate the importance of such legis-
lation by a domestic violence con-
ference which was held in my home of
Montgomery County, PA, just this past
Saturday. It is the third in a series of
three conferences sponsored by Laurel
House, which is the shelter for abused
children and women, the Victim Serv-
ices Center of Montgomery County,
and the Women’s Center of Montgom-
ery County, along with the Commis-
sion On Women and Families, spon-
sored by the county commissioners.
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In this case, all of them work to-
gether to make sure that legislative
action, as well as court action and po-
lice action, is in fact brought together
so that we can reduce violence in the
home, reduce violence across America.

I have to compliment the police de-
partments across the country, as well
as in my home area of Pennsylvania,
for doing so much with the Protection
From Abuse Act, which requires there
be protection for those who have been
abused, to be able to have protective
orders, to be absent from the marital
home, and in fact have the tranquility
and the privacy they deserve and be
free of harm from the offending spouse.

The courts as well have been very
sensitive in being involved in sensitiv-
ity programs. Many of our jurists have
been involved with domestic violence
awareness and are very sensitive now
in their sentences and their treatment
of such cases.

But I call to your attention, Mr.
Speaker, to some legislation which has



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH 9224 September 19, 1995
been introduced which I am supporting,
which in fact will go a long way to help
those in the domestic violence network
who are trying to prevent such occur-
rences from continuing, to the Mol-
inari legislation, which will be calling
for a prohibition of insurance compa-
nies in denying coverage for those who
have been victims of domestic violence.
This was very important legislation,
and legislation that is so self-evident
that it should already be passed. But I
am hopeful as a result of the con-
ferences we recently held in Montgom-
ery County, as well as across the coun-
try, we will support this kind of legis-
lation which is very important.

There is legislation as well that deals
with and calls for training for domestic
violence prevention for health care
workers and health care professionals
across the country. This is a very good
area of influence and of assistance that
we think can go a long way as well to
reduce domestic violence.

Finally, legislation that I will be in-
troducing shortly is going to call for
coordinated community response for
domestic violence. While we have
worked together on the antidrug pro-
grams and in other important commu-
nity endeavors, Mr. Speaker, this is
one area where we need to make sure
we bring all the forces together that
can make a difference, whether it be
the families, whether it be the clergy,
whether it be the courts, whether it be
police or those people who work in the
victim services center, who work in the
shelters for abused women and chil-
dren, wherever it may be. We need to
bring those coordinated efforts to-
gether so we are reducing the incidence
of such crime, we are prosecuting those
who commit such crimes, and make
sure that America is safer because of
our intervention and our coordinated
assistance.

I will be pleased to report back to the
Speaker and my fellow colleagues
about legislation and coordinated com-
munity response as we in the 104th
Congress unfold our proreform agenda,
to make sure we take into account
these anticrime efforts which will help
support families.
f

MEDICARE CUTS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
DOGGETT] is recognized for 60 minutes
as the designee of the minority leader.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I am
here again tonight, as I was last night
and this morning, to talk about the fu-
ture of Medicare and specifically to
discuss the new Republican Medicare
plan, which is the pay-more-get-less
plan. In the event that anyone has not
gotten all the details, that is really
what it boils down to. But we will
spend the next hour discussing the de-
tails of the impact of this plan.

Why is it that having discussed this
plan to some extent already, that I am
back again talking about it some

more? Well, I can tell you that the rea-
son is because on Thursday of this
week, the day after tomorrow, just a
few hours away, the Committee on
Ways and Means will have 1 day of
hearings, 1 day for all of the people in
America, all of the experts on this sub-
ject, and let me assure you that some
of the best experts on Medicare are the
37 million Americans who depend on
Medicare for their health care, but 1
day in the entire year in which that
committee will take time to hear what
should the future of Medicare be, what
should the specifics of legislation be.
And in that 1 day and that 1 day only,
will they focus on what ultimately
could be the beginning of the total de-
struction of Medicare as we have
known it for the last three decades. So
it is critical to take every opportunity
to focus attention and to advise the
people of America on what is about to
happen with reference to this critical
Medicare system.

Now, I have to say to those who may
have concern as to whether this mes-
sage is getting out and whether people
are hearing about it and really realize
the impact of these drastic changes on
them, that I believe the answer is a
strong yes; that indeed the attention
that we as Democrats have focused on
the plan that the Republicans have to
grab $270 billion out of the Medicare
system in order to fund their tax
breaks for the privileged few in this
country, has already had a big impact.

It was a little over a month ago that
the Washington Post stated, ‘‘Medicare
premiums would soar under new op-
tions in Republican plan.’’ They point
out that under all three versions of the
Republican working documents that
have been leaked to the press, Medi-
care premiums would go up, Medicare
deductibles would go up, and Medicare
copayments will go up.

I can recall seeing some of those
leaked documents and knowing that
there were Republican Members actu-
ally advocating that we needed to dis-
courage the seniors from having what
is called Medigap insurance. That is to
pick up the cost of what Medicare does
not pay through private insurance. And
it was part of this Republican theory
that our seniors are simply not paying
enough for their health care. Even
though they have to pick up the costs
for their prescriptions, even though we
have no effective long-term health care
plan for those seniors who might face
the possibility of a nursing home, even
with all of the things not covered by
the Medicare system, as good as it is
today, the Republicans say they are
not having to pay enough and we need
to find a way to actually discourage
them from having this private Medigap
insurance.

Well, when the plan was unveiled, to
the extent the veil has been pulled
back, and it is only a partial lifting of
the veil that we have had in the last
few days, when the plan was partially
unveiled, the Republicans began to
back off from this theory and began to

say well, we really do not want to in-
crease deductibles, and we are not sure
we want to increase copayments, and
yes, it is OK to have Medigap insur-
ance.

So as they have heard from Ameri-
cans across this country, as members
of the Democratic Party have had the
courage to stand here on the floor and
speak out about this plan, they have
begun to back off. I cannot help but
think if we continue to speak out, even
though they accord us only 1 day of
hearings, if we continue to speak out
at every possible opportunity, they will
yet rethink the pay-more-get-less plan
and recognize that it is not in the best
interests of the American people.

Of course, with reference to the plan
that they have unveiled in seeking 1
day of hearings, there have been a
number of people, and not just Demo-
crats, who have been critical of that.
As I think about Republican-oriented
newspapers in this country, I can think
of few that are more Republican-ori-
ented than the lead paper in the city of
Dallas, in my home State of Texas, the
Dallas Morning News. I want to quote
briefly from an editorial that they had
on this subject of limiting the right of
the American people to know the de-
tails of this. I say almost the most Re-
publican paper in this country, because
undoubtedly the most Republican
paper is the American Civilization
Newspaper. It is the newspaper of the
Progress and Freedom Foundation,
which was founded by our Speaker,
NEWT GINGRICH.

As you will recall in February of this
year, the lead editorial from that foun-
dation was entitled ‘‘For freedom’s
sake, eliminate Social Security.’’ In
that lead editorial in February, the
editorial derided Social Security, in
addition to Medicare, and it said that
‘‘It is time to slay,’’ and I am quoting,
‘‘the largest government entitlement
program of all, Social Security.’’ It
said, ‘‘Social Security must be abol-
ished.’’

It is that kind of extreme ideological
thinking that I think is behind the ef-
fort to first subvert and weaken the
Medicare system with the pay-more-
get-less system, and then to go after
the weakening and the eventual de-
struction of the Social Security Sys-
tem, as the Speaker’s own newspaper
advocated back in February of this
year.

But returning to Texas and returning
to the very Republican-oriented Dallas
Morning News, on September 10, under
a title ‘‘Changing Medicare, public will
need time to grasp reforms,’’ the Dallas
Morning News says,

Remember last year when the Democrats
tried to rush final health plan through Con-
gress just before the August recess? At that
time the Republican congressional leaders
said look, these reforms are too complicated.
The American people need time to absorb
them. Let’s break for August and let the
American people digest and debate them.

They say, ‘‘The Republican response
was appropriate.’’ Of course, you would
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expect that from a Republican-oriented
newspaper. But then they go on to
point out this. They say, ‘‘but now
their memory,’’ referring to the Repub-
licans, ‘‘seems short, if not selective.
One year later, Republican congres-
sional leaders are trying to rush their
own health care reforms. Here comes
the hypocrisy,’’ they say. Republicans
want Congress to vote on the reforms
within 10 days to 3 weeks. That is mis-
guided. Congress soon must finish its
plan to achieve a balanced Federal
budget. Medicare, after all, is a lifeline
for many senior citizens.’’ They say,
‘‘changes should not be rammed down
their throats.’’

That is what this discussion tonight
is about. I was quoting the Dallas
Morning News that changes should not
be rammed down the throats of our Na-
tion’s seniors.

Then they go on to point out, ‘‘Let’s
not revisit the mess of last year. Re-
publicans must listen to their own
counsel.’’

That is what we are calling for. Do
not just devote 1 day to wrecking a
program that it has taken 30 years to
get in place, a program that over 9 out
of 10 of every Republican Member of
the Congress, back when President
Johnson signed Medicare into law, op-
posed. Let us focus attention and pro-
vide for detailed analysis.

After all, the Republicans in this
House thought that the Whitewater af-
fair was deserving of 28 days of public
hearings, and yet when the issue is a
whitewash for an attempt to under-
mine the Medicare system, they seem
unwilling to devote more than a day.

Now, I see that my colleague from
Texas, the gentlewoman from Houston,
TX [Ms. JACKSON-LEE], is here. I know
she had the occasion to sit through
some of those hearings and to know
about these matters, and perhaps she
has some observation about the impact
of this kind of pay-more-get-less plan
and rushing it through in a single day.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Speaker, I
appreciate the gentleman from Texas,
my colleague, and also appreciate the
persistence that he has offered in this
effort, and all of us have come to this
issue with a certain bit of perplexity. I
am a little bit confused, not so much
because I am confused about what I
hear from my constituents in the 18th
District of Texas, particularly the sen-
ior citizens, about the need for Medi-
care and the need for a balanced re-
sponse to some of the concerns that are
expressed, but the gentleman from
Texas is correct. We are at a posture
where we have the answer from the
GOP plan, pay more and get less, and
yet we are finding that few of our Re-
publican colleagues want to lay this
out for a full-blown hearing in order to
hear from our constituents across the
Nation.

My fourth grader is learning about
the States in the United States, all 50
of them, and he takes great pride in
pointing out the different States and
the different distinctions. But when we

look at this road map of the United
States of America, the truth about the
Republican Medicare cuts, we can see
not one single State misses the bat,
misses the heat, misses getting cut to
the bone.

In particular, if we look at Texas, we
will find that seniors will be paying
$3,785 more over the next 7 years of
out-of-pocket increases. We look at
Connecticut, we look at Camden, CT,
and we look at up in the New England
States, we look at New York, we look
at Washington, DC, down in Florida,
where there is a huge senior citizen
population, $5,082.

So the real question becomes, why
the coverup? Why not a full force hear-
ing on what we are doing with Medi-
care?

I might raise a point with the gen-
tleman that gives me great pause for
concern going home to my district.
There is a discussion and an editorial,
if you will, about this concept of man-
aged care. Might I just inject that we
have the healthiest population of
Americans, elderly Americans, in the
30-year history, since 1965? We can
point today that some 99.1 percent of
Americans, but particularly seniors,
are insured because of Medicare, with
health coverage. We can point to a
healthier senior citizen population and
one that has experienced this whole
trend toward preventive health care.

But the question becomes with this
managed health care philosophy that is
being promoted by Republicans, they
will choose a managed care system.
When you go into rural communities
and some of our urban centers, it is al-
ready determined that what will hap-
pen is the healthiest of our seniors may
have the opportunity to choose a man-
aged care system. But what you will
have remaining are the sickest of our
seniors.
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That then becomes an unfunded man-
date of sorts on our local government
and county government and State gov-
ernment. But beyond the dollars, what
we will have will be a population that
needs health care the most, that needs
hospitalization the most, that needs
the constant care the most, the long-
term care, and they will not have it.

And so I think that, if we are going
to fix Medicare, what we need to do is
to have hearings where hospitals and
administrators and long-term care
givers and those elderly who are most
sick can explain their medical needs.
Not that we are looking to ensure a
system for fraud and abuse; I do not
hear you talking about that.

I think Democrats have come to the
table and come to the table repeatedly,
making the system work. But my con-
cern is already about the increased
cost with the recommendation by the
Republicans, yet in cover of night, with
no hearings.

Then secondarily, what do I answer,
what do I tell my seniors who are now
sick and who may be sicker, that the

only thing that they have to do is wait
to see if managed care or an HMO will
pick them up. I do not think that will
be the answer.

Mr. DOGGETT. As you have pointed
out, when our fellow Texan signed Med-
icare into law in 1965, about half of the
seniors in this country had no type of
health insurance at all. Now we have
covered about 99 percent of those sen-
iors, and it seems to be a plan that
works for them.

I do not find many of those seniors
saying that they need somebody to
manage them. The folks that I know
down in Texas are a pretty independent
lot. Managed care has its place; I am
all for people being able to choose that
alternative. But folks there do not
seem to be too interested in being man-
aged. They seem to be interested in
having the kind of Medicare System
that they can depend on.

There is some concern that under the
plan that is being proposed that we will
actually end up with a two-tier system,
as you point out, leaving the sickest
people within the Medicare System and
then having some new kind of system
that takes some for those who are in a
little healthier condition.

I know also that in the city of Hous-
ton, as with many other parts of the
country, as I am sure this is true in
New Haven as well, that you have a
huge medical complex there, a teach-
ing hospital there. And there will be
even more burden, I am confident, on
the teaching hospitals, on the public
hospitals for this kind of approach; is
that your feeling?

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Clearly, you
have made a very accurate assessment.
I took some time in the district during
the August recess to visit several of
the facilities, including the public hos-
pital system. They offered to say that
there would be an enormous burden,
particularly as it relates to the teach-
ing aspect. Our public hospital system
has been a very strong component of
our medical education training. Those
leaders for that community indicated
this would have a dastardly, devastat-
ing effect on them.

Let me leave you with one point be-
fore we yield to the gentlewoman from
Connecticut. There is some discussion
that the GOP claims that senior citi-
zens will not mind paying more to save
the trust fund. But not one penny from
the increased part B beneficiary cost
would help the Medicare trust fund.
That is why we need the hearings.

I think we need to come from under-
neath the cover of night that I have
been saying. One day seems to be ex-
tremely difficult to understand, where
you would get any facts. The facts need
to be on the table. What are we trying
to save? Where is the money coming
from, and what will it go into? Those
answers are not yet on the table. I
think the point is well taken.

Mr. DOGGETT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania for a ques-
tion.
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Mr. GREENWOOD. I certainly had

not intended to participate in your dis-
cussion tonight. I was at my desk in
my office listening to the discussion on
Medicare. It is an issue I am greatly in-
terested in because, as you may know,
I am one of eight Republican Members
of the task force that has been spend-
ing the last several months writing
this reform package.

I came over to ask if you were inter-
ested in participating in a little bit
more of a bipartisan discussion which I
think might be more informative to
the American people, particularly our
seniors, than kind of a one-sided, par-
tisan review of things?

I offer myself here as somewhat of an
expert on the package since I helped to
draft it and would like nothing more
than to help have a real debate and a
real discussion rather than kind of a
one-sided affair.

Mr. DOGGETT. Certainly. In fact,
just in response to that, I appreciate
your presence. I have been one who had
been hoping that Members of the Re-
publican Party would come. Our Re-
publican colleagues could use time like
their special order time and use the op-
portunities we have here to speak and
outline the details of the plan that you
are advancing. More importantly, I
think it is important for us to come to-
gether and reach a bipartisan resolu-
tion to this problem.

There are some areas that we have
common agreement on: fighting fraud
and abuse within the Medicare System,
working to improve the Medicare Sys-
tem. But I think the problem has been,
and I do not say this is necessarily an
individual problem between you and
me, but the problem has been one of
from where we start in this debate.

This debate began back in the fall on
the Committee on the Budget. People
came and said, after a series of secret
task force meetings, we need $270 bil-
lion out of the Medicare System. It
began not with how can we improve
and strengthen that system but where
can we get the money from the Medi-
care System to do some other things
that do not have anything else to do
with Medicare?

Mr. GREENWOOD. I will be happy, in
the spirit of bipartisanship, I will pose
it in the form of a question. Would the
gentleman not agree that the discus-
sion on Medicare began when the trust-
ees report consisting of three members
of President Clinton’s Cabinet, the
trustees issued a report, and in that re-
port they indicated that part A of the
Medicare program, the hospitalization
fund, goes broke in 7 years?

This year we are taking in more
money than we are spending for Medi-
care. That is good. But next year we
begin to spend more money than we
take in. There is no dispute that it
goes bankrupt in 7 years unless we do
something.

Mr. DOGGETT. I would like to re-
spond to that because I am so very
pleased that you raised it. The impres-
sion that has been created over the last

few months and certainly in the last
few days is that, if we do not rush
through what I think is fairly referred
to as the pay-more-get-less plan, that
suddenly this system will go broke and
no one will have anything. I do not
think that could be any further from
the truth.

If this Congress did not act, I am not
advocating that, I would like to see ac-
tion, there is going to continue to be a
strong Medicare System next year and
for a number of years to come. There is
no reason that this has to be rushed
through with 1 day for hearings. But I
do want to respond fully to your obser-
vation, because it is one of the most
important.

With reference to the Medicare trust-
ees report, you will recall in the Com-
mittee on the Budget, in the early part
of this year, I pointed out that the re-
port we got in the spring for this year
was verbatim, the report that we got, I
think with one or two words difference,
last year.

Our party was concerned long before
I got to Congress in addressing this
problem. This trustees report is not
anything new, nor does it provide a jus-
tification for raising premiums on part
B. There are, as the gentleman well
knows, an A part and a B part. And
raising premiums in part B, as appar-
ently is being proposed, is not going to
do anything to strengthen this fund.

In fact, I think one of the real prob-
lems with the approach that many Re-
publicans have advocated at least
quietly in the halls and the back rooms
of this Chamber is that they want to
increase premiums, deductibles, and
the like with reference to part B. We
could raise them 1000 percent instead of
just 100 percent, as has been advocated,
and it would not make the Medicare
trust fund one penny more secure than
it is tonight.

So this use for the Medicare trust
fund report is really very deceptive in
terms of giving and misleading the
American people into thinking that we
have a crisis that demands rushing
through a bill that is not being done to
secure the Medicare trust fund.

Indeed, the other point that has to be
made, and I think it is a very impor-
tant one, is if there was real concern
about the security of the Medicare
trust fund, surely our Republican col-
leagues would not have come through
with one of the provisions in their so-
called Contract With America to actu-
ally take money out of the trust fund,
with the changes that were made last
year, to provide tax revenues to help
protect and advance and secure that
fund. Yet that is exactly what has hap-
pened.

All that our Republican colleagues
have done so far, other than this gen-
erally veiled plan, in the legislation
this House has approved over my objec-
tion, is to weaken it and have less
money available.

I yield to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut.

Ms. DELAURO. I think that this is
such an important issue that it de-

serves a bipartisan discussion and de-
bate.

I will say, first of all, that we have
tried to engage in that effort, and we
are seeing 1 day for hearings on chang-
ing probably the most important piece
for legislation that we have, a major,
major change, really a reconstituting
of the Medicare System in a way that
we have not seen in the past. It is an
absolute fundamental change in the
system.

Looking at this system, potentially
turning it into a voluntary system, po-
tentially privatizing, which is what the
direction is going, and we have 1 day
for hearings. So let me just say this to
the gentleman. The fact of the matter
is that you have been engaged in writ-
ing a plan that no one knows about. I
want to go back to the last session of
this Congress, where the whole issue of
health care reform was not only on the
table for debate in the public sector, of
debate for almost 18 months in this
body. Before the Committee on Ways
and Means there were 14 days of debate
on the health care reform bill.

The Republican leadership has deter-
mined that we will see 24 hours and,
quite frankly, for a plan in which in
yesterday’s Washington Times the
chairman of the Committee on the
Budget has expressed uneasiness, fear
that the plan falls about a third short
for what your goal is, which is to cut
$270 billion from Medicare, and does
not want to engage in smoke and mir-
rors but is fearful, if you read the same
news that I am reading, that in fact
that is what is going to occur.

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, the
Committee on Ways and Means alone
held 38 hearings on Medicare reform,
and the Committee on Commerce on
which I serve also held a number for
hearings. I cannot enumerate them for
you.

But if I may finish, one of the things
I think the American people will be in-
terested in, that is to what extent my
two colleagues from the other side of
the aisle are truly interested in an
open dialog in which the truth comes
out. The extent to which you are will-
ing to engage me this evening in dis-
cussion, if you want to have, use 99 per-
cent of the time to make unchallenged
statements, then I think the American
people will say: Gee, I do not think
they are really interested in an open
discussion in which both sides are pre-
sented. So, show the American people
that you really are interested in bipar-
tisanship and debate, and let us have a
discussion.

Ms. DELAURO. I would like to also
go back to say that there has been,
first of all, we have heard about the
plan. There are very few details about
the plan.

Mr. GREENWOOD. I have them all. I
am an open book.

Ms. DELAURO. You may be an open
book, but let me tell you about the
Congressional Budget Office, which
says the following, and this is quoted
yesterday:
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The details, until the details fully emerge,

the Congressional Budget Office, the biparti-
san Congressional Budget Office, Congress’s
economic analyst, will not be able to certify
the savings, and the GOP plan will have a
gaping budgetary hole.

I am not saying this. But the Con-
gressional Budget Office is saying it,
and more importantly, until there are
details, if you are going to hearings
this Thursday for 24 hours to debate
the most significant change in one of
the most significant pieces of legisla-
tion in this country, if the Congres-
sional Budget Office cannot act on it, if
no one else has the details of this ef-
fort, if the American public does not
see the debate because what you want
to try to do is to cover it up in 24 hours
and get this done, I do not—why are we
doing this? The American public has a
right to know. There are several ques-
tions that are critical.

You asked about questions that
ought to be asked. If the Republicans
are truly interested in the solvency for
Medicare, why is the solution to raise
premiums on beneficiaries, premiums
which in fact, as my colleague from
Texas pointed out, do not go into the
trust fund? That is the cruel hoax, be-
cause seniors are confused.

b 1845
The cruel hoax here is that we are

talking about trying to deal with the
Medicare trust fund and making sure it
is safe and secure, and there is $270 bil-
lion that is not going into the trust
fund.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DOGGETT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. BONIOR. Not only is this money
not going into the Medicare trust fund,
our Republican colleagues about 4
months ago, and we had the tax bill be-
fore us on the floor, took $89 billion out
of the trust fund to pay for the tax bill.
So not only are they not dealing with
this in a fair, rational, sacrosanct way
in terms of the commitment that was
made and the contract that was made
between seniors and its government
with regard to Medicare, but they raid-
ed the fund of $89 billion 4 months ago
in order to pay for a tax cut for the
wealthiest people in our society.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I want
to respond to the gentleman’s com-
ment about the number of hearings
that have been held, because we went
through the same problem with the
budget resolution, where one ‘‘think
tank’’ person after another was
brought in to talk in theory about the
budget, but no hearing was held on the
specific proposal. To date, we have not
even had the gentleman or one of his
colleagues come down here and outline
the proposal and say how much higher
the premiums will be, how much higher
the deductibles and copayments will
be, and the other changes.

It is hard to have a really meaningful
hearing, or for that matter, a really
meaningful bipartisan debate, in which
the gentleman has said he wishes to en-

gage tonight, without having the de-
tails of that plan laid out before us.

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOGGETT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding to me
for a question.

My question is this: If in fact what
the gentleman would like to do this
evening with his time on the floor is to
inform the American people, particu-
larly our seniors, so they can make an
evaluation about how they feel about
this plan, will he not engage me? There
are five of you, there is one of me. I am
one of the drafters of this. I am happy
to stand here all evening and answer
questions and debate fine points as to
what we should do, but I am going to
repeat myself. The American people
look at you and say, ‘‘Those five Demo-
crats are not going to let the Repub-
lican who is one of the drafters of the
bill have very much time at the micro-
phone. I guess they do not want to hear
what he has to say. I guess they do not
want to know what is in this plan.’’

Mr. DOGGETT. I would be glad to
have not only one of you, but 100 or 200
more here to debate fully and thor-
oughly. But I am concerned that what
is going to happen, given the example
of limiting these hearings to 1 day and
1 day only, that the idea will be to
compress the real debate that occurs,
once we have all the details of the plan,
into the same limited time so people
learn as much about it or as little
about it as possible.

Perhaps the gentleman could tell us
why there is 1 day and only 1 day of
hearings once the plan is outlined, if he
is indeed interested in a bipartisan
presentation.

Mr. GREENWOOD. If the gentleman
will continue to yield, as I said earlier,
the committees of jurisdiction held
dozens of hearings covering hundreds of
hours on this issue.

Mr. DOGGETT. But not on this plan.
Mr. GREENWOOD. Number two,

there will be hearings. Number three,
we approach the end of the fiscal year,
as my colleagues know. We are trying
to deal with this issue in this fiscal
year. The President of the United
States has said that we need to reduce
the growth in the Medicare program in
the coming fiscal year by $124 billion, if
we use the OMB budget line. If we use
the CBO budget line, the budget line we
are using and that the President en-
courages us to use, that is closer to
$194 billion, so the gentleman said ear-
lier that he wants to think about where
we can agree.

Where there is not disagreement
among honest brokers in this issue is
that the President of the United States
and the Republican Party believes that
at least $190 billion needs to be reduced
from the growth of spending in this
program. So if you want to start from
there, we can have an honest discus-
sion.

Mr. DOGGETT. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Speaker, my question to the gen-

tleman is, why is it that you are hav-
ing only one day of hearings? And his
response is, we are having hearings and
it is near the end of the fiscal year. The
hearings he is having are taking less
than 1 day. The reason we are near the
end of the fiscal year is that he has
drug out throughout the course of this
year this proposal. He still has not
come to the floor of this House and
outlined the details of the proposal,
and proposes to rush it through on the
eve of the close of the fiscal year, not
because we have a crisis, but because I
genuinely believe our Republican col-
leagues want the American people to
know as little as possible over as short
a time period as possible what this plan
really does.

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DOGGETT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina.

Mr. HEFNER. I would just like to
make a couple of observations. The
gentleman said we are not sincere
about doing something about Medicare,
looking after senior citizens. I would
just urge the gentleman to look at the
track record.

Mr. GREENWOOD. I did not make
those comments.

Mr. HEFNER. That was the inference
I drew. Let me make one thing per-
fectly clear. If it is your purpose to cut
$270 billion over 5 years, and then the
Committee on the Budget chairman
said today in a seminar that he came
and spoke at, our seminar, that we
have paid for the tax cut, it is bad
enough that you frighten senior citi-
zens, and the Speaker of this House,
that says that Democrats have
demagogued and terrified senior citi-
zens, I am a senior citizen, and the last
thing in the world we need, senior citi-
zens, to be frightened about is health
care.

If you spend very much time in your
district office, you have these precious
souls that come into your office, and
their biggest concern is to make a deci-
sion whether they are going to be able
to pay their rent, their water, or their
lights, or have their prescriptions
filled. Then when you talk about the
changes in Medicare, even minimum,
just a few dollars a month, to us a few
dollars a month is not much, but for
that senior citizen that is living on a
fixed income that increase in premium
is tremendous, $7 or $8 or $10 a month.

Then you are going to have a look-
back provision that says, ‘‘Hey, if these
things are not coming up, we are going
to have to look back,’’ and you are
going to look back to the same people
that you are going to come to again.
The last thing in the world that the
senior citizens need in this country is
another hassle as they get into their
declining and sunset years.

If you want to look at the track
record, there is not a living Member of
this House or the Senate that was here
when Medicare passed that supported
it. The tax cut is going to be $240 bil-
lion. It is not paid for. It is bad enough
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that you do this to Medicare and to
senior citizens. At least you could have
the decency to apply it to the budget
deficit. It goes directly from Medicare,
and it goes directly to a tax cut for
Members of Congress, for some of the
wealthiest people in this country. I am
a senior citizen. I would a lot rather
have the comfort of having my Medi-
care than to have a few dollars tax cut.

Let us just look at the track record
of the Republicans on Social Security
and Medicare. The first budget that
Ronald Reagan’s budget director
brought to this House, David Stock-
man brought a budget to this House,
and it called for a $125 a month cut in
the minimum Social Security for our
oldest, sickest senior citizens, $125. It
was going to completely erase that
from the Social Security payment. It
caused such a ruckus and uproar that
it was quickly withdrawn.

The record is not good. You have not
supported Medicare. You were not here,
and I will give you the credit for that,
but no Republican supported Medicare.
This is not something that has paid for
a tax cut. You are using Medicare cuts,
and why not be honest about it and
say, ‘‘This is our philosophy. We want
to make these cuts and we want to use
these cuts to pay for tax cuts for our
agenda.’’ At least have the decency to
say that. In road shows all over this
country, the Speaker has gone all over
this country in road shows talking
about ‘‘We have paid for the tax cut,
and we are going to give the senior
citizens more choice. We are going to
allow you to be sick up to $4,800 a year.
After that we have to make some ad-
justments.’’

Mr. GREENWOOD. The gentleman is
misinforming the House. I would be
happy to correct him.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GUTKNECHT). If the gentleman would
suspend, I would remind the partici-
pants that the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. DOGGETT] controls the time.

Mr. DOGGETT. I have yielded for a
comment to the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. HEFNER], and I will con-
tinue to yield to all of those here for
questions and observations, but I would
ask that you have the opportunity to
finish, and that the rules of the House
be enforced, and that we have regular
order, if the gentleman would proceed.

Mr. HEFNER. The matter of fact is,
and it is so evident if you listen to the
arguments and listen to the numbers,
$270 billion in Medicare cuts, $240 bil-
lion in tax cuts that go basically to the
most privileged people in this country.
if that is your philosophy, be proud of
it. But it is not paid for. If it was paid
for, it was paid for out of student lunch
programs and from Medicare, and it
came from the most vulnerable people
in this country.

If that is your philosophy, be proud
of it, but do not disguise it and say we
have paid for the tax cut and senior
citizens are going to get more choice. I
can imagine me going to a carrier and
saying, ‘‘I want to buy some insur-

ance.’’ You are going to give me a
voucher. I go to an insurance carrier
and say, ‘‘I have had heart disease. I
have had open heart surgery.’’ They
are going to laugh me out of the office.
The voucher is going to be no good for
me.

We are not frightening senior citizens
across this country, as the Speaker and
everybody has said, we are telling the
truth. It scares the devil out of them,
and it should. We should tell the sen-
iors the truth and let them know what
they are in for, at least tell them the
truth, because at least maybe they can
prepare for the worst to come, and it is
going to be some bad times for senior
citizens in this country if this Medi-
care package passes.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, we use
tonight as an opportunity to share
with colleagues across this House, be-
cause we are being denied an oppor-
tunity to have a full and fair debate in
committee this week, so I yield to my
colleague the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. BONIOR] for any questions or
observations.

Mr. BONIOR. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. I just want to follow up on
what my colleague, the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. HEFNER], said
when he talked about the question of
scaring our senior citizens today.

What is going on here is just an out-
rage with respect to the scare that has
been put into these people by these
proposals that have been offered by my
friends on the other side of the aisle. I
will tell the Members what is scary,
Mr. Speaker. Scary is a 76-year-old
woman who lives basically off of Social
Security. Maybe she has a few pennies
more than that. She has to pay for her
heat, she has to pay for her rent, she is
going to have a few pennies left over
for her other odds and ends. Then she
gets up, reads in the paper, hears on
the radio or watches on TV, that her
premium is going to be doubled from
$46 a month to $90 a month.

Then she hears from the Senate Re-
publicans that her deductible is going
to be increased from $100 a month to
maybe $150 to $250 a month. Then she
hears and reads and sees on her TV
that the House Democrats want to cut
Medicaid by $82 billion. Sixty percent
of Medicaid goes to older people in this
country in the way of nursing home
care.

Mr. DOGGETT. That the House Re-
publicans want to pass.

Mr. BONIOR. The House Republicans.
No wonder she is frightened. No wonder
they are frightened and scared out
there. They ought to be, because we are
talking about huge amounts of money
out of their pocket for basic health
care, out of their Social Security check
that is going to shrink every month.
They ought to be scared and outraged
because of the formula that is being de-
vised here to shift that money to the
wealthiest people in our society in the
way of a tax cut.

Mr. Speaker, one might say that this
is not a trend, it is something that the

Republicans are just bent on doing. But
today in the Committee on Ways and
Means the Republican majority is talk-
ing about doing the same thing to mid-
dle-income people. They want to put a
$1,000 tax increase on middle-income
people, people making up to $27,000 a
year, just today, the so-called earned
income tax credit for middle-income
folks. So it is not just happening to
seniors, it is happening to middle-in-
come people. They are after your pen-
sions, they are after your health care.

What we are finding is this gap that
is growing in this country between the
wealthy in our society and the rest.
The chasm is growing deeper and it is
growing wider. It is time that people
stood up and said, ‘‘Enough of this ex-
tremism, enough of this move to the
far end of the political spectrum with
respect to the economics of people.’’
Medicare is too important of a sacred
trust, a sacred trust that was made be-
tween the government and its people
back in 1965, when we had tremendous
percentages of poverty among our sen-
iors. We have reduced that poverty tre-
mendously as a result of Medicare. Now
we are going to find ourselves in a situ-
ation in which our seniors and their
children, who will be required or are
obligated or duty-bound to pick up this
tab for their parents or grandparents,
are going to be pressed as well eco-
nomically. I thank my colleague for
his comments.

Mr. DOGGETT. I have just one re-
sponse to the gentleman’s observation,
because I think it is an important one.
That is that there may be some young-
er people that are watching and observ-
ing the debate going on across our Na-
tion over Medicare, feeling that they
do not have a stake in this. As you
pointed out, many of those young peo-
ple at the beginning of their earning
power, working people in this country,
the folks out there working for an
hourly wage, are about to get hit with
a tax increase by the Committee on
Ways and Means under the Republican
leadership.

b 1900

But they also stand in the course of
this Medicare debate to suffer as well.
One recent study that was done by
Lewin VHI has pointed to the danger of
cost shifting as a result of this Medi-
care plan and has suggested, and I
quote, that lost wages in increased pre-
mium contributions would equal about
$1,000 per covered worker over the 1996–
2002 period.

So those same workers that we are
talking about, that are about to get a
Republican tax increase with the
changes being made in the Committee
on Ways and Means, are also people
that stand to lose about $1,000 from
cost shifting under one study because
of a Medicare plan that is being done in
isolation from the rest of the health
care problems of this country. That
may simply cause hard-pressed hos-
pitals and health care providers to
shift more cost to those who are under
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65 to try to recoup some of the losses
that will occur to them if this plan
goes into effect.

I know my colleague from New Jer-
sey has arrived and that he has a num-
ber of questions and has spoken out
eloquently on this subject. I yield to
him.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I just
wanted to thank the gentleman from
Texas again for doing this special order
tonight. I really will say once again
that that chart that he has up there
that says ‘‘the GOP Medicare plan, pay
more and get less,’’ really says it all.

This is what the seniors are increas-
ingly telling me in my district and
throughout the State of New Jersey.
They understand that this is nothing
more than a tax increase and a reduc-
tion in services.

You cannot take the amount of
money that we are talking about here,
a $270 billion cut in Medicare—and I
also notice that the rest of my col-
leagues talked about the cuts which
are, I think, $180 billion in Medicaid as
well—you cannot take that level of
cuts in these programs without either
reducing the quality of service or
charging senior citizens more for what
they are getting for health care.

The reality is that what the Repub-
licans are talking about essentially are
doing both, because they have already
told us. I know my friend, the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. BONIOR],
mentioned some of these things before.
We have already heard about at least
three possible implementations of this
Medicare cut that would increase costs
to seniors and in effect amount to a tax
increase.

One is on the Senate side, the in-
creased co-payment, I believe, for Part
A for hospital care from $100 to $150.
We have heard about the Gingrich pro-
posal with regard to Part B that pays
for physician services, that in essence
doubles you premium for Part B over
the next 5 to 7 years; and we have also
talked about means testing.

I know that there has not been a lot
of discussion in general about means
testing, but this idea that we are going
to charge wealthier people more for
their Medicare premiums, for their
Part B premiums, to the point where at
some point they would not have any
subsidy, would have to pay the whole
cost of their Medicare premiums, well,
right now the Republican leadership is
talking about a $75,000 threshold for
that. In other words, you would have to
be making at least $75,000 before they
start charging you that tax.

But the bottom line is, I know from
my own experience and I have seen it
in the State legislature and here in
Congress, those thresholds start to go
down very quickly when the Repub-
lican leadership of the Congress is
looking for extra money. So do not be
surprised, New Jersey residents or
Americans, if next year it is 65 and the
following year it is 50 and then it drifts
down to 40. I have heard some of my
colleagues already talking about a
$35,000 threshold.

We know that there is a huge gaping
hole here. On the one hand they have
these various tax increases which I just
mentioned. On the other hand they
have cuts in providers’ fees, cuts in the
amount of reimbursement that is going
to go to hospitals or other health care
facilities.

Those things are going to result in
less quality care. The hospitals in New
Jersey, we have already identified
through the New Jersey Hospital Asso-
ciation 76 hospitals that are on the
critical list, that if they have any sig-
nificant, and I am not talking about
the level of cuts that we are talking
about here but any significant cuts in
Medicare or Medicaid, some of them
are going to close and a lot them are
going to significantly reduce their
services.

But beyond that, beyond paying more
for those taxes, as the gentleman from
Texas said, beyond getting less because
of the quality of care and because hos-
pitals and other providers are going to
reduce the services that are available,
we still have this gaping hole which we
know that the Republicans are saying,
‘‘Well, if all this doesn’t squeeze
enough money out of this system, then
in a few years if we find out that we
haven’t saved enough, then we’re just
going to have to go back to the draw-
ing board and come up with either
more tax increases or more cuts in
services.’’

What is that going to mean? Again,
it is going to be more tax increases.
You will see those premiums for part B
going up even more. You will see that
means-test threshold going down. You
will see those co-payments or
deductibles increasing, and at the same
time you will see less and less money
going to the hospitals and going to
those who are providing the services.

There is no way to provide this level
of cuts, to make this level of cuts in
Medicare and also Medicaid, without
having to pay more and get less, just as
the gentleman says. I think that the
Republicans and the leadership should
fess up and say, look, this is a major
tax increase, this is a tax increase on
seniors that is going to pay for a tax
cut for a lot of well-to-do Americans.

They might as well admit it because
every day we see, as this unfolds, and it
has not unfolded completely, there are
still a lot of details that we have not
gotten, but as it unfolds we see more
and more that that is the bottom line
and that is what we are getting.

I just wanted to congratulate again
the gentleman from Texas and the gen-
tlewoman from Connecticut for putting
this together, because we have got to
bring that point home.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
for a question to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. GREENWOOD. That is very kind
of the gentleman, and I appreciate it.

Mr. Speaker, with all due respect the
amount of disinformation that has
been brought forth this evening by my
colleagues on the other side is breath-

taking. Let me just correct a series of
them very quickly.

There will be no increase in
deductibles. There will be zero increase
in deductibles. There will be zero in-
crease in copays. The part B premium,
which is at 31.5 percent for senior citi-
zens today, will remain at 31.5 percent
for senior citizens into the foreseeable
future. That slight increase which sen-
iors have received each year will be
more than overcome by the COLA in
their Social Security. They will be
paying what they are paying today.

Second, with regard to the part of
your poster there that says get less
under our plan, every single senior citi-
zen in America will be able to, next
year and the year after that and for the
next 7 years, be able to retain precisely
the fee-for-service Medicare plan that
they have today with every single ben-
efit that they have today. There will be
no change whatsoever. They will con-
tinue to pay 31.5 percent of the part B
premium, and their friends and neigh-
bors and children will pay the balance
for them. In addition to that, they will
have more choices.

Mr. DOGGETT. Reclaiming my time,
I am so pleased to hear those com-
ments from the gentleman tonight, be-
cause everything you have assured us
that this plan will not do is what as
you know one newspaper after another
has reported was the plan of the Repub-
lican task force before last week.
Thank heavens we are having some im-
pact in educating the American people
about the dangers of this Republican
plan. Apparently there are at least
some members of the Republican Party
that are backing away from raising
deductibles, not in the U.S. Senate
where they propose to double them
under the Republican Senate plan.
There are some who may be backing off
copayments.

The problem is, as the gentlewoman
from Connecticut has pointed out with
yesterday’s Washington Times, hardly
a mouthpiece of the Democratic Party,
that you have a giant gap in your plan.
That giant gap is proposed to be filled
by what you call a look-back provision.

That means that at the end of the
year, if you do not get the savings nec-
essary to get the tax break for the
privileged few, you are going to have
some bureaucrat in Washington reach
back and cut in the program. When
that cut occurs, it is going to be even
more difficult for people to find a
health care provider that will provide
them Medicare.

I know from my own community that
there are many citizens right now that
have difficulty finding a provider that
will take Medicare. Fortunately you
did provide some detail last week, and
I am referring to the House Republican
leadership packet, the so-called infor-
mation packet, which is a bit of a con-
tradiction because there is not much
information in it, but in that packet
you said that it was a myth that you
would chase doctors out of Medicare.
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Your answer, though, was that doc-

tors today are turning away Medicare
patients, which is true, and that doc-
tors under your plan could choose to
participate in what you call Medicare
Plus. But Medicare Plus is not the
Medicare system that people have re-
lied on for the last 30 years, and which
you say you would continue to give
them the right to participate in. I do
not think the Republican Party, to-
night or in their so-called information
packet or at any other time, has pro-
vided any genuine assurance to the
American people that they are not
going to be forced out of a Medicare
system, and whether they are going to
have providers who will provide them
Medicare in the traditional way.

I yield to the gentleman from North
Carolina.

Mr. HEFNER. I would just like to
make a point. I know the gentleman’s
intentions are good. You can give us
these numbers, but you do not know
where the money is coming from. You
do not even have the total numbers on
all where this money is coming from or
how you are going to pay for it, as late
as today. You can give these assur-
ances, but delivering them is another
thing.

Where is the money going to come
from? All these assurances that you
have given to us here tonight, if you
can give us these assurances and put
our mind at ease, why do we not have
an extensive debate, something at least
as long as the Waco hearings or the
Oklahoma hearings or what have you,
and let the American people, the senior
citizens, sit before the television and
assure them? We will see who they be-
lieve and see whose record speaks for
itself over the years. Let our back-
grounds, let the history speak for it-
self. But the assurances that you give
us, you cannot guarantee that. And
your party cannot guarantee that.

Mr. GREENWOOD. If the gentleman
will yield to me, I can.

Mr. DOGGETT. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Connecticut.

Ms. DELAURO. I have a lot of respect
for my colleague. We have worked to-
gether on a number of issues. I would
like to believe and I think the Amer-
ican public would like to believe what
you say.

Again, just yesterday in the Wash-
ington Times, it says that—

The Congressional Budget Office will not
be able to certify the necessary savings and
the GOP plan will have a gaping budgetary
hole. Senior GOP aides said an even larger
problem is that a preliminary CBO analysis
has revealed Republicans will glean little
more than $30 billion from one of their most
highly touted reforms, allowing seniors to
enroll in health maintenance organizations
instead of staying in Medicare’s traditional
fee-for-service program. Republican aides
also said they foresee little savings from the
malpractice reforms. The CBO also questions
savings from reforms aimed at curbing
waste, fraud and abuse. That leaves Repub-
licans in a difficult position. They had been
counting on saving as much as $80 billion
from such reforms. A shortfall of that mag-
nitude would reduce payments to doctors
and hospitals each year by about $18 billion.

The look-back provision is buying a
pig in a poke. You do not know if you
take a look and your savings are not
realized, you are going to go back after
people again. We had this debate and
discussion last night.

Mr. GREENWOOD. I would love for
you to yield because I could give you
wonderful answers to your questions if
you are really interested in the truth.

Ms. DELAURO. Let me just say to
you that when you cut back in the
same way that you did in the Medicare
Program, and we know that there are
lower fees on reimbursements to doc-
tors and hospitals, that you are doing
the same thing in the Medicare system
where it is not going to be just cuts to
the providers.

We all agree that there can be cuts to
the providers. I could not stand here
and say that we could not do that. On
the other hand, what you will see, you
will see a cut in services. You will see
a cut in the quality of care that is
being delivered to our seniors.

Let me make one other point. There
are some members of the other party
that are trying to move away from
their leadership. They are being quoted
all over this country.

In Fresno, CA, one of my colleagues
was heard saying, and this is a quote,
one of my Republican colleagues: ‘‘We
are concerned about saving Medicare at
least for the next 15 years.’’ Beyond
that, he says he cannot commit to con-
tinued support from the Congress.
Make no mistake about it. The plan is
to end Medicare as we know it.

One of our colleagues in Maryland,
when he went out in terms of his road
show this weekend, one of his constitu-
ents asked, ‘‘Why are you offering tax
cuts, while you’re increasing the cost
of Medicare?’’ The Congressman’s re-
sponse was, ‘‘Wouldn’t you rather sing
My Wild Irish Rose?’’ I am not making
this up. This is his quote. When you
cannot defend your position, you
change the subject.

There are a lot of questions that are
unanswered. I would ask the Repub-
lican leadership the following ques-
tions: If you are willing to have hear-
ings, will you support the Dingell reso-
lution that calls for 4 weeks of hear-
ings in this body? If you are so inter-
ested in saving Medicare, are you will-
ing to take the tax package off the
table? Those are the questions that
have to be answered.

b 1915

Mr. DOGGETT. I appreciate your
questions, and I have only about a
minute left, but I would yield for obser-
vation briefly to my colleague from
Texas.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. First of all, I am
gratified that we attempted to have a
bipartisan discussion, and I think it is
important that we evidenced by this
discussion that we need 4 weeks.

Lastly, the sickest of our seniors will
be left without any coverage or at least
without a sense of being able to have
the best coverage. The system is not

bankrupt. There is a life of 7 years, and
there has always been a life on the
Medicare system. That is the reality
that we should teach the American
public to get to national health reform.

I thank the gentleman from Texas.
Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I thank

all of my colleagues for participating
tonight, and particularly my Repub-
lican colleague from Pennsylvania, Mr.
GREENWOOD. Under the procedures of
this House, he and his party now have
a full hour in which to present their
plan, and I hope they lay it out line by
line so that the American people can
see what is in this plan.

They have yet to lay it out, perhaps,
to some of their own Members who do
not understand the details, and as the
morning’s papers seem to indicate, do
not know, themselves, how they are
going to fill the great void that is there
in their plan, and how it is they are
going to provide a $270 billion cut in
Medicare, without demanding that
America’s seniors pay more and get
less.

We need a full and thorough debate;
not just in their forum tonight, but
with a series of hearings and a full
open rule when this matter comes be-
fore the House. I hope the presence of
my Republican colleague here tonight
is an indication that the Republican
leadership is going to change its ways,
just as he says they have changed their
ways on some of the increases that
they were originally contemplating in
taking out of the pockets of our senior
citizens, that they will change their
ways and that they will not fade the
heat any further from the American
people, but will instead give us a full,
fair and open debate in committee and
on the floor of this Congress.

If we do that, if we have the kind of
bipartisan exchange, then the Amer-
ican people will know what is about to
happen to them. They can understand
the full consequences of having to take
from seniors in order to afford a tax
break to the most privileged few in our
society.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that we will see
that happen and hope that our Repub-
lican colleagues in the hour that they
now have, will indicate to the Amer-
ican people that we will have that kind
of full, fair and open debate, unre-
stricted in terms of time, unrestricted
in terms of amendments, so we can
really get about the job of improving
and strengthening the Medicare system
instead of taking away from it.

f

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1883

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
my name be withdrawn as a cosponsor
of H.R. 1883.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GUTKNECHT). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.
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AMERICANS ARE NOT BUYING THE

‘‘CHICKEN LITTLE’’ STORY OF
THE DEMOCRATS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WELDON] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I have been here 9 years, my
third term, and I take great pride in
working in a bipartisanship manner on
a number of issues. On the Committee
on National Security on defense; on en-
vironmental issues, through the
GLOBE organization; on energy issues;
labor issues; and issues affecting work-
ing people as well as natural and man-
made disasters, reaching out to both
sides of the aisle to reach common con-
sensus.

Mr. Speaker, after listening to what I
heard for this past hour, and what I
heard last night, I have to change the
tone of my speech tonight. I would
hope perhaps that some of my col-
leagues who are rushing out the doors
will stick around for 5 minutes to hear
what I have to say.

We have heard the story about Chick-
en Little, that the sky is falling. We
heard that from the Democrats when
they said, under Ronald Reagan, that
Republicans were going to end the So-
cial Security system. We heard that
from the Democrats and from the
President when we announced our child
nutrition program, and they were prov-
en wrong again. And then we heard the
same argument from the Democrats on
the student aid debate, and then we
found that there are, in fact, no cuts
being proposed for student aid.

Now, Mr. Speaker, we are hearing the
same tired, worn out arguments on
Medicare. Mr. Speaker, even senior
Democrats nationally understand what
is going on here. Let me quote, for in-
stance, Democratic Mayor of Chicago,
Bill Daley. He recently told The New
York Times, and I quote Democrat
Mayor Daley, ‘‘The only message we
have got is the same one we had in No-
vember: The Republicans are going to
cut Social Security and Medicare. Peo-
ple look at it and say, Forget it. We do
not buy that. The sky is not falling.’’

Mr. Speaker, this is Democrat Mayor
Bill Daley of Chicago saying that this
is nothing more than the same old
tired message attempting to scare peo-
ple. The same thing we heard against
seniors 4 years ago, against students
and kids earlier this year. In fact, Mr.
Speaker, the people of America are lis-
tening to what we are doing and they
are responding in overwhelming num-
bers.

Let me give you some facts and sta-
tistics, and I will be happy to provide
them to any of our colleagues who
would like to come forth and ask for
them. Since the Democratic conven-
tion in New York City 3 years ago, the
Democrat party has lost a total of 685
Senators, House Members, Governors,
State Senators and Representatives.
That is 685 in just 3 years.

As a matter of fact, Mr. Speaker, last
Friday, September 15, in Vice Presi-
dent GORE’s home State of Tennessee, 2
Democrat Senators switched parties.
Senator Milton Hamilton, Jr., and
Rusty Crowe. When they switched to
the Republican Party, they turned the
Tennessee State Senate Republican for
the first time since Reconstruction.

Now, is this an exception? Mr. Speak-
er, since Bill Clinton took office, 132
publicly elected officials have switched
parties. Zero have switched from Re-
publican to Democrat, and yet 132 have
switched from the Democratic Party to
the Republican Party. None have
switched the other way.

In fact, 37 Members of Congress who
were Democrats since Bill Clinton took
office have either resigned or an-
nounced their retirements to date, and
more will follow.

Another five, 2 U.S. Senators and 3
House Representatives, have switched
to the Republican Party. An average of
almost 1 Democrat U.S. Senator per
month since Bill Clinton took office
has either retired, resigned, or
switched parties.

Mr. Speaker the American people are
listening and when we get beyond the
Beltway, the breeze that is blowing
across America is unbelievable. The
American people are seeing beyond the
type of demagoguery and rhetoric that
we heard tonight and last night on the
House Floor.

In fact, in Georgia just 2 weeks ago,
the first female district attorney
switched parties. Lone rising star in
Georgia, Cheryl Fisher Custer,
switched to the Republican party. She
said, ‘‘There is a growing sentiment in
this country that there must be a fun-
damental change in government. I be-
lieve that the Republican party offers
the best opportunity to effect that
change and bring about responsible,
common sense government.’’

Custer was the seventh Georgia Dem-
ocrat elected official to switch to the
Republican Party this year alone.

Let us go beyond. It is not just the
South, Mr. Speaker. Let us go up to
Maine and look what happened in
Maine back in August. Maine Rep-
resentative Edgar Wheeler switched
parties. He became the 113th Democrat
to switch since Bill Clinton took office.

Mr. Speaker, this is what he said:
‘‘For several years, I have felt out of
tune with the Democratic Party, and
during my first year as a legislator I
recognized how far apart I really am
from the party.’’

Mr. Speaker, all across America, be-
yond the Beltway, the people are
speaking loud and clear. They are re-
jecting the Chicken Little story of the
Democrats and they are understanding
what we are doing and that is bringing
some common sense back to this hal-
lowed.
f

TOPICS OF IMPORT REGARDING
REFORMS IN CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-

woman from Washington [Mrs. SMITH]
is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. GREEN-
WOOD].

MEDICARE REFORM

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding
and I will not take much of the time
that she has reserved.

The gentlewoman may know, I was
back in my office and some of my col-
leagues from the Democratic Party
took to the floor and began to give
such a tirade of incredibly breath-
taking misinformation about Medicare
reform, that since I am one of the 8
members of the Republican task force
drafting the new plan, I felt compelled
to come over here and set things
straight. My friends would not yield
me much time, and so I appreciate the
gentlewoman doing so.

Number 1 thing that our colleagues
from the other side of the aisle did not
want to go into very much is the fact
that the trustees of the Medicare pro-
gram, part A, and those trustees in-
clude three Members of President Clin-
ton’s cabinet, issued a report back in
the early part of this year. That report
indicated that Medicare, part A, is in
trouble.

The program is paid for by payroll
taxes and this year, fortunately, we
have more than enough funds to pay
for that program. But next year we
start to spend more than we take in,
and in 7 years there is no money to pay
senior citizen health care costs at all.
The program goes broke.

We cannot let that happen. The
President of the United States has
agreed with that and, of course, what
the other side did not mention at all
is that President Clinton has
suggested, has recommended in his
budget document that in fact we need
to do something about the outrageous,
unsustainable inflationary rates in our
Medicare program.

Medicare costs are going up by 10 and
11 and 12 percent a year, and there is no
need for that. In the private sector,
health care costs have all but leveled
off. And if we continue to waste money
in Medicare by continuing to have
those 10 and 11 and 12 percent in-
creases, we are foolish and we are wast-
ing the taxpayers’ money and we are
doing nothing that values our senior
citizens.

So what are we going to do? We are
going to try to work together in a bi-
partisan fashion and here is what we
are going to try to do. It is really quite
simple. Our plan will ensure that every
single senior citizen in America on
Medicare, as well as those who are dis-
abled, will have the option to stay ex-
actly where they are. They will con-
tinue to receive what is called fee-for-
service health care.

Mr. Speaker, that means they can go
to the doctor of their choice when they
choose and Medicare will pay all their
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bills. If they go to the hospital, Medi-
care will pay all of their bills just as it
does now. Their cost for part B pre-
mium will stay just as it is now at 31.5
percent of the cost. And, as seniors
know who have been on Medicare for
some time, as the program inflates a
little bit, that 31.5 percent costs a lit-
tle bit more each year, but their COLA,
the social security cost of living in-
crease, more than compensates for
that. Their Social Security check will
be bigger next year than it is this year.

We are going to increase the amount
of dollars that we spend on average for
a Medicare beneficiary in this country
from $4,800 a year this year to $6,700 a
year in 7 years. And I need to repeat
that, because all of this talk about cut-
ting Medicare is outrageous. Listen
again. We are going to increase, the
Republican plan increases what we
spend on average for each and every
Medicare beneficiary, our moms and
dads and our grandparents, from $4,800
per year per beneficiary this year, in-
crease it 5 percent each year for the
next 7 years for a total increase of 40
percent, up to $6,700 per year.

Then we are going to create some ex-
citing new options for our seniors. We
are going to make it more attractive
for insurance companies to offer man-
aged care. Managed care programs are
programs where the managed care com-
pany tells you what your network of
doctors will be, and if you want to get
into that network, you can benefit
from some of the additional benefits
that they can offer you.

My mom and dad are in their middle-
70s, on the low side of mid-70s, Mom,
but they have chosen on their own to
go into a managed care program and
they love it. They no longer have to
pay Medigap costs. They have a new
prescription drug program. Their doc-
tors are in their network and they get
all of the referrals they need and they
are very happy.

In the Republican plan, those seniors
who want to gain those benefits and
achieve those savings will be able to go
into managed care and if for any rea-
son their circumstances change or they
are not happy with the plan, they sim-
ply opt out and go back into the fee-
for-service program.

Mr. Speaker, I am very, very con-
fident of the fact that later on this
week when we unveil the Republican
Medicare improvement plan, that the
senior citizens of this country will like
it and like it very much. They will un-
derstand that what we have done is not
raised their deductibles, not raised
their co-pays or limited their options,
but in fact continued to give them the
same first class health care program
that they enjoy now with many more
options.

What this is all about is a decision as
a Nation as we look at the Medicare
program going broke, as we look at the
Nation as a whole going broke, $5 tril-
lion in debt, are we going to be grown-
up about it? Are we going to be adult
about it? Or are we going to continue

to act like adolescents, spending today
without regard to tomorrow?

I think most Americans dem-
onstrated in the last election that the
policy of enjoying the benefits of pro-
grams today and expecting our chil-
dren and our grandchildren to pay for
them with ballooning debts and deficits
are unconscionable. The senior citizens
of this country know what it is to be
grown-up and to act responsibly, and I
believe that once they see how respon-
sibly we Republicans have behaved in
fashioning this program to meet their
needs, they will then do the responsible
thing and support it.

Mr. Speaker, I think the country will
be better for it. Medicare will be better
for it, and all of this political posturing
will soon be behind us.

And with that, I would yield back the
balance of my time and thank the gen-
tlewoman from Washington [Mrs.
SMITH] for yielding.

b 1930

ELIMINATING PACS AND OTHER CONGRESSIONAL
REFORMS

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. It gets
confusing sometimes, does it not? I
hear all of these things out in the pub-
lic and I do not know what to believe.

Mr. Speaker, I think the real thing
that we can all believe is that Medicare
is going to finally be preserved, and the
President’s task force said it was going
to go belly up and be in stark trouble.
Look at what is happening. We are de-
bating the real issues and we are debat-
ing how to preserve it, to protect it. A
few people are demagogueing it. But
most of Congress, Democrat and Re-
publican alike, understand that we
have a responsibility above politics.

Mr. Speaker, with that, we want to
talk tonight and share some of the
thoughts going on in Congress, and just
talk them through, because the Amer-
ican people often do not get to see
what is happening behind the scenes.
Today there was a meeting that was vi-
tally important to this place, and we
have decided that never, ever again in
the history of Congress should we be
having discussions over whether some-
one voted because of the money they
got from special interests. This coali-
tion went together and we put together
a plan. After we reminded ourselves of
all of the good things we have done so
far, which there have been many, we
decided that we still had to do more.

We would like to go through; and in
fact, I would like to ask the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. HOEKSTRA] if he
could help me remember. Mr. Speaker,
it has been 10 months since we started
this year and we have done so much re-
form. Let us go through what we have
done, even though our group is going to
ask for a lot more, and let us talk
about what we have done so far.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Will the gentle-
woman yield?

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. I would
be happy to yield.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. If we go back to
opening day, we were here for what, 12,

13, 14 hours, and it was a long time ago.
But when I think back about my first
term of office and how different this
session of Congress has been, because
some of these changes that we made on
opening day, we did go through and we
reduced the size of committee staffs by
one-third, so we are downsizing Con-
gress. We went to a process now that is
very important as we work towards a
balanced budget within seven years,
and we said that we would go into
truth-in-budgeting baseline reform. A
third reform is even in this Congress,
we had a historic first vote on term
limits for all Members of Congress.

What we were able to do on opening
day is we were able to establish term
limits for the Speaker, committee and
subcommittee chairmen; we banned
proxy voting, one of the reasons that so
many of us are getting so much exer-
cise this year, we are running back and
forth between the House and various
committees, making sure that we as
Members are present and voting in
committees, and we do not have chair-
men there with a stack of paper saying
how they believe Members should vote.
We had sunshine rules concerning com-
mittee meetings. All of our committee
meetings have been open to the public
and the media. We have passed a
supermajority regarding limitations,
or the requirement for a supermajority
on any future tax increases.

More recently we have seen the re-
sult of one of those other reforms that
we put in. We had the first comprehen-
sive House audit, and I think we all
recognize the disappointing results of
that House audit, basically not getting
a clean bill of health like private and
public corporations around the country
are required to get from their auditors,
but basically telling us that we had
significant work to do in this House to
bring our standards of financial ac-
counting up to what is expected in the
private sector.

Then the last significant reform that
we had on opening day was the Con-
gressional Accountability Act, where
we went through and said that it was
time to take many of the laws that ap-
plied to the rest of the country and
apply those laws to Congress, so that
we would get a better understanding of
what is happening to small businesses,
medium-sized businesses, individuals
around the country, with the different
laws that we have put in place and we
have never lived under.

So that is kind of a quick overview of
the types of things we passed on open-
ing day. In the last Congress, those
would have been considered historic. In
this Congress, they are now considered
a footnote because we passed them all
on the first day, and people are now
saying, well, you did that on the first
day, where are you moving to now?
What is the next step?

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, we have moved along so
quickly, we have had to do so much.
Even the audit was monumental, be-
cause this House has not been audited
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in 40-some years. Can you imagine a
business not being audited in that
long?

So we have done a lot. But we had a
meeting today of reformers, and there
are a group of reformers, Democrat and
Republican in this House, that want
more and more, because we believe the
American people want more and more.
So we came to a conclusion today that
we should eliminate PACs-giving. Now,
that is historic, because it was a big
enough group that we think that we
can actually accomplish that if the
American people come behind it and
help us push.

We were asked, why eliminate PACs,
and I am going to go back to the charts
we were using in this meeting today to
share them again, because I think the
reason that people are unhappy with us
is they think that once you get here,
and I have not been here long, but once
you get here, the money comes in, the
committee chairs get more powerful,
the people get more powerful, and the
incumbents just stay because of that
money and that power.

Well, Mr. Speaker, they are right.
The American people are right. Right
now, incumbents get 43 percent of their
money from PACs, and that leaves in-
dividuals at 53 percent, and a lot of
that is connected to both the lobbyists
giving individually and the attorneys
for those same entities, those same
PACs. So when you start whittling this
down and you take those out, very lit-
tle, relatively, comes from the person’s
district from small contributions.

Now, look over here. That is the
challenger on this side. The challenger,
and no wonder not very many chal-
lengers win, get very little from PACs.
PACs bet on the incumbents. The in-
cumbents can sit here, never go home
to middle-class America or to the
streets of their districts, and they can
just get reelected by fancy media cam-
paigns and sending direct mail and
never have to shake a hand of a con-
stituent.

So, Mr. Speaker, we decided today
some monumental things. I guess I
would like to have you two share why
you decided to participate in these re-
forms. I mean, this is pretty coura-
geous, this is a pretty good sized group
now of courageous people who have
said, we are going to try to break the
back of the old system and kick out
the money brokers.

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Speaker, I think
the gentlewoman is exactly right, in
that if you look at the number that
you were just pointing at, the really
interesting number is to look at the
difference between incumbents and
challengers. If you look at that 11 per-
cent number that goes to challengers,
what you really begin to see is corro-
sion of the democratic process.

For instance, in the 1992 election
cycle, if you were to break the numbers
which you would be looking at, is that
roughly, challengers picked up around
$15,000 per election cycle from PACs,
while incumbents picked up about

$212,000 per election cycle from PACs.
That is not exactly what we call a level
playing field back home in South Caro-
lina. Mr. Speaker, again, $15,000 as
compared to $212,000, and that is that
kind of difference in terms of funding
of campaigns that has a lot to do with
the fact that we have a 90 percent re-
election rate in Congress.

What people have been saying with
the term limits movement is that we
want to break the back of this sort of
permanent political working class, and
instead, they want to see a citizen leg-
islature that goes in for a little while,
tries to make a difference as best they
know how, and then goes home. One of
the keys to leveling that playing field
is this money thing that we are talking
about.

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I think the other piece that
we decided on, although we have not
decided exactly the mechanism, but we
decided that most of the money, if not
all, if we could get a constitutional
okay on it, if enough people would say
it was not unconstitutional, that we
wanted all or most all of the money to
come from the district or State of the
voters that put that person into office,
and no money to come from anywhere
else. What do you think would happen
next year if that were in place and the
incumbents could not raise money
from special interests here? What do
you think would happen to those in-
cumbents? What would they do, quite
naturally?

Mr. SANFORD. They would either be
in real big trouble or they would have
to head back home to their districts,
which is again how I think the finding
fathers wanted it.

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Or they
would retire.

Mr. SANFORD. That is exactly right.
Mr. Speaker, on that point I would

like to bring up the fact that a lot of
people say well, there is no difference
between PAC funding and individual
funding, and as I think all three of us
know, there is a fairly considerable dif-
ference, because a PAC is all about fo-
cused special, specific interests. That
same amount of money coming from an
individual; for instance, if I was to go
back home to the fellow that runs the
corner hardware store and say, well, it
costs money to run a campaign and I
sure would appreciate you helping out,
and that person is not only concerned
about business or concerned about that
particular community, but they have
children or grandchildren, so they care
about education, they care about the
Social Security system. There are 1,001
issues that make up that individual,
and so you begin to get a general inter-
est as opposed to a very specific inter-
est, and I think that distinction is aw-
fully important.

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. You
know, I think it is common sense, as
the first reforms we passed are com-
mon sense, that people are saying,
other people used to vote by proxy and
we did not know that, or why should a

chair hold a committee chairmanship
as long as he or she is alive and can be
put in the chair? Mr. Speaker, that
should be turned over every so many
years so power does not get too tough.

Well, people know those things, but
we seem to have kind of isolated our-
selves here in Washington, DC, and for-
gotten some of those common sense
conclusions.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Will the gentle-
woman yield?

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Sure.
Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, the

discussion this evening is focusing on
PACs, but I think if we go back and we
take a look at, just for a moment, at
the larger objective and the larger pic-
ture that we talked about today, we
evolved to political action committee
funding, but we started off with a vi-
sion of where we wanted to be, taking
into consideration what we did on
opening day, the process that we have
gone through this year, and what we
hope to accomplish yet during the next
15 months of this Congress.

Overall, where we want to move to is
we want to move to an institution, a
Congress, that the American people
can feel good about, that they see that
we have put in place a series of re-
forms, a series of change in procedures
about how we go about doing our busi-
ness that will reinforce to them that
our primary interest, our only interest,
is in doing what is good for the long
term of this Nation, moving away from
what I think a lot of people have per-
ceived Congress has become and Con-
gress people have become, which is
focal points for special interest groups.
That we are here, and we are about
doing the people’s business, and that
what we are going to do is try to elimi-
nate all of those things which detract
us, or which move us from focusing on
what is important, to focusing on spe-
cial interest groups and no longer the
good of the country. Political action
committees are one of the primary
things that do that.

We also talked today about a series
of things about ethical reforms.

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Let us go
through those so that the American
people know what is being talked
about, and what we have been thinking
about, because there are many things.
I took a little bit of your time, but I
will share all of the rest of it with you.

The American people are interested.
Let us start talking about these other
reforms, because even though we re-
solved on certain things today, we re-
solved on getting rid of PAC influence,
returning campaigns to the streets of
America, and eliminating all gifts and
trips; other than that, then we got into
things we wanted to add to strengthen,
and let us talk about some of those.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Well, we talked
about things like ethical reform, what
Members of Congress can do once they
leave the institution; for instance,
should they really be permitted to go
work for foreign governments, taking
the knowledge that they have gained
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here. Should they be permitted to come
back and lobby Congress? We talked
about pension reform: How lucrative
should a retirement from Congress be?

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I think we said that Congress
people should not get any more pension
than an ordinary person, and I think
that is what we came to.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Yes. I think there is
another whole series of things that I
think are going to provide a very fer-
tile ground for us to explore, not only
reforming this institution, but also re-
forming the size of Washington govern-
ment and our relationship with the
American people.

The gentlewoman is well aware of
some of the ideas that I have been
pushing, such as the opportunity for
the American people to recall Members
of Congress in the Senate; the oppor-
tunity for them to have initiative and
referendum, and those types of things,
and I think we may hopefully also, as
we put this package together, a com-
prehensive package of reform, of build-
ing trust in a relationship with the
American people, we can have an excit-
ing package of reforms that dem-
onstrate that we are serious about
changing the way that Washington,
DC, does business, and we are serious
about changing the way that Washing-
ton, DC, relates with people at the
grassroots level.

b 1945

We are about change. We are about
progress. We want to be about good
Government.

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. I would
like the gentleman to talk about the
initiative referendum because it is
something that was up last year. It has
not been talked enough about this
year, but you have been a leader in
that. Then let us talk about that a lit-
tle bit because it sure makes a lot of
sense to me.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. The process we pro-
posed 2 years ago, we came here 2 years
ago with a smaller freshman class and
with a different majority. And we rec-
ognized that we needed to put in place
reforms. But we said, where do we get
the pressure to really change and force
Congress to act? How do we empower
the American people?

One of the things we see is a total
disconnect. People at the grass roots
level no longer feel like they can really
influence Congress because of things
like PAC’s. We said, there are a num-
ber of States, Michigan being one,
where through a thoughtful, delibera-
tive initiative and referendum process,
people at the grass roots level have
been able to put in term limits, put in
tax limitation, put in good government
measures, because they had a legisla-
ture that was unwilling do it so we pro-
vided them at the State level a mecha-
nism to have an influence on legisla-
tion that would change the way gov-
ernment was done in the State of
Michigan. We said, why can we not pro-
vide that same opportunity?

I think one of the things that we
have a real opportunity to pass in this
Congress is we have an unfinished
agenda in the Contract With America.
We passed much of what we wanted to
do with the Contract With America. We
fell short on one major item in the
House of Representatives. That is term
limits.

The Speaker of the House said that
when we come back, if the Republicans
are in the majority in the next Con-
gress, the first legislative vote we will
have in the next Congress is a revote of
term limits. And I think an initiative
process or a referendum process on
term limits would be wonderful. Let
the people, the candidates debate the
pros and cons of term limits in the
spring, summer and fall of 1996. Let
them all go to the polls on the second
Tuesday of November and advise us
whether they think term limits is an
appropriate piece of legislation. Take
the results from that advisory referen-
dum and in the first day that we are
back in session in 1997, see if we cannot
pass term limits and complete the
agenda of this Congress.

This Congress has not heeded the call
of the American people. The American
people want term limits. This Congress
said no. Let us give the American peo-
ple one more chance to instruct us and
see if the next Congress cannot get the
message.

This is the process that we are look-
ing at building yet during the next 15
months.

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. You can
see it is a dynamic coalition.

Mr. SANFORD. If I may, you are
talking about the American public get-
ting the message or trying to send the
message. Getting back to what we were
talking about earlier with your charts
in terms of PAC contributions, one of
the messages that I think has been
mixed are folks that say, there is real-
ly no difference, again, between an in-
dividual contribution and a PAC con-
tribution.

One of the things that I think stands
out on that front is not only the dif-
ference between the single issue and
sort of the wide ranging issue, wide
range of issues held by an individual,
but as the recent Forbes article point-
ed out, it was here in the last year, I do
not know if you saw it. I think it was
very interesting. It tells a tale about
how specific money is tied to certain
issues in a way that is destructive to
our democratic system.

It was a study done by the American
Tort Reform Association on, of all
things, the American Trial Lawyers
Association. This is a Forbes article of
October 24 of last year.

What was interesting about this
study was they studied contributions
by the American Trial Lawyers Asso-
ciation to California, Texas, and Ala-
bama. Between the dates of January
1990 and June 1994, during that period,
they contributed $17.3 million. By elec-
tion time it was right at $20 million.
And if you took it across all 50 States,
you would be at about $60 million.

What is interesting about that num-
ber is the point of the article was, did
these folks get a good return on their
investment. The answer was, abso-
lutely yes, because most attempts at
sort of meaningful reform in terms of
tort reform have been stymied in large
part due to the $60 million. So I think,
one, it is interesting the way the
money flows to specific issues, but as
well the bundling factor which is not
talked about often with PAC’s, which
is that PAC’s can contribute up to
$5,000 per election cycle to a campaign,
which means, for instance, in my race
I had a primary and then a runoff and
then a general, they could give $5,000 in
the primary—$15,000.

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. One
group?

Mr. SANFORD. One group.
Mrs. SMITH of Washington. And you

would say that had no effect.
Mr. SANFORD. Exactly. They could

get together with three other PAC’s
and you could be looking at $45,000
from one group, and the American pub-
lic is looking at it and saying, wait,
this does not pass the common sense
test.

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. I have to
say that people that are standing here
have to be commended simply because
we have been thrown into the system, a
lot of freshmen, and you are a fresh-
man too, as I am. We are standing up
against it.

Now we have recruited, I call it the
older reforms that got beat down. All
of a sudden they are standing up with
the freshmen saying, ‘‘We do not like
the sewer either.’’ They are talking
about it from within. This is historic.
Never, never before have they really
pointed to the institution and them-
selves. They have always pointed to
somebody else on the other side of the
aisle or they got out of politics and
then talked afterward.

Mr. SANFORD. Right.
Mrs. SMITH of Washington. So you

are saying those things about your
campaign is really historic, that you
would be willing to step out.

Mr. SANFORD. Hopefully, that is
what is different about our class. Peo-
ple will actually step to the plate,
whether it is on term limits or whether
it is on campaign finance reform, and
stay that for too long people, as you
have said, have just pointed the finger
saying we need to reform all of this out
here but never us. Hopefully we are be-
ginning this cleansing process for be-
ginning with ourselves.

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. I think
that I really do commend you because
I know that some of the folks have
been afraid of pointing to it for fear
that those that are not so kind will
say, but you came in in a PAC system.
What I say to them is, if you are will-
ing to stand up now, I believe the
American people will stand up with
you. You ran against PAC mania, and
if you challenged an incumbent they
were raising it there. So it is quite nat-
ural.
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Then you come in with a debt, and

the PAC’s are here, and they are pay-
ing off the debt. And your opponent has
already filed against you the day after
your last election. They are getting
PAC money. So no matter where you
are, are you courageous enough to
stand up in it and say, no.

Mr. SANFORD. Speaking for PAC
mania, I was looking at numbers from
the Federal Election Commission
showing numbers for PACS; December
31, 1974, they were right at basically 89
corporate PAC’s total, 89 corporate
PACS; July 1, 1994, 1,666 PAC’s. You
can see this explosion in terms of the
way special interests have manifested
themselves. So you are right when you
say the word PAC mania.

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. We want
to get our good friend here, the gen-
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. GRA-
HAM].

But take a look at this. A total of
PAC contributions just to the House
for 80 million in 1984. There are 132 mil-
lion just to the House in the last elec-
tion. And it is going up just about the
sharpest, just about like the national
debt did. I wonder if it is connected.

Mr. GRAHAM. This is the upstate
version. Mark is from the coastal area
of South Carolina, and I am from up-
state.

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Good
State.

Mr. GRAHAM. One thing we agree on
is that the system needs to be changed.
The gentlewoman has done a good job
bringing the debate on the floor for the
House tonight and throughout the Con-
gress. Let me say why PAC contribu-
tions have gone up in my opinion.

We tried to reform giving in the past,
and this was a loophole that we limited
individual donations, so PACS were
formed. They have replaced individual
giving, corporate giving. We said cor-
porations could not give in their own
name so they created political action
committees that will allow you to give
in the same manner that you were be-
fore when corporations were giving di-
rectly.

When it comes time to evaluate
whether we have done things dif-
ferently in this Congress, I would like
people at home to think about what
the debates are now. The debate now is
how much do we reduce Government,
how much do we cut spending, how
much do we deregulate, how quickly do
we reform Medicare, how quickly do we
balance the budget. I can tell you that
6 months ago that was not the debate
in this country.

So there has been a substantive
change in the way we are looking at
national issues. I think our class had a
lot to do with it. There are people that
have been fighting for a long time in
this institution to bring better Govern-
ment about. But the whole debate has
changed. I am proud to be a part of the
new debate.

The only group of people that I know
that has serious doubts about the mer-
its of term limits at the national level

happen to reside here. When you go out
in my district, it is not a real serious
debate as to whether or not you need
term limits. There are people that
genuinely believe that term limits is
something that we should not do. Cer-
tainly not going to cure every Govern-
ment ill, but the vast majority of
Americans, 70 to 80 percent of them,
believe it is time to experiment with
our Government and try a new form of
serving in Congress, make it an oppor-
tunity to serve your citizens and come
back home.

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Why do
you think they want term limits?

Mr. GRAHAM. I think a recent exam-
ple of someone who has been up here
for a very long time, term limits and
arrogance go together. I think the pub-
lic sees it as a way to control the arro-
gance for power. The average commit-
tee tenure for chairmen tenure in Con-
gress was 26 years on average. Commit-
tee chairmen had held their jobs for 26
years. And I do not see those people
losing their jobs unless you change the
institution.

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. What is
wrong with that? What is wrong with
all that experience? I had somebody
say, well, that is experience.

Mr. GRAHAM. Well, experience is
good in many areas, but in Govern-
ment, the power centers are dominated
by a few people. And literally, it has
been true in Congress that if a handful
of people did not like the idea, regard-
less of its merits, it could never see the
light of day.

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. What
kind of people?

Mr. GRAHAM. A handful of commit-
tee chairmen and the power structure
here. As a freshman, we have been beat
on a little bit. We are not always right,
but we want change to come about
quickly. We want change to come
about, and it would be real change. I
have been in the State legislature, and
I know that enthusiasm that you get
with a new job. It is irreplaceable.

After 12 years, I ran on 12-year term
limits. At this pace I do not think I
will last that long, but I guarantee
that I will be part of the problem so
that it will be good for this institution
to have new people recycle through.

In my district there are a lot of peo-
ple that could be good Congressmen. I
am certainly not the only one, and I
would give them a chance to do it. But
term limits was the only item in the
Contract With America that was failed,
and it was the only item that affected
our political future.

I hope and pray that people will not
give up on this issue. We have an incli-
nation in this body to still protect our-
selves. There is no doubt in my mind if
PAC reform gets to the floor for the
House that campaign finance reform
gets to the floor of the House. It will be
a slam-dunk vote.

People in this institution are afraid
to vote against the mood of the times,
but our problem is getting it out on the
floor for a vote. When it comes out and

sees the light of day, these reform
measures are going to pass. Our leader-
ship is very busy now trying to balance
the budget and reform Medicare, but I
hope they will listen to us. More im-
portantly, I hope they will listen to
people back home and get real reform
that affects Members themselves on
the floor so that we can profess to peo-
ple finally that we are serious about
not only changing the way the Govern-
ment works but the way we serve in
Government.

If we can establish credibility at that
level, then everything is possible. We
can balance the budget. We can reform
Medicare because we live by example,
and I am optimistic that we are not too
far away from that date happening.

So folks at home need to take some
encouragement. The debate has
changed, and we are going to get the
Government back on track sooner or
later. I think it is going to be sooner.

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Has it
not been exciting to be a part of fresh-
man reformers on both sides of the
aisle. I was thinking about that as we
were setting a meeting today with re-
formers, Democrat and Republicans. I
was looking at these people that were
saying things, like I do not care if I get
reelected, we have to do this, and that
were willing to take on the old com-
mittee structure.

Some of the more difficult folks to
change are going to be some of those
that have been chairs forever or be-
cause Republicans took control, finally
have chairmanship but who have been
here for years. It is going to be hard for
them to accept the change. But when I
looked around that room and I saw the
determination, I do not know how you
feel, but I thought, I think that if the
American people give us the support,
we are going to be able to make sure
that the leadership understands this
has to get to a vote.

Did the gentleman fell good about
the dynamics for the meeting today?

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes, I felt good about
the fact that the people did seem very
sincere. And I would be the first to
admit, I enjoy my time in Congress. I
limited my own term, and I am going
to live by that if the people allow me
to come back.

I am concerned about getting re-
elected but not at all costs. I would
like to see this revolution through for
several terms so that we can make sure
that what we start today does not die
next term. We need to sustain a major-
ity with people of the right mind and
right spirit.

I would rather be beat than not to
balance the budget. I would rather be
beat than to walk away from the Medi-
care system that is going broke. I
would rather be beat than not to fund
the military adequately. There are cer-
tain things that mean more to me than
my political career because I can see
the future, and the future is at stake
now.

We are going to take one or two
paths. We are going to deal with enti-
tlement issues in this country in an
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honest way, or we are going to turn our
back to them and worry about the re-
election solely on the idea that, if you
do not give the American people every-
thing you perceive they want, they will
not vote for you.

b 2000

What I perceive the American people
wanting is honesty in government, to
be honest with them about Medicare,
to give reforms that are sincere, that
are meaningful, and to get away from
the rhetoric. I think the American peo-
ple are our best ally. I am not afraid of
them at all. I think we are way behind
the power curve and they are way
ahead of us.

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. I have
been home a lot. I go home every week-
end, 3 or 4 days a week. I find this place
is so far removed from the American
people. There is a lot of common sense.
They want solutions. They do not want
the polarization. What they consider
common sense seems to be different
than what is here.

Can you imagine if we had the Amer-
ican people here right now, we had
them all in this room and they took a
vote on whether lobbyists should be
giving us money at all, what the vote
would be?

Mr. GRAHAM. I came from a State in
South Carolina where 16 to 18 people in
the State legislature went to jail for
taking bribes on their votes, for taking
gifts illegally. We have the strongest
ethics law in the country in South
Carolina. You cannot take anything of
value from a lobbyist. We were able to
operate State government, I think, bet-
ter.

If the American people could vote by
television or some other device on
these issues, it would be a slamdunk. It
would be a slamdunk if this body had
the opportunity to vote on campaign
reform. So the message has to be: Call
your Congressman, tell him that you
are insistent that a vote come about.

We will have another vote on term
limits, and I honestly believe that the
American public is going to demand
that this issue be resolved in favor of
national term limits; that those people
who consistently oppose term limits
are going to lose their job through the
democratic process.

The public has an agenda of its own.
I think we have embraced that agenda
in the Contract With America, but we
have a lot more to do. Medicare to me
is kind of a defining moment in this
Congress. I believe this about Medi-
care: that if you take more money out
of the system than you are putting in
on average per couple, that the system
is going to be subsidizing you. The
number they tell me that is accurate is
that the average American senior citi-
zen couple takes out $10,000 more than
they put in the system, which means
their children and their grandchildren
are paying the difference.

What we are trying to do up here is
to even the playing field, reform a sys-
tem that most of us believe does not

work. The sicker you get in Medicare,
the more money the doctor and the
hospital gets. The incentives are all
wrong. There is no opportunity to get
reimbursed for preventive medicine, so
we are going to create a system that
has different incentives behind it and
prevents the future generations from
going bankrupt from subsidizing the
system that really does not provide
quality of medicine in an efficient
manner. That is what the Medicare de-
bate is about.

I think senior citizens in this coun-
try are going to step up to the plate
and help us solve the problem. They
won World War II, most of them lived
through the Great Depression, they
have seen the Great Society grow and
interrupt their individual freedom. Can
you imagine being a senior citizen in
America and your sole source of in-
come is Social Security, which the
Government has its fingers in, and the
only way you can get health service is
through Government-sponsored health
care? Who wants to be in that boat?
You surely do not want that for your
children and grandchildren. That is no
place to be. We are trying to change
that dynamic.

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. I think
the exciting part for me about Medi-
care is this has been a Congress of
courage. Instead of doing what was rec-
ommended by the President, just do
nothing for a while, let us just do noth-
ing until the next election, they de-
cided to do it in spite of elections. Any
time before we have tried to reform the
major systems of Medicare and Social
Security, the—I will just call them
people that like to scare older people—
have gone in there and one things, so
they have not done it year after year.

When we all got here as freshmen, we
had to face what they should have done
15 years ago in stabilizing these sys-
tems. Instead of us backing up and say-
ing ‘‘We just got elected,’’ we look at
them. I went through the financials on
Medicare. Serious problems. Anybody
who has been here for 10 or 15 years
that did not take a stab at really fixing
them or trying to stabilize them before
is really responsible. Here we were to
handle them.

Instead of our freshman class and a
lot of colleagues coming in saying,
‘‘Oh, my goodness, we are going to lose
our elections,’’ they said, ‘‘It is not re-
sponsible to not stabilize it and make
sure it is there for the most vulnerable
people. We have to do that.’’

Therefore, we have to talk about it.
It did lay us open for criticism, but a
leader that does not get criticized is
probably not doing anything, or lying
to both sides anyway. I appreciate that
about the freshman class, being the
motion behind that.

Mr. GRAHAM. I think that truly is
the spirit of the class. The bill is now
due for 30 and 40 years of socialism.
The bill has finally come due and it has
come due on our watch. What are we
going to do?

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Instead
of our grandchildren’s.

Mr. GRAHAM. Now is the time to
change it. By the time they inherit it,
it is too late. We have the incentives
all wrong. If you are a senior citizen
and you make over $11,000, we start
dipping into your benefits and punish
you for staying in the work force. That
is a crazy program. I would like every
senior citizen in America that can
work to keep working and pay taxes,
Social Security taxes, for the rest of
their live until they decide not to
work; not have the Government punish
you because you continue to work.

Welfare, we have a system now where
you have to pick between dependence
and independence. If you are a mother
with a couple of children, the main rea-
son that you want to stay on welfare is
for health insurance. If you get a part-
time job and you make $1 too much, we
take your Medicaid benefits away from
you. If you want to live together as
man and wife, we take your benefits
away from you because you went over
a magic threshold.

I would like to see the Government
help people help themselves. Do not
have it all or nothing. Let us help you,
and you work and help yourself, and as
you go up the economic ladder we will
reduce the benefit package but allow
you to work and receive public assist-
ance so you can be independent and
feel good about yourself. The incen-
tives in this system for the last 30 or 40
years have tried to keep people tied to
it.

The entrepreneurial spirit and inde-
pendence is a threat to the Great Soci-
ety because the whole reason it has ex-
isted is extracting votes from the
American public, because they are tied
to Government, and I want to change
that incentive. I want your vote be-
cause I come up with good policies, not
because you are dependent on me for a
check.

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Today
many of us met with Ross Perot, the
head of United We Stand, and we
talked about a poll of the independ-
ents, and how the independents, what
they are looking at. They want strong
change, they want real change, and
they want us to do it now. They are not
willing to wait very long, and I think
that what we are doing is strong
change that is constructive strong
change. They are basically behind that
change.

The one loose cog we have there,
though, is they really want to elimi-
nate PACs because it builds the con-
fidence in the solutions. You made a
really good comment during that meet-
ing, that without the confidence, and I
will not quote you, because you are
here, something to do with the con-
fidence we need of the American people
in these solutions. I certainly do agree
with you: if they do not trust us in the
solutions, no matter how good they
are, it is like trying to heal a patient
that does not believe in the cure. They
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can have the best cure and die from a
lack of trust in the cure, at times.

Mr. GRAHAM. The question is what
makes us different. Rhetoric abounds
in politics, but the public is not going
to be satisfied until they see sub-
stantive changes. We have talked about
concepts that are long overdue for
change, but one thing we have to prove
to the American people is that we are
willing to change the way we serve, the
length of time, and the benefits that
we are getting from serving. If we are
willing to do that, if we are willing to
change our pension plans, if we are
willing to change the way we get our
elections financed, if we are willing to
change the career nature of being in
politics——

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. And no
more gifts?

Mr. GRAHAM. And no more gifts, I
think people will respond in a positive
fashion and accept the other changes
we are asking them to do in their daily
lives. There is nothing wrong with poli-
tics that cannot be fixed. The only way
we are going to win this war is for the
people to stay involved and insist on
change. And watch what we do when we
vote, not just what we say up here
talking; follow our voting records, fol-
low what bills we sponsor. I take PAC
money right now because I am the first
Republican in 120 years to get elected
from my district.

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. You
want to give somebody PAC money?
That is kind of the way the game is
played.

Mr. GRAHAM. The Democrat Party
spent as much as I did in PAC money,
but the Democrat candidates have tra-
ditionally outspent Republican can-
didates 5 and 6 to one. I am and I was
competitive. I want to change the rules
of my game, but I am not going to take
my helmet off when I play football
until everybody in the circumstances
takes their helmet off.

I believe our class is willing to put
the measures forward to vote on this
floor and that we will win, but do not
be too hard on us because we are un-
willing to play by a different set of
rules when the people who have run
this place for 40 years will not.

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. That is
what was exciting about the meeting
with Ross Perot is that he said, ‘‘Just
change the game.’’ He really was not
critical of us, because everyone came
in running against people with PACs,
and if you did not compete that way, it
was like fighting with a B-B gun
against a bazooka. But I think the sce-
nario that came closest, he said, maybe
before you were there or during the
day, something to the extent of being
thrown in a sewer and liking it. If you
are there very long and it starts smell-
ing good, you have a problem. If you
are thrown in and you are trying to
swim out and keep your nose above
water, that is quite different, but you
are not going to be willing to sink.

Mr. GRAHAM. There is nothing
wrong with politics that a few good

people working with their constituents
cannot fix. And honest to goodness, we
have changed the debate in this coun-
try, and I am committed now more
than ever to reforming the govern-
ment. I believe it is possible now more
than ever, because we have changed the
whole debate of what is going on in
Washington within a 6-month period.
To follow will be substantive changes
in the law, but things do not happen
overnight. We are well on our way.

The number one comment I get in my
district in South Carolina is, ‘‘Do not
turn back. Do not give up.’’

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Do it
faster?

Mr. GRAHAM. That is right. It ex-
cites me. I live in a district where the
average per capita income is less than
$14,000. I did not run on a campaign
promising them more benefits from the
Federal Government, an increase in the
minimum wage. I ran on a platform of
getting the Government out of your
life, decentralizing the role of the Fed-
eral Government, giving you choices to
raise and educate your children, giving
you an opportunity to start your own
business and succeed or fail based on
your own merits, deregulating the soci-
ety so we can be competitive inter-
nationally, and I won by 60 percent, by
people who have traditionally been
written off by the Republican Party. I
think that is a shortcoming of our
party. We are truly the hope of the fu-
ture. The entrepreneurial spirit lies
with this new generation of politicians.
Let us bring it back to life.

The thing about democracy is that
you give people opportunities, and
when you have an opportunity, you can
blow it and you can fail. We have to be
willing in this country to allow people
to take chances and fail, and under-
stand that that is just the nature of
competition.

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. So they
sent you as a candidate for change?

Mr. GRAHAM. That is right.
Mrs. SMITH of Washington. They

sent me as a candidate for change. My
election was only 2 weeks in the pri-
mary, and then 6 or 7 weeks.

Mr. GRAHAM. You were a write-in
candidate?

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. I was a
write-in candidate. I came back from
vacation and all people knew about me
in the State, other than my direct Sen-
ate district I already represented, was
that I had passed campaign reform and
spending control, and that I was close
to people. The polls afterwards show
the people elected me to go and change
Congress. They saw hope in me to be a
change for this level, because I was at
the State level.

I am a very, very strongly known
person for being opinionated a little
bit, maybe a whole bunch, you know
me.

Mr. GRAHAM. It is not all bad.
Mrs. SMITH of Washington. If you

follow the old political wisdom, they
say, ‘‘If you have strong views, keep
them to yourself because you do not

make anybody mad.’’ I did not follow
that in my State, so in Washington
State they know where LINDA stands
on most everything, but they did not
care on the things they disagreed with
me on, as long as I would go in and
clean house so the system would work,
like we did in Washington. I look at
our colleagues that have come in with
us and some that came before us, and
there has been a whole wave for 2 years
of people sending people they want to
change this place.

Mr. GRAHAM. The thing that amazes
me about our class is that when we
first got together at the very first part
of Congress, I did kind of an informal
poll. I think our campaign literature
was absolutely the same. Whether you
were in the deep South or in Washing-
ton or in Minnesota, you had the same
view of what the problems were in this
country; that you wanted a balanced
budget amendment, and I want a bal-
anced budget amendment in the Con-
stitution to protect the public even
from the Republican Party.

I want term limits not just for Demo-
crats, but for anybody that wants to
serve. I want to give the President of
the United States the line item veto. I
am very disappointed——

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Even
though he is a Democrat?

Mr. GRAHAM. I want to give it to
President Clinton now, and I think we
have sat on that issue far too long. It
is time to act.

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. We
passed it through the House.

Mr. GRAHAM. We did in the House.
The Senate has a version, and they
need to come together and get a ver-
sion signed into law. Speaker GINGRICH
has made a commitment to try to do
that by the end of the year. Those
types of reforms serve the country
well, because you need the line item
veto even if Republicans are in charge,
because there is a habit up here of
spending money to get reelected, and I
would like to have somebody sitting
over the shoulder, regardless of the
party, saying, ‘‘That is not good for the
country, even though it may be good
for your district.’’

The balanced budget amendment, if I
write a bad check as a private citizen I
go to jail. If I write a bad check as a
politician, I get reelected. I do not
trust any party enough not to have in-
stitutional control.

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. It is not
funny, but the ways of the past, all you
can do is laugh about them.

Mr. GRAHAM. When you think
things are not going so well, go home.
I have been home every weekend but
two. I went home and met with Sen-
ator THURMOND. He is 93 and he can run
circles around me. He is for term lim-
its. He said 12 more years and he is get-
ting out.

They say, ‘‘How can you support Sen-
ator THURMOND and be for term lim-
its?’’ I said the problem is not whether
Senator THURMOND goes or TED KEN-
NEDY goes, it is the institution. I am
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looking at institutional changes. There
is no use picking on one person.

The thing that is great about this job
is I got to go to the 100th anniversary
of Saluda County, and I met a woman
who used to babysit STROM THURMOND.
She is 103. She said, ‘‘I want you to go
to the old folks home with me, because
they need cheering up.’’ She goes every
Sunday and pushes people around in a
wheelchair. She has a lot of spirit.

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Does she
still believe in America?

Mr. GRAHAM. She believes in Amer-
ica now more than ever. She saw
STROM THURMOND grow up. She said he
was a nice young man. That was a
great opportunity to see what is good
about America. If anybody from the
EPA wants to change the water in that
area, they had better call me first, be-
cause the gentleman that sang the
song at the end of the ceremony sang
the same song at the 50th anniversary.
Senator THURMOND laid the stone at
the 50th anniversary when he was Gov-
ernor, and his babysitter was at the
same ceremony, so there is no problem
about the water in my district, and
they had better stay out of it.

b 2015

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. It sounds
like you are getting real personal on
that one. But when you go home you
find out the truth of what people are
wanting. They want us to be truthful
and they want strong reform.

I think that today we turned, you
might say, the corner when we put to-
gether the coalition that says we are
going to ask the leadership to take
strong votes before we leave for
Thanksgiving on campaign and ethics
reform, and we want votes and strong
action, moving forward. To me that is
a confidence builder for the American
people like nothing else because they
can trust our solutions. When we go
home, they can say, job well done.

Mr. GRAHAM. I am going to go and
jog with Senator THURMOND here in a
second.

The only thing that will keep us from
not passing campaign reform will be
the lack of an opportunity to vote on
it, because if it gets on the House floor
it is going to pass, because nobody
wants to face the wrath of the Amer-
ican people on this issue. So I really do
believe the leadership is going to give
us that opportunity the first part of
next year and that when it gets on this
floor, you are going to see some amaz-
ing votes.

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. And you
are going to be one of the ones that
pushes it to the top of the hill, are you
not?

Mr. GRAHAM. I will be there cheer-
ing it on.

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. With
that, I thank the gentleman. Good
night. It has been a great day for
America. We are moving ahead and
turning the corner for real reform.

PASSAGE OF CAREERS ACT REL-
ATIVE TO ECONOMY IN TRANSI-
TION
The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr.

GUTKNECHT). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of May 12, 1995, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. OWENS] is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, today we
passed the CAREERS Act. I was proud
to vote against the CAREERS Act. The
CAREERS Act is a consolation of job
training programs, some adult edu-
cation programs, and the programs for
people with disabilities, the vocational
rehabilitation programs. It is all
merged into one program and given to
the States in block grants.

The problem is that even if you agree
that these programs should be merged,
there are many small programs—and
small is not necessarily bad, small can
be very worthwhile—many of the small
programs related to job training, like
the small programs relate to edu-
cation, were developed during the reau-
thorization processes of various reau-
thorizing committees. They rep-
resented a great deal of thought and
care and interaction with community
groups and professionals.

So many of the small programs that
have been wiped out now and consoli-
dated in one big set of block grants
were good programs. To judge them by
the fact that there were so many and
they proliferated is to make a rather
primitive assessment of the situation.
That, nevertheless, has taken place al-
ready. I am sorry to say that the Clin-
ton administration started some of
that small is bad philosophy, and it
just got of hand.

I agree that some consolidation was
necessary and is desirable, especially if
you are going to be flexible, and when
you consolidate and you give the op-
tion to the States as to how they are
going to run the programs, they also
have something to work with in terms
of resources. The problem with this
consolidation is that whatever gains
you acquire through consolidation, you
lose because of the fact that the overall
budget has been cut dramatically.

The amount of money available for
job training and education programs
has been drastically reduced by the
same Congress that has focused on con-
solidation. We have cut $9 billion from
the job training and education pro-
grams. The House of Representatives
has passed an appropriation bill which
cut $9 billion from education and job
training programs.

No matter how you consolidate and
how you reconfigure, you have a situa-
tion where less will be done. It is im-
possible to do as much as you were able
to do before with such drastic cuts in
resources.

I do not believe that throwing money
at a problem is going to solve the prob-
lem or resolve any problems. Throwing
money will not do it alone, but I assure
you, you are never going to solve any
problems unless you do have adequate
resources. You do need some funds.

You do need some reasonable amount
of resources to deal with a problem.

Why am I opening with this particu-
lar recounting of today’s activities. Be-
cause I think it is very appropriate in
terms of what I have been talking
about for the past few weeks. That is,
that we are in an economy that is in a
state of transition. The economy is
changing in very rapid ways. It is
changing in ways that are generating a
great deal of upheaval, quite unset-
tling.

We have a phenomenon which is con-
tradictory. The economy is robust and
booming. The profits were never higher
on Wall Street. The stock market is
booming. Corporations are making tre-
mendous profits. Yet at the same time
the job market is being squeezed. The
amount of jobs available is dropping
dramatically, and the quality of those
jobs in terms of the income that those
jobs produce is changing rapidly. You
have a contradictory movement, a Wall
Street economy on the one hand, and
on the other hand a job market that
are going in different directions.

I had talked about this previously in
terms of the very consolidated, solidi-
fied, economical way in which Lester
Thurow stated this whole situation. I
cannot help but come back to the
quote that I have made several times
in the last 2 weeks from Lester
Thurow’s article that appeared in the
Sunday, September 3 issue of the New
York Times on the op-ed page. I cannot
help but begin with that first para-
graph, because it is very appropriate
for what happened today on the floor
where we were cutting opportunities
for people to get education.

We were cutting opportunities for
people to be retrained so that they can
fit into this new rapidly changing econ-
omy. We were cutting opportunities for
people to move from the industrial age
into the age of information. We were
saying that the Government is going to
play less and less of a role in preparing
people for making these adjustments.

If Government does not provide the
resources and the funding for job train-
ing programs, if Government does not
provide the resources and the funding
for adult education programs, then who
will? The corporations are not going to
do it. The corporations will only train
the people they need to do the work
they have available at a given moment.
They are laying off these people. They
are downsizing and getting rid of peo-
ple who will have to be retrained. They
will not devote any resources to those
people that they are putting out of
their doors, the people they are giving
pink slips to.

In the more benevolent corporations,
those that have some compassion, they
give people a few months’ pay and let
them go. Some they may even give
them half a year or a year of health
benefits. In various ways some corpora-
tions do try to ease the burden of
downsizing and streamlining which af-
fects human beings. But the manner in
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which they do this at best is very lim-
ited, very temporary in the lives of the
people that they are streamlining or
downsizing out of a job.

We cannot depend on corporations.
After all, corporations and businesses
are set up for the purpose of making a
profit. They are not humanitarian or-
ganizations. They are not social orga-
nizations. It is the Government that
has to take care of the welfare of the
general public.

But the welfare of the general public
is not being taken care of. The welfare
of those workers that are being victim-
ized by the rapid changes of the age of
information technology, they are not
being taken care of. You have the re-
sults that Mr. Thurow talks about
again in his first paragraph, he summa-
rizes it very well.

I quote from Lester Thurow’s article
from the Sunday, September 3 issue of
the New York Times:

‘‘No country without a revolution or
a military defeat and subsequent occu-
pation has ever experienced such a
sharp shift in the distribution of earn-
ings as America has in the last genera-
tion. At no other time have median
wages of American men fallen for more
than 2 decades. Never before have a
majority of American workers suffered
real wage reductions while the per cap-
ita domestic product was advancing.’’

Let me just read another paragraph
that I read before:

‘‘The tide rose, the real per capita
gross domestic product went up 29 per-
cent between 1973 and 1993, but 80 per-
cent of the boats sank.’’

I repeat, ‘‘The tide rose, but 80 per-
cent of the boats sank. Among men,
the top 20 percent of the labor force has
been winning all of the country’s wage
increases for more than 2 decades.’’

To quote another paragraph from Mr.
Thurow: ‘‘With our global economy
where anything can be made anywhere
and sold everywhere, the supply of
cheap, often well-educated labor in the
Third World is having a big effect on
First World wages. One month’s wages
for a Seattle software engineer gets the
same company an equally good engi-
neer in Bangalore, India for a whole
year.’’

In other words, you can get a com-
petent, effective, well-educated Indian
engineer for 1/12th of the wages you
pay Americans, an Indian software en-
gineer.

Software is very important. I need
not dwell on that issue. What is driving
the information revolution now is not
so much the computers and the hard-
ware but it is the ability to make use
of the hardware with ever more cre-
ative software.

One of the second or third richest
men in America is the owner of a soft-
ware production company. They do not
produce computers or hardware. Mr.
Gates, Bill Gates, produces software.
These software engineers in India will
work for one-twelfth the wages of the
software engineers in Seattle.

We are talking about an information
age revolution which has just begun,

ladies and gentlemen. Those who have
college degrees are not any safer than
those who are unskilled. Nevertheless,
today we had a program on the floor, a
CAREERS program which deals with
job training and adult education, and
we were emasculating the program dra-
matically through the block grant
process, we were pushing the respon-
sibility away from the Federal Govern-
ment down to the States, and we were
in the process of doing that cutting the
budgets, also.

The first ripoff, the first emascula-
tion is by cutting the budget. The sec-
ond ripoff, the second emasculation is
to give the power to the States, with
very little accountability. I had an
amendment on the floor just saying, at
least we ought to hold people account-
able for mismanagement, patterns of
mismanagement. They should be lia-
ble, the States should be liable.

That, of course, was a great subject
of controversy, just simple safeguard-
ing of the taxpayers’ money is a prob-
lem because in the process of pushing
the money down to the States, we are
holding our carrots and incentives to
the Governors and the people at the
State level, no accountability, you ac-
cept this reduced package and you tell
us you want it and you applaud it and
you support it and we will let you have
your way. You do not have to be ac-
countable.

That is just part of the process of
washing the hands, like Pontius Pilate
washed his hands, washing the Federal
Government’s hands of the problems
and the miseries of people who need to
be retrained. Like Pontius Pilate, it is
about as heartless in its cold, calculat-
ing civilized way. ‘‘Let’s forget about
the dilemma of the workers. Let the
States take care of that.’’

Then we know that the States do not
have the capacity, they will have to
deal with reduced money, and the myth
of State government being more effi-
cient and more effective than the Fed-
eral Government is just that, a myth.
There are no facts to support that.

b 2030

State governments have suffered a
great deal of corruption, of incom-
petency. The records of history, news-
papers, exposés, go on and on about
various things that have happened at
State and local levels. Some of the
worst corruption in the country has oc-
curred at State and local levels. Some
of the most embarrassing bureaucratic
nightmares will be found at the State
and local levels.

But we are pushing that away and
washing our hands of the dilemmas, of
the problems of working people in this
fast-changing economy and saying that
we do not want to be bothered. Let us
let the States deal with it. And if the
States cannot handle it, we really do
not care.

Speaker GINGRICH has said we want
to remake America. The question has
not been answered directly, remake
America for whom? For whom do you

want to remake America? For what
purpose do you want to remake Amer-
ica? Who will benefit after you are fin-
ished remaking America? Who benefits
from your conception of the Contract
With America?

According to Mr. Thurow, 80 percent
of the American people are not bene-
fited from what is happening now. You
cannot blame that on Speaker GING-
RICH or the Republicans who control
the House and the Senate at this point.
It has been going on for 20 years, and so
Democrats have to take some of the
blame also. The rapidity of the techno-
logical revolution, forces that have
very little to do with government, may
all be blamed and take the greatest
share of the blame.

But that is a 20-year phenomenon.
Now we have observed it for 20 years.
Now we understand that something
radically different is happening. We
should be blamed if we do not take
hold. We should be blamed if we do not
develop policies, public policies which
are designed to counteract and to soft-
en and to make a more compassionate
situation in the midst of all this tur-
moil and change that is being gen-
erated by the technological revolution,
economic turmoil.

During the last campaign, the Clin-
ton campaign wisely focused on the
economy. ‘‘It’s the economy, stupid,’’
was the famous slogan that came out
of that campaign. It is the economy.

It is the economy. It was the econ-
omy during that campaign. It is the
economy now. When Speaker GINGRICH
says he wants to remake America,
what he is saying is he wants to re-
make the economy of America. That
comes first.

We have to keep our eyes on the
economy. Keep our eyes on the re-
sources. Keep our eyes on the money.
Keep our eyes on the taxes. Keep our
eyes on policies which deal with ex-
penditures, appropriations and budgets.
Those are the things that matter, and
the remaking of America is remaking
the way America uses its resources,
starting with the way the Federal Gov-
ernment uses its resources.

We have to keep our eyes on this, and
I cannot stress that too much, because
right now we are focused on the econ-
omy, on money, on budgets, on appro-
priations.

Today, the Republicans took one step
further in issuing their plan for Medi-
care reform. Medicare is going to un-
dergo a traumatic $270 billion cut; $270
billion over the next 7 years will be cut
out of Medicare. That is a traumatic
upheaval. That is a lot of money that
has to come out of Medicare.

They are not talking much about
Medicaid, but $180 billion will be cut
out of Medicaid, and maybe they will
go further. Since neither the Demo-
crats nor the Republicans are focusing
on Medicaid, they will take heavier
cuts. That is about money and re-
sources and it is about where the reve-
nue and the tax dollars of the United
States of America are going to go.
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Keep our eyes on that. Keep our eyes

on the fact that while we are going to
take away from Medicare and Medicaid
these hundreds of billions of dollars, we
are proposing a $240 billion tax cut
which will go mostly to the wealthier
Americans. We are moving resources
away from the sick and the elderly and
the children and the people who are
disabled to those people who are al-
ready wealthy and able to take care of
themselves. That is the remaking of
America. It is not so subtle, if you just
keep your eyes on it.

The problem is that it is so obvious
and so horrendous, that the Republican
majority has no intentions of allowing
us to keep our eyes on the economy, on
the remaking of America by moving
the resources around. They will come
with diversions later on as we get clos-
er and closer to the 1996 election.

You are going to hear less and less
about the economy and more and more
about affirmative action, and more and
more about abortion, and more and
more about gays in the military, and
more and more about set-asides, and
more and more about voting rights
acts. More and more they will try to
divert the attention of the American
people by focusing on victims and
scapegoats. There will be more and
more about how the immigrants are de-
stroying America.

Get ready for all of these diversion-
ary issues. The great smoke screen will
be thrown in our way. Start right now
to prepare to look through the smoke
screen and keep focusing on the econ-
omy. Keep focusing on the tax dollars.
Keep focusing on the appropriations
bills.

Focus on the Contract With America,
which never said they were going to
take Medicare and take $270 billion out
of it. Focus on the Contract With
America which never said that they
were going to place a B–2 bomber in the
highest priority, and in two big votes
on the floor of the House and fight very
hard to maintain a B–2 bomber, which
nobody wants. A B–2 bomber which the
President does not want; a B–2 bomber
which the Secretary of Defense does
not want and the Air Force does not
want; the Joint Chiefs of Staff does not
want; only the people who are manu-
facturing the B–2 bomber and making
money off of it, they want it, and the
people whose districts benefit from
that, and the people who benefit from
political action committees that are
promoting the B–2 bombers.

Those are the people that want the
B–2 bomber. Not the military. There is
no smoke screen. You cannot say that
we need it in order to defeat the evil
empire. We do not need it. Russia de-
feated itself, along with some pressure
and some preparedness from here. We
will not take the credit away from
American strategy, but it is no longer
the excuse to use to maintain the B–2
bomber. And yet the B–2, which may
absorb $33 over the 7-year period, that
bomber is given precedence over Medi-
care and Medicaid, and over school

lunches and over job retraining pro-
grams.

Just stop for a moment and consider,
$9 billion was cut from the adult edu-
cation, job training, vocational reha-
bilitation programs for the blind, dis-
abled and the deaf, et cetera, $9 billion.
That $9 billion is just one-third of the
cost of a B–2 bomber over a 7-year pe-
riod. Just one-third of the cost.

That $9 billion is the cost of four
Seawolf submarines. A Seawolf sub-
marine is $2 billion. They are pushing
star wars. You know, we are going to
go back to the pebbles in the sky to de-
fend us from rockets that nobody has
the capacity to launch. We are going to
have additions being made to the budg-
et of millions of dollars for defense sys-
tems that nobody needs.

Think about it all. You know, think
about the scare tactics of the Repub-
licans. Medicaid will go bankrupt if we
do not do something about it. Yes,
Medicaid could go bankrupt if we ne-
glect it, but Medicaid was structured
to be solvent 2 or 3 years ahead of time,
but nobody thought that Medicaid
would have instant solvency by itself.
The Government stands behind Medi-
care and Medicaid.

Medicaid will be funded if you have a
Government that cares about health
care. We will set our priorities so that
we do not waste our money on B–2
bombers or F–22’s or Seawolf sub-
marines.

The F–22 program will absorb $12 bil-
lion in the next 7 years. We will spend
$12 billion on F–22’s, produced in the
Speaker’s district of Marietta, GA, a
district that receives more funds than
any other district in the country.

I take time to point that out, be-
cause I am from New York City and re-
cently the Speaker renewed his attacks
on New York City. They are nothing
new. He has been doing that for the
last 8 years, but in his new exalted po-
sition as Speaker, I thought that he
would refrain from his attacks on New
York City, which made him famous
over the last 8 or 9 years.

And yet we have again attacks on
New York City as being a place of wel-
fare waste and you think that it is a
danger to the country. The simple facts
are that New York City and New York
State has always generated more in-
come for the Federal Government than
it has received from the Federal Gov-
ernment. The history of New York
State is the history of giving to the
rest of the country.

There was a time when $22 billion
more was being paid into the Federal
coffers than was received back from
the Federal coffers. Now, $9 billion
more is coming out of New York State
into the Federal coffers than will go
back to New York State through any
Federal programs.

That is not true of Georgia. Georgia
receives $1 billion more from the Fed-
eral Government than it pays to the
Federal Government. Certainly not
true of Marietta, GA, if you narrowed
it down in terms of the Federal con-

tract they have there to manufacture
the F–22 fighter plane, and probably
some other Federal contracts around.
You will find that they are getting far
more than they are paying into the
Federal coffers.

So, keep your eyes on the dollar fig-
ures. If you took each State of the
Union and asked yourself the question:
How much money does this State pay
into the Federal coffers, and how much
money does it get back from the Fed-
eral Government, you would be
shocked.

Many of the States that are scream-
ing for States’ control of programs are
going to find in a few years that if you
are really serious about State control
and you lessen the taxation on the
States universally across the country,
and have each State carry its own
weight, you will find it impossible to
maintain your State budgets and your
local budgets, because the money that
you get from the Federal Government,
which is a loss from New York, flows
out of New York, out of some of the
bigger industrialized States, even
though they are not as wealthy as they
used to be, they are still generating
more tax revenue than they are receiv-
ing back from the Federal Government.

That money is distributed in pro-
grams like Medicare and Medicaid. It is
distributed in programs like Social Se-
curity too. It is distributed, certainly,
in defense contracts, which New York
City has almost none, but many of the
States that complain about New York
City receive very lucrative huge de-
fense contracts.

The money that they receive in the
State of Kansas, and some of the other
surrounding States that have for years
gone to the farmers, or the so-called
farmers, the farming industry, the
farmer cartels and businesses; the sub-
sidies which average per family be-
tween $30,000 and $40,000 a year, money
that is given not for any service ren-
dered but for not planting corn or not
planting grain, not plowing up the
field, money that comes as a subsidy
from the Federal Treasury, that money
comes out of States like New York.
That money will not be there if you are
really serious about letting States
carry their own weight.

Stop and think about it. If you re-
make America, a lot of people who be-
lieve that they will benefit under the
assumption that they are not on some
form of government subsidy or welfare
are going to find that they really are
the beneficiaries of a lot of Federal
subsidy and some welfare. I would call
the farm subsidy program a welfare
program that has gone on and on. We
should end farm subsidies as we know
them. We should get rid of that kind of
welfare.

We have some corporate welfare too
we should get rid of. But my point
today is to keep your eyes on the prize.
Focus on the economy. Focus on the
appropriations bill. Focus on the budg-
et. Do not let them later on move you
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off into a concern for affirmative ac-
tion, a concern for abortion, a concern
for pornographic lyrics.

All of these problems are important.
Family values are important. I think
Mr. Thurow talks about family values
in this article. The title of Mr.
Thurow’s article, what I am reading
quotes from, is ‘‘Companies Merge and
Families Break Up.’’
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There is a point in here where he
talks about the traditional family is
being destroyed. I am quoting from
Lester Thurow’s article, the same man
who started out telling us that this
country is undergoing radical changes
economically and 80 percent of the peo-
ple are being left out, and only 20 per-
cent are benefiting.

This same Lester Thurow, who is pro-
fessor of economics at the Massachu-
setts Institute of Technology, who has
written 10 or 15 books, who has testi-
fied in hearings in most of the commit-
tees here in Congress, such as the Joint
Economic Committee, the Committee
on Energy, the Committee on Eco-
nomic and Educational Opportunities,
he appeared many times before our
committee, so he is well-known here
and respected.

He is not a wild-eyed liberal or a rad-
ical. He believes in the global economy,
he believes in free trade. He was in
favor of NAFTA, in favor of GATT, a
lot of things that I was not in favor of,
but even this Mr. Thurow, who I would
say leans toward the right in his eco-
nomics, talks about the traditional
family and ways in which you do not
hear discussed here on the floor.

Let me quote from Mr. Thurow’s ar-
ticle, which is about the economy. It is
about what it means to have an econ-
omy which is throwing people over-
board, wages are declining, hope is less-
ening because of the fact that nobody
seems to care about the fact that you
are undergoing this transition that is
so devastating.

Mr. Thurow talks about the tradi-
tional family. Let me quote:

The traditional family is being destroyed,
not by misguided social welfare programs
coming from Washington, although there are
some government initiatives that have un-
dermined family structures, but by a modern
economic system that is not congruent with
family values.

Let me quote that again, quoting Mr.
Thurow:

The traditional family is being destroyed,
not by misguided social welfare programs
coming from Washington, but by a modern
economic system that is not congruent with
family values. Besides falling real wages,
America’s other economic problems pale into
insignificance. The remedies lie in major
public and private investments, in research
and development, and in creating skilled
workers to ensure that tomorrow’s high-
wage, brain power industries generate much
of their employment in the United States.

Let me just read that again:
The traditional family is being destroyed,

not by misguided social welfare programs
coming from Washington, but by a modern

economic system that is not congruent with
family values. Besides falling real wages,
America’s other economic problems pale into
insignificance. The remedies lie in major
public and private investment and research
and development, and in creating skilled
workers to ensure that tomorrow’s high-
wage, brain power industries generate much
of their employment in the United States.

Today we have on the floor a bill
which turned its back on the effort to
create skilled workers to ensure that
tomorrow’s high-wage brain power in-
dustries generate much of the employ-
ment in the United States.

The CAREERS bill is going in the op-
posite direction. The appropriations
bill which reduced the funds available
for education and job training by $9 bil-
lion is going in the opposite direction.
The people in charge of the Govern-
ment are not acting to promote the
general welfare as they are charged
with in the Constitution. They are not
acting to take charge and understand
that we are going through a transi-
tional period, and because we are going
through a transitional period, the Gov-
ernment and public policies must step
in and do what the private sector can
never do, what the private sector is not
created to do, what the private sector
has no duty to do. It is Government’s
duty.

Before I go on, let me just go back
and read a complementary passage
from Mr. Thurow related to the family.
‘‘Falling real wages,’’ a quote from Mr.
Thurow again:

Falling real wages have put the traditional
family into play as the one-earner, middle
class family becomes extinct. With children
needing ever-more costly educations for
ever-longer periods of time, the cost of sup-
porting a family is rising sharply, just as
earnings plunge.

I repeat:
Falling real wages have put the traditional

American family into play, as the one—earn-
er, middle class family becomes extinct.
With children needing ever-more costly edu-
cations for ever-longer periods of time, the
cost of supporting a family is rising sharply,
just as earnings plunge.

Continuing to quote Mr. Thurow:
Children exist, but no one takes care of

them. Parents are spending 40 percent less
time with their children than they did 30
years ago. More than 2 million children
under the age of 13 have no adult super-
vision, either before or after school. Paying
for day care would use up all or most of a
mother’s wages.

This is not a minister talking, it is
not a politician talking, this is an
economist. This is an economist look-
ing at the hard, cold facts of the way
our society has been altered, the radi-
cal changes that are being forced on so-
ciety by the changes in technology and
by economic changes. It is not just
somebody’s morality is automatically
lower or his character is no good, there
are economic forces at work which are
creating a situation where children
exist, but no one takes care of them:

Parents are spending 40 percent less time
with their children than they did 30 years
ago. More than 2 million children under the
age of 13 have no adult supervision, either

before or after school. Paying for day care
would use up all or most of a mother’s wages.

I think it is important to emphasize
the fact that Mr. Thurow is not a min-
ister, he is not a politician, or an op-
portunistic politician, trumpeting fam-
ily values because that is the appealing
message of the day. Mr. Thurow is a
hard-core economist, and we should
take a look at what he is focused on:
The resources, the opportunities to
earn a living, income, jobs, and who is
the technological revolution going to
benefit? That is the question.

Let me just go back for one more
minute and repeat again:

Besides falling real wages, America’s other
economic problems pale into insignificance.
The remedies lie in major public and private
investment and research and development,
and in creating skilled workers to ensure
that tomorrow’s high-wage brain power in-
dustries generate much of the employment
in the United States.

I am going to talk about that for the
rest of this evening, the remedies.
What are the remedies for a transi-
tional economy which has produced a
phenomenon where Wall Street and
corporations are making the highest
profits they have ever made, the econ-
omy is booming for Wall Street, while
at the other end, workers are getting
lower wages, and there are fewer jobs
available. The streamlining or the
downsizing which creates more profits
as you replace human beings with ma-
chines creates misery on the bottom.

Nobody wants to stop the informa-
tion revolution. The industrial revolu-
tion could not be stopped. It is foolish
to try to stop it, it is foolish to try to
put chains on capitalism. Capitalism is
the order of the day. But it is up to
Government to understand that this is
a transition period with an upheaval
taking place which is causing a great
deal of dislocation and misery, and it is
going to escalate and get worse at a
more rapid pace, and we as Congress-
men, Senators, mayors, everybody
elected to office anywhere, we have the
responsibility, and if we do not take
hold of the burden of the catastrophe
that is coming, it will be on our shoul-
ders. We deserve to be blamed.

Mr. Thurow says,
The remedies lie in major public and pri-

vate investment and research and develop-
ment and in creating skilled workers to en-
sure that tomorrow’s high-wage, brain pow-
ered industries generate much of their em-
ployment in the United States.

I think Mr. Thurow is naive if he
thinks that private industry is going to
invest in that endeavor. Private indus-
try will invest only if they see an im-
mediate profit, and when that is over,
they will let it go. It is Government.
The remedy lies in major public invest-
ment. We have to, the Government has
to do it. We have to go in the opposite
direction of the bill on the House floor
today.

The CAREERS bill should have been
doubled in size. Oh, yes, there are prob-
lems in making it effective and effi-
cient, there are problems in making
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certain that there are jobs for people
that are going to be there 10 or 20 years
ago. All of those problems are soluble.
It is like winning a war, it is like fight-
ing a war, you do what you have to do,
you develop the weapons you have to
develop, you develop the systems you
have to develop. You institute the poli-
cies for the training and for the re-
cruitment, everything that has to be
done. We are in a war to save America
from economic chaos.

One of the things we have to do in
order to win this war is to have a new
approach to revenue. We have to have
the money, the resources necessary.
Taxpayers have to take a look at the
revenue side of the problem and not
just at the expenditure side. Yes, we
need some cuts. I am in favor of cut-
ting waste from government. Yes, it
may be a good idea to have a balanced
budget in 10 years, probably, or a
longer period, not 7 years, but we ought
to go toward a balanced budget as a
way of getting accountability and
squeezing the waste out of Govern-
ment.

Yes, expenditures are always impor-
tant. We must always be vigilant and
make certain that we do not waste our
resources, do not waste money, do not
waste the taxpayers’ dollars. On the
other hand, there is a need for tax reve-
nue, there is a need for a fair system of
accumulating the revenue you need.
The problem is that we are not looking
at all at the revenue side enough.

We should take a look at the fact
that revenue in America has been left
in the hands of the Senate Finance
Committee and the House Committee
on Ways and Means. Mr. Speaker, these
entities are part of a legislative body,
but they have far too much power and
the power has been abused and mis-
used. They have done a horrendous job
over the last 50 years.

The example I give over and over
again, and any sophomore in high
school can take a look at it, if you
take a look at the revenue burden, the
way the tax burden was structured in
1943, in 1943, corporations were paying
40 percent of the tax burden, were
shouldering 40 percent of the tax bur-
den in 1943, Individuals and families
were shouldering 27 percent of the tax
burden in 1943. From 1943 to 1995,
today, individuals have gone from 27
percent of the tax burden to 44 percent
of the tax burden. We are carrying 44
percent of the tax burden instead of 27
percent. In the same period of time,
corporations have gone from 40 percent
of the tax burden to 11 percent of the
tax burden.

The people who are making the
money on Wall Street, the profits are
going to corporations. The folks who
are making the money and getting the
benefits of all of the years of science
and technology and military research
and development and law and order in
the United States and wars that have
been fought and won by American boys
and the American total effort, those
benefits are flowing to Wall Street,

they are making the profits, yet they
are paying the smallest share of the
taxes. They are paying only 11 percent
of the tax burden, while ordinary fami-
lies and individuals are paying 44 per-
cent of the tax burden.

One of the things we should be dis-
cussing is the way to balance the budg-
et is to balance the tax burden, bring it
down. Yes, give tax cuts. Families and
individuals need tax cuts. I am cer-
tainly not in agreement with the Re-
publican proposed tax cut which will
give tax cuts to the people who are the
owners of the corporations and the
beneficiaries to the stocks and bonds.

We are giving the tax cuts to the
wrong people. People, individuals and
families do need a tax cut. We need to
bring taxes down for individuals and
families. But we do not have to dras-
tically cut the flow of revenue, because
we should be bringing up taxes for cor-
porations from the 11 percent, we
should go slowly up over a 10-year pe-
riod and from the 44 percent for indi-
viduals and families, we should come
down.
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We should reach a point in 10 years
where the burden is equally shared by
corporations and individuals and fami-
lies. In the process of doing that, you
will find more revenue will be gen-
erated and less of a burden will be on
individuals and families.

Additional revenue generated should
be used to do what Mr. Thurow says
needs to be done: Major public invest-
ment in job training, in research and
development and creating new skills,
new skilled workers. The money that
you get from increasing the share of
the tax burden borne by corporations
should go into creating skilled work-
ers, adult education, job training pro-
grams. That is where the answer lies.

We do not know exactly what the fu-
ture holds in terms of which industries
are going to prevail and what the exact
specific occupational titles are going
to be. But we have an idea that you are
going to need very educated people.
People are going to have to have a
great deal of computer literacy. There
are things we know already. There are
things we can do already. But you need
resources. You need finances. You can-
not be cutting the budget for job train-
ing and adult education at a time like
this. You should be using the increase
in revenues coming from a fairer tax
structure to finance the transition.

A massive program is needed. The GI
Bill of Rights and the GI program that
put thousands of men returning from
World War II into colleges and univer-
sities and into trade schools, that mas-
sive endeavor, that massive undertak-
ing by the American Government has
been one of the best investments of
public money ever in the history of the
Nation or in the history of govern-
ments all over the world. They should
show you where those trained GI’s
went, where they went after they left
the universities and the colleges, where

they went after they left the trade
schools, what they did for the Amer-
ican economy. It should be a lesson,
how a concentrated effort in the area
of jobs training, adult education, and
academic education, many of them
went to colleges and universities, how
it pays off. We need that kind of mas-
sive, intensively financed program
now. You can do it without increasing
the deficit. By raising the revenue that
is produced by corporations, at the
same time you can be bringing down
the tax burden on individuals.

Several tax plans have been proposed.
I want to conclude tonight by saying,
my staff is preparing a bill which
would call for the creation of a cre-
ative revenues commission, a creative
revenues commission. We cannot leave
it to Ways and Means. The Ways and
Means Committee of the House of Rep-
resentatives has shown that they will
take us from a burden of 40 percent for
corporations to 11 percent. At one
time, under President Reagan in 1982,
it went down as low as 8 percent. I
serve on that Committee on Ways and
Means and I might be accused of shirk-
ing my responsibilities. I am a Member
of Congress. I stand on this floor. I vote
for the bills that the Committee on
Ways and Means brings here. But for
your edification, it is important that
you know that whenever a bill comes
from Ways and Means which deals with
taxes, there are no amendments al-
lowed. We have never had on the floor
of the House of Representatives an
open rule for a Ways and Means bill,
for bills that relate to taxation. You
cannot amend. You can debate, but you
have to debate what is brought to you
by the committee.

The Senate Finance Committee, I
suppose it may be a little different over
there, but bills related to revenue and
taxation have to originate here. The
Constitution, they all come out of
Ways and Means first. So Ways and
Means and Members of Congress and
Members of the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate, we have betrayed
the American people, some directly,
some indirectly, by allowing a situa-
tion to develop where the burden of
taxation borne by corporations has
gone down from 40 percent to 11 per-
cent. We have swindled the American
people. We let the burden on them go
up from 27 percent to 44 percent. We
need to correct that. We need to ad-
dress that.

If we cannot address it through the
Ways and Means, then perhaps we
should do what we are doing with the
base closing. Base closings were such a
difficult issue until we came up with a
formula for retaining the power and
the ultimate authority of Congress
while at the same time taking advan-
tage of the wisdom of more objective,
nonpolitical, nonpartisan people out
there. A Base Closing Commission was
created. They go through a process.
The President is involved and then we
have the final say. They come back
with rational recommendations. We
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can vote them up or down. So the
power of the representatives of the peo-
ple is the final power. But we have a
rational product produced by people
who are not on the phone with lobby-
ists, lobbyists in their ears promising
all kinds of things that they can de-
liver on. We are not overwhelmed by
the almighty might of corporate
wealth in the process of making deci-
sions.

We can deal with the situation ra-
tionally. Let the revenue commission,
the creative revenue commission take
a look at all the proposals for tax re-
form that are now being proposed.

Senator LUGAR and the CATO Insti-
tute have proposed a national sales
tax. They propose to replace personal
and corporate income tax taxes with a
16 to 24 percent national sales tax on
all consumable items except stocks and
bonds. The benefits of this, according
to Senator LUGAR and the CATO Insti-
tute is that it eliminates any com-
plicated tax filing system.

Some of the problems with this is
that it is regressive. Wealthy people
would pay a smaller share of their in-
come in taxes than lower middle in-
come tax people. We would end up with
people with the real wealth paying a
smaller percentage of their income,
and you probably would have the cor-
porations bearing no greater propor-
tion of the tax burden.

But that is a plan that has been put
forward by Senator LUGAR and the
CATO Institute. It deserves to be
looked at by an objective, rational
group of Americans who are chosen for
their expertise and their knowledge of
the economy and taxes, and they can
constitute a creative revenue commis-
sion.

The gentleman from Texas, Mr.
ARMEY, and Senator SPECTER have pro-
posed a flat tax. The flat tax concept
you have heard a lot about. It is not
revenue neutral. In the process of en-
acting the flat tax, as the gentleman
from Texas, Mr. ARMEY, is proposing
and Senator SPECTER is proposing, if
you enact it now the way they propose
it, you will end up with a deficit of $187
billion.

We do not need a taxing plan which
creates a greater deficit. The Armey-
Specter plan would not treat all in-
come the same. Only wage and pension
income would be taxed, wages, the
thing that hourly people work for, not
the big executive compensation pack-
ages and great amounts of money.
They would not be taxed. Only wages
and pension income would be taxed.

Interest, capital gains, and other
forms of unearned income would not be
taxed. Wage and pension income would
be taxed at a flat 20 percent rate in the
first rate, dropping to 17 percent when
the proposal is fully phased in. This tax
would only apply to earned wages and
pension income, as I said before. Cor-
porate income tax would be replaced by
modified value-added tax.

In the Armey-Specter flat tax plan,
corporations will get away with even

more than they get away with now.
They are going to not have to pay any
corporate income tax. We are going to
have a value-added tax. Businesses
would pay a 17-percent tax on their
gross sales minus wages paid to em-
ployees.

The current deduction for entertain-
ment expenses capped at 15 percent
would be 100 percent. Tax withholding
would be eliminated. Taxes would be
paid monthly by each individual like
any other bill. That is the Armey-Spec-
ter flat tax plan.

Send the plan on. I do not agree with
it. I think it is a continuation of the
advantages to the rich and advantages
to corporations. But let us send it on.
Send the Armey-Specter tax plan to
the commission, the creative revenues
commission.

There is a value-added tax proposed
by the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
GIBBONS]. He does not have a specific
proposal, but his basic concept is that
you can replace income and corporate
income taxes with a consumption or
value-added tax administered at point
of sale by businesses.

Value-added taxes are being used in
many industrialized countries, and
there is a lot of experience with value-
added taxes. Australia and the United
States presently are the only Western
nations that do not have broad based
consumption taxes. All European na-
tions use both consumption and income
taxes.

All European nations use both con-
sumption and income taxes together,
but they are able to charge less, have
less of a burden borne by income taxes
because they have the value-added tax
which is based on consumption. And
generally it discourages people from
consuming so much.

Americans consume more than any
other industrialized nation. That is
why our balance of payments, while we
import so much more than we export,
because we are always consuming, con-
suming, and we need more and we buy
more from those places which do not
consume quite as much. One of the rea-
sons they do not consume as much is
because the value-added tax increases
the cost of consumption.

So I think it is one that really ought
to be looked at very carefully and
worked into some total scheme of tax-
ation, of revenue production.

Let the commission take a close look
at it. There is the Nunn-Domenici tax.
The basic concept is that all income,
wages, interest, et cetera, would be
treated the same and subject to tax.
The taxpayer would not pay any taxes
on savings. In other words, savings
would be deduced from income before
calculating the tax. What you put in
the bank as savings would be deducted
from your income before calculating
the tax. Individual exemptions and de-
ductions would be eliminated.

This plan is silent on what the tax
rates for individuals would be. It could
maintain progressive rate structure. It
might tax the rich at a greater per-

centage than it does the middle class
and the poor, but it might not. We do
not know. It is not spelled out.

They do say that businesses would be
taxed at a 10-percent flat rate and will
retain most of the current deductions
that they have already. I think it is a
grand ripoff. If you are going to let
businesses and corporations not only
do what they are doing now but get
away with even more, right now they
are paying 11 percent of the tax burden.
We are going to give them a 10-percent
flat rate, which means they will be
paying less. And while we give them
the flat rate, we are going to let them
deduct what they deduct now. If they
decide to pay the chairman of a cor-
poration or the president of the cor-
poration $10 million, that is deducted
from their tax bill. That is a tax deduc-
tion.

There is no way to stop them. It they
decide that they are going to up their
budget for training and have a vast
network of sumptuous training quar-
ters all over the world and move their
employees around from one beach to
another and call it training, that is de-
ductible. Anything that they decide to
do they can make a little sense with, it
is deductible.

So not only do they pay a very small
percentage, 11 percent of the total tax
burden, but they get away already with
deductions which are horrific. If indi-
viduals could get away with those
kinds of deductions, everybody’s tax
bill would go down a great deal.

What this Nunn-Domenici bill does
do is create a powerful incentive for
saving. And it is simpler than current
law. The great problem with it is what
I have just stated. Only the wealthy
can save. The wealthy can save. Mid-
dle-income people can save. Those who
can save more would benefit more. But
those who can save the most would be
the wealthiest people. So you would
have again a skewed system where the
system is advantageous for the people
who are most wealthy.

Then there is the Gephardt flat tax.
The Gephardt flat tax is revenue neu-
tral. It would not increase the deficit
as the Armey flat tax would. The
Armey flat tax would increase the defi-
cit by $187 billion. The Gephardt would
not increase the deficit. All income,
wages, interests, income, et cetera
would be treated the same under the
Gephardt flat tax plan. All income
would be taxed except Social Security
benefits.

A 10-percent flat rate would apply to
75 percent of all taxpayers. But pro-
gressively higher rates of 20 percent to
34 percent would apply to higher in-
come taxpayers, and all of these rates
are lower than the current rates. The
only deductions that would be retained
by the Gephardt flat tax are the mort-
gage interest deduction and job related
expenses. You could deduct your mort-
gage interest as you do now and job re-
lated expenses.

That coincides with Mr. Thurow’s
remedy of jobs and job training being a
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priority. If it is a priority, then one
way the Government can show it is a
priority is by allowing individuals to
deduct any expenses related to job
training. The Gephardt plan eliminates
$50 billion in corporate welfare tax ben-
efits that exist now.
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The Gephardt plan requires a na-
tional referendum to raise taxes in the
future. The Gephardt plan has a great
benefit. It would actually reduce taxes
for most Americans. You probably have
guessed by now that I would say that
the Gephardt plan is a superior plan.
That is my individual opinion, but let
it go to a tax revenue commission. We
do not need my individual opinion, we
do not need the opinions of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means and the
Committee on Ways and Means’
schemes that have resulted in a dras-
tic, uneven tax burden being borne by
individuals and families versus cor-
porations.

We do not need anybody’s opinions.
Let them all take a very close look at
what is happening with these plans.
Let them all examine these plans. They
may look at some other creative pro-
posals that have come forward, like we
have proposed to tax—instead of selling
the frequencies in the air, lease them.
Why not lease them and tax the income
on them? Why not, if you are going to
sell them, put them in a trust fund and
use that revenue for some purpose, as
they are proposing with the public
broadcasting?

Public broadcasting wants a certain
portion of the revenue we get from sell-
ing the bands in the air, frequencies.
There is another word for that. I can-
not get it right now. We have auc-
tioned off about 9 billion dollars’
worth. Why not have trust funds which
generate income? Why not have the
savings and loans contribute, at least
the $250 billion that they took out of
the taxpayers’ coffers, out of the Treas-
ury? Why not have a tax on the finan-
cial industry, a temporary tax which is
a surcharge on everybody connected
with the financial industries, and get
back our money that we put into the
savings and loan industry? Why not
take a look at that?

Why not look at a more rapid reform-
ing of the mining laws, so we stop giv-
ing away gold mines and copper mines
and coal mines for pennies? We sold a
mine recently for $250 which is ex-
pected to generate billions of dollars in
gold. There are a lot of things that this
tax commission could look at. We need
a creative revenue commission to take
a look at all these possibilities, to
come back to the American people with
a new revenue generation plan which
will be a plan with enough money to fi-
nance the transition.

We are transitioning from the indus-
trial age to the information age. The
money to pay for the transition for the
job training, for the research and de-
velopment, can come out of a new, cre-
ative revenue tax plan. We can balance

the budget at the same time we gen-
erate that income, and this commis-
sion is the key. We should accept the
responsibility that has been given to us
as elected officials, and understand
that the problem is our problem. We
have to solve it. A creative revenue tax
commission would be a great step for-
ward in solving this monumental prob-
lem.

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. TORKILDSEN (at the request of
Mr. ARMEY), for today until 11:45 a.m.,
on account of testifying at the North
East Fisheries Management Council in
Gloucester, MA.

Mr. FIELDS of Texas (at the request
of Mr. ARMEY), for today after 2:30
p.m., on account of personal reasons.

Mrs. FOWLER (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY), for today until 1 p.m., on ac-
count of illness.

Mr. TUCKER (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT), for today and the balance
of the week, on account of official busi-
ness.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. KINGSTON) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. WHITE, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. SAXTON, for 5 minutes, today.
Mrs. ROUKEMA, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. GOSS, for 5 minutes, September

21.
Mr. KINGSTON, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, for 5

minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. DOGGETT) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, for 5

minutes, today.
Ms. DELAURO, for 5 minutes, today.
Mrs. MALONEY, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Member (at his own

request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania, for 5 min-
utes, today.

f

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. DOGGETT) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. GIBBONS.
Mr. MORAN.
Mr. LANTOS.
Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota.

Mr. ACKERMAN.
Mr. POSHARD.
Mr. LIPINSKI.
Mr. BERMAN.
Mr. JACOBS.
Mrs. MALONEY.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. KINGSTON) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. GALLEGLY.
Mr. BOEHNER.
Mr. FORBES.
Mr. BATEMAN.
Mr. GILLMOR.
Mr. CRANE.
Mr. BARTON of Texas.
Mr. PETRI.
Mr. DAVIS.
Mr. FLANAGAN.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. OWENS) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Ms. HARMAN.
Mrs. ROUKEMA.
Mr. CONYERS.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 9 o’clock and 19 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Wednesday, September 20,
1995, at 10 a.m.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

1447. A letter from the Secretary of En-
ergy, transmitting the Department’s report
entitled the ‘‘Low Emission Boiler System
Program’’; jointly, to the Committees on Ap-
propriations and Commerce.

1448. A letter from the Secretary of Trans-
portation, transmitting notification of the
actions the Secretary has taken regarding
security measures at Eldorado International
Airport, Bogota, Colombia, pursuant to 49
U.S.C. 44907(d)(3); jointly, to the Committees
on Transportation and Infrastructure and
International Relations.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. ARCHER: Committee on Ways and
Means. H.R. 2288. A bill to amend part D of
title IV of the Social Security Act to extend
for 2 years the deadline by which States are
required to have in effect an automated data
processing and information retrieval system
for use in the administration of State plans
for child and spousal support (Rept. 104–250).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. MCINNIS: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 223. Resolution waiving points of
order against the conference report to ac-
company the bill (H.R. 1817) making appro-
priations for military construction for the
Department of Defense for the fiscal year
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ending September 30, 1996, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. 104–251). Referred to the House
Calendar.

Mr. QUILLEN: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 224. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 2274) to amend
title 23, United States Code, to designate the
National Highway System, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. 104–252) Referred to the House
Calendar.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 225. Resolution providing
for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 927) to
seek international sanctions against the Cas-
tro government in Cuba, to plan for the sup-
port of a transition government leading to a
democratically elected government in Cuba,
and for other purposes (Rept. 104–253). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4

of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. BUNN of Oregon:
H.R. 2351. A bill to provide that pay for

Members of Congress be made subject to an-
nual appropriations; to the Committee on
House Oversight.

By Mr. EVERETT (for himself, Mr.
STUMP, and Mr. MONTGOMERY):

H.R. 2352. A bill to increase, effective as of
December 1, 1995, the rates of compensation
for veterans with service-connected disabil-
ities and the rates of dependency and indem-
nity compensation for the survivors of cer-
tain disabled veterans; to the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. HUTCHINSON (for himself, Mr.
EDWARDS, Mr. STUMP, and Mr. MONT-
GOMERY):

H.R. 2353. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to extend certain expiring au-
thorities of the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs relating to delivery of health and medi-
cal care, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. CREMEANS:
H.R. 2354. A bill to provide for the continu-

ance of oil and gas operations pursuant to
certain existing leases in the Wayne Na-
tional Forest; to the Committee on Re-
sources.

By Mr. BASS:
H.R. 2355. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to allow a corporation to
elect the pooling method of determining for-
eign tax credits in certain cases, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. GIBBONS (for himself, Mr. GEP-
HARDT, Mr. STARK, Mr. JACOBS, Mr.
FORD, Mr. MATSUI, Mrs. KENNELLY,
Mr. COYNE, Mr. LEVIN, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. LEWIS
of Georgia, Mr. PAYNE of Virginia,
Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, and Mr.
WARD):

H.R. 2356. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to prevent the avoidance of
tax through the use of foreign trusts; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota:
H.R. 2357. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to correct a technical error
in the expiration date for refunds on alcohol
fuels; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LATOURETTE:
H.R. 2358. A bill to suspend until January

1, 1998, the duty on certain electrical capaci-
tors; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MCCOLLUM:
H.R. 2359. A bill to clarify the method of

execution of Federal prisoners; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 2360. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to permit Federal prisoners to
engage in community service projects; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MOORHEAD:
H.R. 2361. A bill to amend the commence-

ment dates of certain temporary Federal
judgeships; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Mr. PETRI (for himself, Mr.
BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr. MEEHAN,
Mr. ZIMMER, Mr. MILLER of Florida,
Mr. DORNAN, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr.
HOKE, and Mr. JACOBS):

H.R. 2362. A bill to terminate marketing
orders regulating the price of milk at the
end of 1995 and to provide for the gradual re-
duction and eventual elimination of the
price support program for milk; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

By Mrs. ROUKEMA (for herself, Mr.
LEACH, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. ROTH, Mr.
BAKER of Louisiana, Mr. BACHUS, Mr.
VENTO, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. ROYCE, Mr.
LUCAS, Mr. WELLER, Mr. METCALF,
and Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma):

H.R. 2363. A bill to provide for adequate
funding for the Financing Corporation, to
provide for the merger of the deposit insur-
ance funds, to provide for the conversion of
Federal savings associations into banks and
the treatment of State savings associations
as banks for purposes of Federal banking
law, to abolish the position of Director of the
Office of Thrift Supervision, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Banking and
Financial Services, and in addition to the
Committee on Ways and Means, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. SHADEGG (for himself, Mr.
DELAY, Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr. LARGENT,
Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr.
SMITH of Texas, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr.
STUMP, and Mr. RADANOVICH):

H.R. 2364. A bill to provide incentives for
the conservation and recovery of endangered
species, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Resources, and in addition to the
Committees on the Judiciary, and Ways and
Means, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. TALENT:
H.R. 2365. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to allow deductible con-
tributions to individual retirement plans
designated as Retirement Years Savings Ac-
counts; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mrs. VUCANOVICH (for herself and
Mr. WAXMAN):

H.R. 2366. A bill to repeal an unnecessary
medical device reporting requirement; to the
Committee on Commerce, and in addition to
the Committee on Ways and Means, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

f

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memori-
als were presented and referred as fol-
lows:

161. By the SPEAKER. Memorial of the
General Assembly of the State of California,
relative to the Civilian Health and Medical
Program of the Uniformed Services; to the
Committee on National Security.

162. Also, memorial of the General Assem-
bly of the State of California, relative to

manufactured housing; to the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services.

163. Also, memorial of the General Assem-
bly of the State of California, relative to the
auction of radio frequency spectrum; to the
Committee on Commerce.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 44: Mr. POMEROY, Mr. GOSS, Mr.
HOSTETTLER, Mr. BISHOP, and Mr. GILLMOR.

H.R. 123: Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr. TIAHRT, Mr.
HOSTETTLER, and Mr. THOMAS.

H.R. 373: Mr. MOORHEAD.
H.R. 436: Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey.
H.R. 580: Ms. DANNER and Mr. BALLENGER.
H.R. 733: Mr. TALENT and Mr. BARTON of

Texas.
H.R. 752: Mr. FORD, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr.

PETERSON of Minnesota, and Mr. HINCHEY.
H.R. 773: Mr. MCINNIS.
H.R. 789: Mr. WELLER, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr.

KOLBE, Mr. TIAHRT, and Mr. BARTON of
Texas.

H.R. 842: Mr. MINGE and Mr. GANSKE.
H.R. 972: Mr. GILMAN.
H.R. 997: Mr. LEACH, Mr. PETERSON of Min-

nesota, Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mrs. CHENOWETH,
and Ms. LOFGREN.

H.R. 1021: Mr. BATEMAN.
H.R. 1023: Mr. FROST, Mr. DIAZ-BALART,

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, and Mr. BATEMAN.
H.R. 1114: Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina,

Mr. SCHIFF, and Mr. DEAL of Georgia.
H.R. 1402: Mr. SANDERS.
H.R. 1458: Mr. GILMAN.
H.R. 1625: Mr. HYDE and Mr. DOOLITTLE.
H.R. 1744: Mr. MATSUI.
H.R. 1856: Mr. STUPAK, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr.

BENTSEN, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. GOODLATTE,
Mr. COX, Mr. PICKETT, and Mr. BARTLETT of
Maryland.

H.R. 1960: Mr. DELAY.
H.R. 1963: Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania.
H.R. 1972: Mr. PETRI, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska,

Mrs. KELLY, Mr. CHAPMAN, Mrs. VUCANOVICH,
Mr. EHRLICH, and Mr. ALLARD.

H.R. 2026: Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. HILLEARY, Mr.
MOORHEAD, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. LEWIS of Ken-
tucky, Mr. NEY, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. BOEHNER,
Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mr.
LATHAM, Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr. STUMP, and
Mr. BRYANT of Tennessee.

H.R. 2090: Mr. WELDON of Florida, Mrs.
MYRICK, Mr. SOUDER, Mr. WICKER, and Ms.
LOFGREN.

H.R. 2092: Mr. SCOTT, Mr. COBLE, Mr.
KLECZKA, Mr. FILNER, Mr. OWENS, Mr. GON-
ZALEZ, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Ms. PELOSI, Mr.
FROST, Mr. MINETA, Mrs. LOWEY, and Mr.
JOHNSTON of Florida.

H.R. 2132: Ms. PELOSI, Mr. FRAZER, and Ms.
LOFGREN.

H.R. 2137: Mr. FOLEY and Mr. HASTINGS of
Washington.

H.R. 2152: Mr. RAHALL, Mr. EHLERS, Mr.
DIAZ-BALART, and Mr. SCARBOROUGH.

H.R. 2156: Mr. ACKERMAN.
H.R. 2181: Mr. FILNER.
H.R. 2185: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr.

ACKERMAN, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. MARTINEZ, Ms.
DELAURO, and Ms. WOOLSEY.

H.R. 2200: Mrs. SMITH of Washington, Mr.
SCOTT, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. LARGENT, Mr. HALL
of Ohio, Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, Mr.
HASTERT, and Mr. DELAY.

H.R. 2202: Mr. NORWOOD and Mr. RIGGS.
H.R. 2330: Mr. BRYANT of Tennessee, Mr.

HUTCHINSON, and Mr. BONILLA.
H.R. 2342: Mr. COMBEST, Mr. STOCKMAN, Mr.

THORNBERRY, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr.
FROST, and Mr. SKEEN.

H. Con. Res. 47: Mr. YATES, Mr. MCCOLLUM,
Mr. SHAYS, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. POMBO, and Ms.
FURSE.
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DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

H.R. 1883: Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania.

f

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII
41. The SPEAKER presented a petition of

the council of the city of Warren, OH, rel-
ative to the National Manual on Uniform
Traffic Control Devices; which was referred
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.

f

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 927
OFFERED BY: MR. STEARNS

(Page and line number references are to H.R.
2347)

AMENDMENT NO. 3: Add at the end of title
I the following:
SEC. 112. CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION OF

CONTACTS WITH CUBAN GOVERN-
MENT OFFICIALS.

(a) ADVANCED NOTIFICATION REQUIRED.—No
funds made available under any provision of
law may be used for the costs and expenses
of negotiations, meetings, discussions, or
contacts between United States Government
officials or representatives and officials or
representatives of the Cuban Government re-
lating to normalization of relations between
the United States and Cuba unless 15 days in
advance the President has notified the
Speaker of the House of Representatives and
the chairman of the Committee on Foreign
Relations of the Senate in accordance with
procedures applicable to reprogramming no-
tifications under section 634A of the Foreign
Assistance act of 1961.

(b) REPORTS.—Within 15 days of any nego-
tiations, meetings, discussions, or contacts
between individuals described in subsection
(a), with respect to any matter, the Presi-
dent shall submit a report to the Speaker of
the House of Representatives and the chair-
man of the Committee on Foreign Relations
of the Senate detailing the individuals in-
volved, the matters discussed, and any agree-
ments made, including agreements to con-
duct future negotiations, meetings, discus-
sions, or contacts.

H.R. 1617
OFFERED BY: MR. TRAFICANT

AMENDMENT NO. 29: Page 27, after line 24,
insert the following:
SEC. 7. PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIP-

MENT AND PRODUCTS.
(a) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense

of the Congress that, to the greatest extent
practicable, all equipment and products pur-
chased with funds made available under this
Act should be American-made.

(b) NOTICE REQUIREMENTS.—In providing fi-
nancial assistance to, or entering into any
contract with, any entity using funds made
available under this Act, the head of each
Federal agency, to the greatest extent prac-
ticable, shall provide to such entity a notice
describing the statement made in subsection
(a) by the Congress.

H.R. 2274
OFFERED BY: MR. BEILENSON

AMENDMENT NO. 19: Page 59, after line 7, in-
sert the following:

(c) GUARANTEE AND WARRANTY CLAUSES.—
Section 112 of title 23, United States Code, is
amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (f) as sub-
section (g); and

(2) by inserting after subsection (e) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(f) GUARANTEE AND WARRANTY CLAUSES.—
The Secretary shall, by regulation, permit a
State highway department, in accordance
with standards developed by the Secretary in
such regulations, to include a clause in a
contract for the construction of any Federal-
aid highway project requiring the contractor
to warrant the materials and work per-
formed in accordance with the contractor’s
obligations and responsibilities under the
terms of the contract. The warranty or guar-
antee clause shall be reasonably related to
the materials and work performed and in ac-
cordance with the contractor’s obligations
and responsibilities under the terms of the
contract and shall not be construed to re-
quire the contractor to perform mainte-
nance.’’.

(d) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 90 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Secretary shall initiate a rulemaking
proceeding for developing standards under
section 112(f) of title 23, United States Code,
as added by subsection (c) of this section.

H.R. 2274
OFFERED BY: MR. KIM

AMENDMENT NO. 20: At the end of title III
of the bill, add the following:
SEC. 354. ADVANCED CONSTRUCTION.

Section 115(d) of title 23, United States
Code, is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(d) LIMITATION ON ADVANCED FUNDING.—
The Secretary may approve an application
under this section for a project in a State au-
thorized under section 103(e)(4), 104, 144, or
307, as the case may be, if the total amount
of funds approved in applications for such
projects do not exceed currently authorized
funds for such State, plus an amount equal
to the amount of the final year currently au-
thorized funds for the State.’’.

Conform the table of contents of the bill
accordingly.

H.R. 2274 Offered By: Mrs. Lowery
AMENDMENT NO. 21: At the end of title III

of the bill, insert the following:
SEC. 354. OPERATION OF MOTOR VEHICLES BY

INTOXICATED MINORS.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 1 of title 23,

United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following:
‘‘§ 161. National standard to prohibit the op-

eration of motor vehicles by intoxicated mi-
nors
‘‘(a) WITHHOLDING OF APPORTIONMENTS FOR

NON-COMPLIANCE.—
‘‘(1) FISCAL YEAR 1999.—The Secretary shall

withhold 5 percent of the amount required to
be apportioned to any State under each of
paragraphs (1), (3), and (5) of section 104(b) of
October 1, 1998, if the State does not meet
the requirement of paragraph (3) on such
date.

‘‘(2) THEREAFTER.—The Secretary shall
withhold 10 percent (including any amounts
withheld under paragraph (1)) of the amount
required to be apportioned to any State
under each of paragraphs (1), (3), and (5) of
section 104(b) on October 1, 1999, and on Octo-
ber 1 of each fiscal year thereafter, if the
State does not meet the requirement of para-
graph (3) on such date.

‘‘(3) REQUIREMENT.—A State meets the re-
quirement of this paragraph if the State has
enacted and is enforcing a law that makes
unlawful throughout the State the operation
of a motor vehicle by an individual under the
age of 21 who has a blood alcohol concentra-
tion of 0.02 percent or greater.

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

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

‘‘(A) FUNDS WITHHELD ON OR BEFORE SEP-
TEMBER 30, 2000.—Any funds withheld under
subsection (a) from apportionment to any
State on or before September 30, 2000, shall
remain available until the end of the third
fiscal year following the fiscal year for
which such funds are authorized to be appro-
priated.

‘‘(B) FUNDS WITHHELD AFTER SEPTEMBER 30,
2000.—No funds withheld under this section
from apportionment to any State after Sep-
tember 30, 2000, shall be available for appor-
tionment to such State.

‘‘(2) APPORTIONMENT OF WITHHELD FUNDS
AFTER COMPLIANCE.—If, before the last day of
the period for which funds withheld under
subsection (a) from apportionment are to re-
main available for apportionment to State
under paragraph (1), the State meets the re-
quirement of subsection (a)(3), the Secretary
shall, on the first day on which the State
meets such requirement, apportion to the
State the funds withheld under subsection
(a) that remain available for apportionment
to the State.

‘‘(3) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY OF SUBSE-
QUENTLY APPORTIONED FUNDS.—Any funds ap-
portioned pursuant to paragraph (2) shall re-
main available for expenditure until the end
of the third fiscal year following the fiscal
year in which such funds are so apportioned.
Sums not obligated at the end of such period
shall lapse or, in the case of funds appor-
tioned under section 104(b)(5), shall lapse and
be made available by the Secretary for
projects in accordance with section 118.

‘‘(4) EFFECT OF NONCOMPLIANCE.—If, at the
end of the period for which funds withheld
under subsection (a) from apportionment are
available for apportionment to a State under
paragraph (1), the State does not meet the
requirement of subsection (a)(3), such funds
shall lapse or, in the case of funds withheld
from apportionment under section 104(b)(5),
such funds shall lapse and be made available
by the Secretary for projects in accordance
with section 118.’’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections at the beginning of such chapter is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘161. National standard to prohibit the oper-
ation of motor vehicles by in-
toxicated minors.’’.

Conform the table of contents of the bill
accordingly.

H.R. 2274

OFFERED BY: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA

AMENDMENT NO. 22. Page 97, after line 12,
add the following:
SEC. 354. PROHIBITION ON PAYMENT OF SAFETY

BONUSES.
Amounts in the Highway Trust Fund es-

tablished by section 9503 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986, and non-Federal funds re-
quired by law as a condition for the receipt
of such amounts, may not be expended for
the payment of a safety bonus to a contrac-
tor.

Conform the table of contents of the bill
accordingly.

H.R. 2274

OFFERED BY: MR. NADLER

AMENDMENT NO. 23: Page 90, line 17, strike
‘‘for only those’’ and all that follows through
the period on line 18 and insert the following:

in accordance with State law.

H.R. 2274

OFFERED BY: MR. NADLER

AMENDMENT NO. 24, Page 97, after line 12,
add the following:
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SEC. 354, EXTENSION OF DEADLINE FOR REPAY-

MENT OF FUNDS.

The Secretary shall extend by 2 years the
deadline by which the State of New York is
required under section 103(e)(7) of title 23,
United States Code, to make a repayment to
the Highway Trust Fund in connection with
Federal funds expended to acquire property
for a portion of Interstate Route 478 which
was withdrawn from the Interstate System
in accordance with the provisions of section
103(e)(4) of such title.

Conform the table of contents accordingly.

H.R. 2274

OFFERED BY MR. OBERSTAR

AMENDMENT NO. 25, Page 92, strike lines 15
through 17, and insert the following:

Section 154 of title 23, United States Code,
is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing:

‘‘(j) REPEAL.—The provisions of this sec-
tion and section 141(a) shall not be effective
with respect to a State if the Governor of the
State—

‘‘(1) prepares and submits to the Secretary
and to the legislature of the state a report
(using data available to the Governor on the
date of the enactment of this subsection) on
costs to the State of deaths and injuries re-
sulting from motor vehicle crashes; and

‘‘(2) enters into an agreement with the sec-
retary under which the Governor agrees to
prepare and submit to the Secretary and to
the legislature of the state in fiscal year
1997, and biennially thereafter, a report
(using methods approved by the Secretary)
on costs to the State of deaths and injuries
resulting from motor vehicle crashes.’’.

H.R. 2274
OFFERED BY: MR. RAHALL

AMENDMENT NO. 26, Strike section 348 and
insert in lieu thereof the following:
Sec. 348. National Maximum Speed Limit.
Section 154(a) of title 23, United States Code, is

amended—
(1) by striking ‘‘fifty-five miles’’ the first

place it appears and all that follows through
‘‘or (4)’’ and inserting ‘‘65 miles per hour, or
(2)’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘Clause (4)’’ and inserting
‘‘Clause (2)’’. Conform the table of contents
of the bill accordingly.

H.R. 2274

OFFERED BY: MR. RAHALL

AMENDMENT NO. 27, Strike section 348.

H.R. 2274

OFFERED BY: MS. VELÁZQUEZ

AMENDMENT NO. 28, At the end of title III
of the bill, insert the following:
SEC. 254. GOWANUS EXPRESSWAY REHABILITA-

TION PROJECT, NEW YORK CITY,
NEW YORK.

No Federal funds may be expended for the
Gowanus Expressway rehabilitation project
in New York City, New York, until the Sec-
retary determines that a major metropolitan
transportation investment study has been
conducted for such project in accordance
with the requirements of part 450 of title 23,
Code of Federal Regulations, as in effect on
the date of the enactment of this Act.

Conform the table of contents of the bill
accordingly.
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